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THE HONOURABLE JOSEPH BOLDUC, SPEAKER.

SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
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LAwRENCE Geo¥rrEY Power, P.C............| Sr. M. Halifax........... Halifax, N.S.
Joserr Borpuc (Speaker).cu......covvunnenn.. LT e S e St. Victor de Tring, Que.
Pascar PoOIRIER...... st AT e Acaliercii i i Shediac, N.B.
Sir James ALExaNDER LouerEED, K.C.M.G.,

N it e e e Calpnry. o e Calgary, Alta.
HIPPOLYTE MONTPLAISIR..euv.vnensnennnesnnns Shawinigan.............. Three Rivers, Que.
PRt TANDRY oo T i Stadacona. ... ..o, Candiac, Que.

ALFRED A. THIBAUDBAU...........0000vuun.n. De la Vallidre............| Montreal, Que.

GEeorGE GERALD KING......... e QueetE o & s e Chipman, N.B.

RiouL DANDURAND, P.Coovov. .o iioiinn i, De Lorimier...... .. i3 Montreal, Que.

JOBN N NQe et e s st Pritice .0 e Port Hill, P.E.I.

Pronr MOBWEENRY oo cvv o o icodasiiimis Northumberland.........| Moncton, N.B.

JossrPi P BraGARGRARN, o n tia v o De Lanauditre...........| Montreal, Que.

RoBRRT WATBON. 1 0 e o Portage la Prairie........| Portage la Prairie, Man.

Gronas McHUGH., /s s ety Victoma, O oo Lindsay, Ont.

JORBPE. GODHOUT /. v et e i dm8adles. oo oo Beauceville, West, Que.
Prodericlon;, o, ..ot Fredericton, N.B.
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EDpWARD MATTHEW FARRELL........oovvennans
Wittias ROcHR. oo o et vonisnnvaniog
Tiovis LAVERGNEG| i suiall s s da i iahay
Aukois B FORQRY. 0 5 aiasvaipiaes
JosePH M. WILSON...c.ovvvneeennnes S
BENIAMIN. C, PROWSE. ...0 o ol ot sa s
Roves Hunny Porl.. .o o viciiiioiiadioa
JORN W DANIBIC S s e iwesvio imiip Faicndias
GHOBGR CIOBDON . .. oo vnisina e iabaree
NATHANIEL (CURRY 0 o v
IRkt By BOBR. .2 o siievaeciasensmion
EnpwaArp L. GIRROIR
WrEErAN DIRRNEE. v i i itiasens sy
PATRIOE 1 MURVRY v oo s mnvn oslim s

ERNesT D BUWTH ..ot yinsad vesvnimene

Saskatchewan............
Paverpool s lo . e

T R e e o

Charlottetown...........
Bedloid et h e
Bt dobnyeiin. i
IO v i s
Amberat oo on ol
Middleton.........

Antigonishiie.. . coaill
B i
Tignish

Wentworth:,. .. .. ccaves
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FREDERICK L. BEIQUE.......co0vvieriernrnnns De Balaberry............ Montreal, Que.

AT e e LR B Ty e R S s Repentigny.....ooicoisos Louiseville, Que.

Ty T R e B R e SR O De la Durantaye......... Quebec, Que.

WizeiaM C. EDWARDS.......vvvnvieerniennses Ridean.2s: i i Ottawa, Ont.
codaams; Doyviiae, Lit-Col il iy v Rothesawsi . < 0 e Rothesay, N.B

LoQoDAvIn:s i s Mille Tleas .o i Montreal, Que.

BBMRY Jo CRORAN s v nsnas wains s ra s Nieloris. . i siasaies Montreal, Que.

WILRIAM MaSCBEBLE . o o s v ey bs s Welhngton), ..o v e s Drummondville, Que

HEWITT BOBTOOE,. .2 s i sdanbsnnsraniasy Kamloops......oceeeen.. Monte Creek, B.C.

PHILIPPE A. CHOQUETTE. .5 o« vosssonsconsosns Granville.................| Quebec, Que.

F RO ST e e PR e R |2 T G R ey Moosejaw, Sask.

L. Gronatt DE VEBER. [ .ui. covvieisininnnns Lethbridge......o.«. . Lethbridge, Alta.

Janmns M. DOGOEAR.. .- 5c v 0 iy dbswins s Tintallon i voviiieesik Tantallon, Sask.

PRI PATHO: L s s ks YT R B Lacombe, Alta.

TLOBERT BEITH o5\ ivis v s agens v sainmsiviay Bowmanville............ Bowr;xanw'ille, Ont.

GROROE C: ' DEBSAULIES. . v ..o Sl Rougemont.............. St. Hyacinthe, Que.

NAPOLXON A BRLcOURT, P.C..........0000.. O, -7 s i e Ottawa, Ont.

FT T B Ly AT e (S e Sy Pt North Middlesex.........| New Hamburg, Ont.

ARTHUR I BOYRBS b I i e ek Rigandiercveio s Montreal, Que.

Battleford, Sask.
Liverpool, N.S.
Halifax, N.S.
Arthabaska, Que.
Banff, Alta.
Montreal, Que.
Charlottetown, P.E.1
Cookshire, Que
St. John, N.B.
North Bay, Ont.
Ambherst, N.S.
Middleton, N.S.
Antigonish, N.3.
Halifax, N.S.
Tignish, P.E.I.
Winona, Ont.
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ALRXKANDER MOCARI L dintins ooy o i Bimieos 5. Simcoe, Ont.
JAMES J. DONNEILY: & 0.5 0o s o snivnsinn e South Bruce............. Pinkerton, Ont.
Winaawm H. THRORNE', iy ais v vns Seadobrnis v St. John, N.B.
JorNMnNEG. G i s Hanilton ... .00 Hamilton, Ont.
CHARLES PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN ................ Montarville . ............ Montreal, Que.
JomN MOLBAN L Sl o oo s s SomEs o o e ah G Souris, P.E.I.
JoHN STEWART MCLENNAN...........ccvunsn. BYaneyEL . s Sydney, N. S.
Wituiam HENRY SHARPE..................... Manitou, Man
FREDERIO NICHOMIS, ... o et s s i Torontv, Ont.

GipeoN D. Rosertson, P.C
GEORGE LYNCH-STAUNTON.......c.ocvvvenn...

SbAM-BoGRORRY { m2 Lo oo s

THOMAS JBAN BOURQUE....... % coiieuv.oivin
BN Ry WM e
LyrroN WiLMor SHATFORD

ARBERT IR, PLANTA ... o o e e S

HICHARD T BIATN . 2o i et i S
JOEN HENRY FIBHER. . 7 s, rooss i

LENDRUM McMEANS

Roperick HaroLd CLive PRINGLE...........

M SN AR D e - oo S ie e (S

Welland.. .

Harmlton.. i oo i
MRl A S O
Bictoic o oo
Richibucto:i,. .. va s cune
Reginae oo i

Cobourg. .

St. Boniface

Victoria. . .

Moosejaw

New Westminster.......

Boissevain
Simcoe, E

Selkirk

Milltown. .

Welland, Ont.
Hamilton, Ont.
Halifax, N.S.
Pictou, N.S.
Richibucto, N.B
Regina, Sask.
Vancouver, B.C.
Nanaimo, B.C.
Sussex, N.B.
Brampton, Ont.
Paris, Ont.
Winnipeg, Man.
Quebec.
Montreal, Qae.
Montreal, Que.
Torento, Ont.
Ottawa, Ont.
Winnipeg.
Victoria, B.C.
Moosejaw, Sask.
New Westminster, B.C.
Boissevain, Man, ;
Midland, Ont.
Selkirk, Man.
Red Deer, Alta.
Edmonton, Alta.
Milltown, N. B.
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JOHN WEBETER | s ot = Ao s as ava s suesshs Brockville...... e Brockville, Ont.
ROBERT A. MULHOLLAND .. .cvvuetaneecsnnnns Port HoODe. ..o vvviiviii Port Hope, Ont.
P1eriE EpoUuArD BLoNDIN, P.C.......... ... Laurentides... ... ... ... Ottawa, Ont.
MICHAEL J. O'BRIEN.....visoieasinnansiases 127 T A e S Renfrew, Ont.
Jorh U TURBINE . i Vs crveiionvas v Assiniboia............... Ottawa, Ont.
GERALD VERNER WHITE. . ...ooovivinvinannns Pembioke., . -=..0 0 Pembroke, Ont.
WILLIAM PROUDFOOT . . i iiivssvionevenassssnss HR s ey Goderich, Ont.
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BAYRNARD -Gl i i o Sy sres e s NIRRT o U v e Victoria, B.C.
BRSUHIEN, Uc P o s ian Montarville.............. Montreal, Que.
3000 ey e Dy RRRER S R S S e Deé Salaberry........ ... Montreal, Que.
LTI R S N e Se R PR N Bowmanville............ Bowmanville, Ont.
Betcotrr, ' NoA, PO it il e Ottawa.....o.o o000 Ottawa, Ont.
BENARD, A oL i RIS e 2 St. Boniface.......... ... Winnipeg, Man.
BENNET, WarH .. s s e Bimcoe; J.ic ot Ll Midland, Ont.
L R R g R e o i L e OB N TSR Brampton, Ont.
iBoLpuoiede (Bpeaker). oo s vl i 3 58 1) N S S St. Victor de Tring, Que.
BLoNDIN P I PO 0 i v soe e Eaurentides . ... cu.xcoes Ottawa, Ont.
BORIOCE H = o s BAIOODE . oh s asovron s Monte Creek, B.C.
DORRRE Y. 0. SR T e Richibucto.............. Richibucto, N.B.
BOYER A o SREETAIE TSR Rigand: i oo s Montreal, Que.
Bhatwtnr G B 0 s i e IR e Selkirk, Man.
CasenliNdo P Bl o i e, De Lanaudire........... Montreal, Que.
CHOGUNITE, P Al v ivoiiviinvines chaibnyi Branville. ....cioavi s Quebec, Que.
CIomAN - H Jo i i diev B i) Victoria....... ST Montreal, Que.
(@701 g, W0 & T o G e g s e s e R S 1L A S Halifax, N.S.
Commve NG o e Amberst. | ... ov0onniss Amberst, N.S.
DARDURAND SRR On e Delorimibrs. ... oioi Montreal, Que.
DANIEL, Lo W o e e i v e SteilohpicGa ioiciviis, St. John, N.B.
61008 oy 0 ol GARSR s eliee e s R e MilleBles i oovio o Montreal, Que.
RN s i i i VL O SRR R e Halifax, N.S.
DRSsAvIiRs- G, O i o Tat i Rougemont.......c...... St. Hyacinthe, Que.
DEYeeEr: L. G .. it it Lethbridge......... ‘ .+..| Lethbridge, Alta.
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Domvinie, J.Lt-Col....coivevais eI e Rathesay. oo rsiiees: Rothesay, N.B.
DORBELY, Jo 0 i iiiiadshiiains South Bruce............. Pinkerton, Ont.
DOUOIASE B M e v e e e s Tantallon.....c.voveieiss Tantallon, Sask.
BOWARDTW S C o o e Rideat:. . ..o e Ottawa, Ont.
HAREEREL, M. N ios T e s Liverpooi ................ Liverpool, N.S.
LT e T R e SRR ST e (5 B e R Paris, Ont.
Ronomr Bl i o st e B Banff, Alta.
Boarin, GEG S8 (TR v et C R N e Montreal, Que.
Fowimr, GoWo o i i ol Sy i iings and Albert s s Sussex, N.B.
(€315 170 T Ul ot s seme s ot e s - FANtigonial i e Antigonish, N.S.
(815378 Ty e 0 IRERR A OE e  C Tasalle o oo ol Beauceville, West, Que.
GORDONEr. - o o o e e L Nipissing. . s s vaevaes North Bay, Ont
HaRMen Wo o s L anaRANah BdmontoN . .. e Edmonton, Alta.
18 e e e R e g S TR Queen’s...... Chipman, N.B.
BRI . L Sy e e REFHIE - 2 0 Fv v ontnes Regina, Sask.
TS T O i G AR AR R e G Stadasopats it oS Cand.iac, Que.
LAVRRGNIGI: o e e e Kennebeo!. .. i iisds Arthabaska, Que.
R s o e e s i Repentigny........ Louiseville, Que.
EEEarERANGR. D Otic i s e S S R R e R S e Quebec.

LougrEED, Sir James A., K.C.M.G., P.C...
LY NCH-BIADNIOMNG G vy e St o s v e
MACDONTEL AL Ol Uil o v vaii
MO A, A ol o b et o e
McHvuaH, Gl ovart T
Mo AR, U i e et e e
MelmNNAN s B i s e e
. (0T o IR e R RS B S R et
MOSWEBIRX B reils s dus s pos v sionmiiies s huiss
MICHENER, Fo -0 e e
b i AR e R e e S S

MunotaAND B, A e
Jli e s 0 Ol e R S e

NICHOEUS A v vl vt v v haas e

Calgéry..... e

Hamiltoh. .. oo o0

VICORIR O o

BOMEIR S oo s R

WARAIeIE . s
Northumberland.........
Red-Beer,, :ig. i
Hamilton. .... Vs A
WaHINgEOt . o vsies
Bhawinigan..o.. i a0,
PorbHone . v, s
T'ignish ..................

180070 0101 £ 1 PP S

Calgary, Alta.
Hamilton, Ont.
Toronto, Ont.
Simcoe, Ont.
Lindsay, Ont.
Souris, P.E.I.
Sydney, N.S.
Winnipeg, Man.
Moncton, N.B.
Red Deer, Alta.
Hamilton, Ont.
Drummondyville, Que.
Three Rivers, Que.
Port Hope, Ont.
Tignish, P.E.
Toronto, Ont.
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GmoRaN - MeH UBH, o o e i e e e Lindsay.

2 WILLIAM (. EIDWARDE. <o riro vavi s rhvoseis s dasssisas ot on s sn v s Ottawa.

S RGBT BRITR S 0 it b s s e e G Bowmanville.

& NaArotBon A, BRootRT, PLC .. ..o il iassscogionisis s sos Ottawa.

B VALBNTING BRATS . G st it st s e o (R New Hamburg.

B CRORGEGORDON . 5k e s i as v e r by o e g Ly et s North Bay.

YEAR U BT UL e e R N e e LR T Winona.

8 ALEXANDER McCaLL Simcoe.

9 James J. DONNELLY Pinkerton.
10 JOHI\.I T S e S e e L v AP Hamilton.
I M RED RO NICHOLL. oy i e e st e aniriaa s sniottomrans Toronto.

12 - GRORGR LYNGH-STAUNTON,. : ooue ihvinive s oms salondbuiiians s ointeon Hamilton.
13- GhoaoN D, RoOpERIEON, P i 5 it des v sisn e v Welland.
18 RicHARD BN s i s s e rea i et s s b e Branipton.
15 JORN HBNRY  FIRHRR oo o G s e s s Paris.

16 ANGUR CrAUDEH MACDONELL ... .- oveasssnash nsicamtiaasisssessoris Toronto.
17 RopERICE. HAROLD: CLiVE PRINGLE. . oo iais iness s ainsoivsasns soos Ottawa.
18 WA BERNRT . - o il i o i et s S A e e Midland.
19 - JoHEWRRB TR G o i ivh i e e baitsan s S a s s e Coual e siane Brockville.
20" Ronsar K. MULROUERND: .. - o i, v i s il Db s Gseensws Port Hope.
2L N BB e O BRI RN e T e e e e s e s s Renfrew.
220 GERALD N ERNER WHITH, L och vl oo o e s m s e s s i sie Pembroke.
N LA RO TN . e e s e o .| Goderich.
24
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O BRIN MO do s
PranTA, A. E
Poirier, P.
Porg, R. H
Power, L. G.,P.C
Prince, B
Pringre, R H. C
BROWSESB 10 o o st i s v

PROUDFobT, \

BT ) W i it o sy

T D D IR SR el e NS

TR S e G S e e e

TR, JULBRLS o i i e
D EIDAUD AN A A o ha i e
THOUPION, R P. oo st e ol s
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#y i e s ai R SR e
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VL R R R S R AR

Whlegdawe, W B oo b iiioa
A b B B R e R A

Saskatchewan............
Cobourg. i et
Charlottetown...........

New Westminster .......
De la Durantaye.........
De la Vallidre............
Fredericton... .o oiii ot

ObsORRE et

Portage la Prairie........
Beockville,- ;5o

Inkermom. .o o

Renfrew, Ont.
Nanaimo, B.C.
Shediace, N.B.
Cookshire, Que.
Halifax, N.S.
Battleford, Sask.
Ottawa, Ont.
Charlottetown, P.E.I.
Goderich, Ont.

New Hamburg, Ont.
Welland, Ont.
Halifax, N.S.
Moosejaw, Sask.
Middleton, N.S.
Boissevain, Man,
Manitou, Mar
Vancouver, B.C.
Winona, Ont.
Lacombe, Alta.
Pictou, N.S.

New Westminster, B.C.
Quebec, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Fredericton, N.B.
St. John, N.B.
Milltown, N. B.
Ottawa, Ont.
Portage la Prairie, Man
Brockyville, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Pembroke, Ont.
Moosejaw, Sask.
Montreal, Que.

Port Hill, P.E.I.
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1 Joserr BoLpuc (Speaker).*...............
2 HipPOLYTE MONTPLAISIR...........

3 PHIIPPE LANDRY . .oi. v vt i
5 RaouL DANDURAND, P.C..................
6 JosEPH P. B. CASGRAIN...................
1 JORBPH GODBOUT. .- s s i v i
8 FREDERICK 5 BRQuR. ol oo e s

9 Joserr H. LEGR;S .........................

14 PrmrPE A, CHOQUETTE...................
15 GEORGE C. DESSAULLES.... . ...c...iv.0os..

IARTHUR BoveR. . o i i on

I8 dosmrrr MUWHBON .o i iy fmiiins
e T e e
20 CHARLES PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN..............
21 Davip OVIDE L’ESPERANCE...............

22 GEORGE GREEN FOSTER...................

Tansons. oo L
Shawinigan....c........;
Biadacona. oo 200
De la Vallidre............
De Lotimier...........
De Lanauditre...........
TaBallese o coa s
De Salaberry............
Repentigny........ S o
De la Durantaye....... -
Mille Tles...... oiv
Victoria:. ot
Wellington. ... ... v s

Granville. ..o cin ol s

Laurentides.............

St. Victor de Tring.
Three Rivers. :
Candiac.

Montreal.
Montreal.
Montreal.
Beauceville, West.
Montreal.
Louiseville.
Quebec.

Montreal.
Montreal.
Drummondville.
Quebec.

St. Hyacinthe.

-Montreal.

Arthabaska.
Montreal.
Cookshire.
Montreal.
Quebec.
Montreal.
Montreal.

Ottawa.
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1 Lawrence GeorrrRey Power, P.C Halifax.
9 EDWARD M. FARRELL:.coeiovtsesnsnsnssvonporosesnsesss soassonssos Liverpool.
G WITIAM. ROCHM: i fr (s sstsmnesmons i ilynoniots xinins o¥ oo 0w n divle oty Halifax.
i N ATHANIBE CURRY i1 o v vicesint oonaniconessshosiias susissiosssishas s Ambherst.
B WILEIAM B. ROBS. N .. ueeiivsssmihuseasensionsseseiotnasssnsessnonones Middleton.
6 Epwarp L. ‘GIBROIR ............................................... Antigonish.
IR DRENNIB, s iv oo s oettlas o dadin e Mise vt s Ay ekl e e s Halifax.
8 i JOHN B MOLBNNAN s oai s T oh s asaivn, odimmant o koiali v dbe adiois albvie Sydney.
Q. ADAM B CROBBY o0 i ovsiviabiohoh &ole o/a wisin's SR e e Halifax.
10 CHARTEBE - TANNER .o vop o aomsslon b s b Ao ah Sabin & 5 o 8 st rgradulies b G oce Pictou.
NEW BRUNSWICK—10
The Honourable
1. PARCAT POTRIERS (5 00 o 0 L G aiiinms i s bvin avecaiscs aisldaiate s ipiols Shediac.
O GRORGE GIERATD IG5 s o m v sih e e syl s el e ora wlale ~ Chipman.
3 PETER MCSWEENEY....ctuventeonnrconconensosocsoensanass suees Moncton.
4 FREDERICK P. THOMPBON......ootivnmmuninrereinnssastoaeseernnees Fredericton.
5 Jamms Dovmynam, FbeCola i v, i e il mvdaadiessiin sp ad eine Rothesay.
6 JOHN W. . DANIBL iii cviiiorocrnvessnnsinmnsdoinbsaisaiisiansticosovsios St. John.
7 Witiram H. THORNE I oo iiiiiivi qusverunslossnmonsssioariesasionss St. John.
8 ThHOMASJEAN BOURQUE.: . ittt ilaiiis i saioins eiaiotaanionssas Richibucto.
0 GHORGE W. FOWLER. .. tbveseciavsisansavannessosaniseeuscte sasns Sussex.
10" IRVING R TODD e v i s vaves vuvantsmimasinmeves subivusiid. Milltown.
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4
The Honourable
¥ JOWN Y RO, % i n s a s vy i S i e s T e e Port Hill.
2 Bemamin C. BRoWa e e Charlottetown.
e e R R T Jee il e ST e L i S MRS S Tignish.
T e G TR e S e R R A R e e Souris.
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¥ i Hewimr - BoSIoeR [ st e s Monte Creek.
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B A e DY By Ve S R SN S R T e R e e e e Nanaimo.
4 2GRORGE HONRY BARNARD .~ . o o e e Victoria,
ovn Famis DAwIS PAREOR = v i el s e s s New Westminster.
e R L e g e o e i

The Honourable
1 Romirr WHRON S0l o e ieiino i o0 e Portage la Prairie.
2 WonkacH, BEARPE. . ..o e e i Manitou.
8 LENDRUM MOMBANR. .o i i e e s Winnipeg.
4 ATMB BEWARD . - LD s e s et el e Winnipeg.
S ERRDIRIOK L, SCRAPINER ... ... o e o e Winnipeg.
B GRORGE-HENRY BRADEORY - oo o s o sn sl iy Selkirk.
SASKATCHEWAN—6
The Honourable : l
cd A  H o Roms o ks e ........................ Regina.
e pJaMEs MO DOUaARE: o s o e e e Tantallon.
S aBENIaNIN PRINGR oo G et e e e sl e e Battleford.
4 HeRBEY W BATRD (o e Rt e R Regina.
O WELaNGToN B, WHIOUGHBY ... ... i i i i s Mogsejaw.
SOl G aRRIIIN I C s s e  a Ottawa.
ALBERTA—6
The Honourable
' SIR JAMES ALEXANDER LOUGHEED, KOM GG s Calgary.
PRIBR U s e e s A Lacombe.
Lethbridge.
Banff.
Red Deer.
Edmonton.




CANADA

@The Bebates of tl‘(e Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE.

Monday, September 1, 1919.
The Senate met at 2.45 p.m.

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 the session of the Domin-
ion Parliament on Monday, the Ist Septem-
ber, at 3 o’clock. 3

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 on the Throne.
The members of the Senate being assembled,
His Excellency was pleased to command the
attendeance of the House of Commons, and,
that House being come, His Excellency was
pleased to open the Third Session of the
Thirteenth Parliament of the Dominion of
Canada with the following speech:
Honourable Gentlemen of the Senate:

Gentlemen of the House of Commons:

In this, his first visit to our Dominion, His
Royal Highness the Prince of Wales at once
renews happy associations with his comrades
of the Canadian army, and at the same time
undertakes the important duty of making him-
self acquainted at first hand with the resoyrces
and development of our country, and with the
ideals and aspirations of our people. The
warm and sincere welcome which everywhere
greets him is an assurance that the ties which
unite our country with the Motherland and
the other dominions in a great community of
nations were never closer or firmer than they
are to-day.

The urgency of proceeding immediately to
the consideration of the Treaty of Peace be-
tween the Allied and Associated Powers and
Germany, signed at Versailles on the 28th day
of June, 1919, has compelled me to summon
you to renewed labours which I trust will not
be of long duration.
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My advisers are of the opinion that this
treaty ought not to be ratified on behalf of
Canada without the approval of Parliament.
Authenticated copies will be placed before you
without delay for your consideration.

In addition you will be asked to direct your
attention to other measures, including those
rendered immediately necessary by the ap-
rroaching return of peace and by the terms
of the Peace Treaty.

Honourable Gentlemen of
Commons :

Estimates will be laid before you making
such financial provision as may be required in
connection with the Peace Treaty and for other
purposes, -

the House of

Honourable Gentlemen of the Senate:
Gentlemen of the House of Commons:

For more than five years the world has en-
dured the devastation and horror of war forced
upon it by an intolerable spirit and purpose of
aggression. Fortunately our country has been
spared the desolation and ruin which have been
inflicted upon many other nations; but our
participation in the war has involved heavy
burdens and vast sacrifices which our people
have borne with an unflinching spirit. With
reverent thankfulness we realize that the worid
emerges victorious from its long struggle
against the forces of barbarous militarism and
savage aggression. The labours of reconstruc-
tion may be difficult and even painful ; and we
must undertake them with the same united
resolve and inflexible purpose as sustained our
efforts during the years of conflict. To you
and to the great nation whose affairs are com-
mitted to your charge, I bid God-speed in all
your endeavours.

His Excellency the Governor General was
pleased to retire, and the House of Com-
mons withdrew.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.
CONSIDERATION OF HIS EXCEL-
LENCY’S SPEECH.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
it was ordered that the Speech of His Ex-
cellency the Governor General be taken into
consideration to-morrow,

RILL PRO FORMA.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED presented
a Bill intituled, an Act relating to Railways.

The Bill was read the first time.

REVISED EDITION
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THE TREATY OF PEACE.

NOTICE OF RESOLUTIONS.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I beg to
give notice of the following resolutions:

1. That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Treaty of Peace and the Protocol
arnexed thereto, which was signed at Ver-
sailles on the 28th day of June.- 1919, a copy
of which has been laid before Parliament, and
which was signed on behalf of His Majesty,
acting for Canada, Ly the plenipotentiaries
therein named, and tha‘ this House do approve
ot the sarme.

9. That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Treaty of Peace betwesn the
United States of America, the British Empire,
France, Italy and Japan, and Poland, which
was signed at Versailles on the 28th day of
June, 1919, a copy of which has been laid
before Parliament, and which was signed on
behalf of His Majesty, acting for Canada, by
the plenipotentiaries therein named, and that
this House do approve of the same. .

3. That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the agreement between the United
States of America, Belgium, the British Empire
and France, and Germany, with respect to the
military occupation of the territories of the
Rhine, signed at Versailles on the 28th day of
June, 1919, a copy of which has been laid
before Parliament, and which was signed on
behalf of His Majesty, acting for Canada, by
the plenipotentiaries therein named, and that
this House do approve of the same.

[ give notice of these motions at the
present moment on account of the desire
of the French Government that the Treaty
be ratified as soon as possible, and I may
possibly take advantage of the notices
which I have given, if the discussion on
the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne should occupy an unusual
length of time. Should the Address be
disposed of to-morrow, the resolutions re-
garding the Peace Treaty would of course
follow.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Will action be
taken in the form of a resolution or of a
Bill?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I omitted
to say that, with a view of securing action
by Parliament as quickly as possible, the
resolutions will precede a Bill. It is desir-
able to have an expression of the Parliament
of Canada upon the subject by way of reso-
lution, owing to the delay which might
occur in discussing a Bill; but the Bill,
which will be introduced at the earliest
possible moment, will be along the same
lines as the resolutions.

I beg to lay upon the Table the following
papers relating to the Peace Treaty:

1. Treaty of Peace between the Allied and

Associated Powers and Germany, signed at
Versailles, June 28, 1919, z
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2. Protocol supplementary to the Treaty of
Peace, signed at Versailles, June 28, 1919.

3. Agreement between the United States of
America, Belgium, the British Empire and
France, and Germany, with regard to the mili-
tary occupation of the territories of the Rhine,
signed at Versailles, June 28, 1919.

4. Declaration by the Governments of the
United States of America, Great Britain and
France with regard to the occupation of the
Rhine provinces, June 16, 1919.

5. Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers
to the observations of the German delegation
on the conditions of peace, June 16, 1919.

6. Treaty of Peace between the United States
of America, the British Empire, France, Italy
and Japan, and Poland, signed at Versailles,
June 28, 1919,

I may say, honourable gentlemen, that
the papers respecting ‘the Peace Treaty have
arrived only within the last couple of days.
They are being distributed, and it has
been arranged that each honourable gen-
tleman will receive a copy of the Treaty as
received by the Government of Canada.
As to the French version, only one copy
has been sent from France, but we are now
endeavouring to get an equal number of
French copies for distribution.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: When may we
expect to get copies of those documents?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: They
will be distributed at once.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The resolutions
submitted to the House do not cover the
special treaties between Great Britain and
the United States and France? As I under-
stand, there is a treaty between France
and the United States, -and there is a
treaty between Great Britain and France—
two separate documents.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Appar-
ently they are not included in these resolu-
tions. Why I cannot say at the moment,
but when the matter comes before us for
consideration to-morrow I shall have the
necessary information.

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND
PRIVILEGES.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:

That all the Senators present during the
session be appointed a committee to consider
the Orders and Customs of the Senate and
Privileges of Parliament, and that the said
committee have leave to meet in the Senate
Chamber when and as often as they please.

The motion was agreed to.
COMMITTEE OF SELECTION.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the following Senators were appointed a
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Committee of Selection to nominate Sen-
ators to serve on the several Standing Com-
mittees during the present session: Hon.
Messieurs  Béique, Bostock, Belcourt,
-Daniel, Robertson, Tanner, Watson, Wil-
loughby, and the mover.

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

THE SENATE.

Tuesday, September 2. 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
p g

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL’S SPEECH.
ADDRESS IN REPLY.

The Senate proceeded to the consider-
ation of His Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral’s Speech at the opening of the session.

Hon. FREDERIC NICHOLLS: Honour-
able gentlemen, in rising to move that a
vote of thanks be presented to His Excel-
lency the Governor General in reply to the
Speech from the Throne, I want, first of all,
to thank the honourable the leader of the
Government for the honour accorded to
me 1n selecting me to make this motion,
particularly because I believe the present
session of Parliament marks an epoch in
the advancement of Canada to a dignified
position among the great nations of the
world. The fact that for the first time in
the history of this country we have de-
parted from the status of a colony and have
entered upon the status of one of the great
powers is evidenced by the fact that the
Parliament of Canada has been called to-
gether to consider a treaty of peace and to
ratify it if it so elects.

Another reason why I consider that this
is a very important session is because we
have recently been honoured by the visit
of His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales
who yesterday laid the corner stone of the
tower of the new Parliament Building. In
the Speech from the Throne His Excellency
refers to this visit, saying:

In this, his first visit to our Dominion, His
Royal Highness the Prince of Wales at once
renews happy associations with his comrades
of the Canadian Army, and at the same time
undertakes the important duty of making him-
self acquainted at first hand with the resources
and development of our country, and with the
ideals and aspirations of our people.

In 1860, fifty-nine years ago, Albert Ed-
ward, then Prince of Wales, laid the cor-

.
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ner stone of the old Parliament Building,
which a few years since was destroyed by
fire. The Prince of Wales of that day
afterwards ascended the Throne as His
Majesty King Edward the Seventh, reigned
wisely and well, was beloved by his people:
during his lifetime, and was sincerely
mourned at his death. Yesterday we all’
attended a brilliant function when the cor-
ner stone of the new Parliament Building,
which we hope soon to occupy, was laid
by His Royal Highness the Prince of
Wales. Many material changes have taken
place in the destiny of the Dominion dur-
ing the time that has intervened between
these two important functions. But hon-
ourable gentlemen will agree with me
when I say that no change whatever has
taken place during that interval of fifty-
nine years in the fervent loyalty of the
Canadian people to the British Empire, to
our King, and to the Royal family; and,
honourable gentlemen, the manifestations
of loyalty and affection which have been
witnessed during the recent visit of His
Royal Highness prove to my mind beyond
all doubt that British connection is our
chosen destiny.

His Royal Highness, while young in
years, has played a man’s part during the
war, and notwithstanding his exalted
station has served with distinction at the
front; and, in my opinion, the fact that
during part of that time he was attached to
our Canadian army, and also the fact that
since his arrival in Canada he has ex-
pressed the desire to be known as Canadian
in sentiment, will render the occasion of his
departure from our shores one of national
regret; and that when the time comes to bid
him Godspeed, all of us will echo in our
hearts the words “Au revoir,” and not
“ Good-bye.”

There have been many material changes
in the life of Canada since 1860; for seven
years thereafter a nation was born; when
the Act of Confederation was passed, which
bound together the scattered provinces of
British North America; and since that time
so many changes, always for our betterment,
have occurred that even the most optimistic
of those virile and far-sighted statesmen
who have since come to be known as the
Fathers of (Confederation could not have
conceived of the important réle Canada was
destined to play during the lifetime of a
single generation.

Honourable gentlemen, I have here an
omicial copy of what I believe to be the
greatest document the world has ever seen:
a synopsis of the Treaty of Peace with Ger-
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many, and the terms under which the
League of Nations will be called together.
Who would have dreamed at the time of
Coniederation, fifty-two years ago, that we
to-day would have been called together to
consider a document of such enormous por-
tent? As this has only been recently dis-
tributed and cannot have been considered
very fully by the majority of the members
of this House, I will read the names of
those countries which are banded together.
The fact that this country is one of the
signatory parties, and that our own Prime
Minister sat at the Imperial councils of
peace during tue time this important docu-
ment was being framed, should redound to
our national credit and appeal to our
national pride. The countries which I have
mentioned are as follows: the United States
of America, the Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland, the Dominion of Canada, the
Commonwealth of Australia, the Union of
South Africa, the Dominion of New Zealand,
India, the French Republic, the Kingdom of
Italy, the Empire of Japan, the Kingdom
of Belgium, the Republic of Bolivia, the
Republic of Brazil, the Cuban Republic, the
Republic of Ecuador, the Kingdom of
Greece, the Republic of Guatemala, the Re-
public of Haiti, the Kingdom of Hedjez, the
Republic of Honduras, the Republic of
Liberia, the Republic of Nicaragua, the Re-
public of Panama, the Republic of Peru,
the Kingdom of Rumania, the (Czecho-
Polish Republic, the Portuguese Republic,
Slovakian Republic, the Republic of Uru-
guay.

These, honourable gentlemen, are the
names of the different signatories to this
Peace Treaty; and, while there may be

some objections to it, it is a “wonder
to me that, when such vast _ques-
tions had to be considered and de-

.cided in such a very short space of time,
the objections were not more numerous
‘than they have been found to be.

His Excellency also refers in his Speech
to the necessity and the wisdom of con-
sidering the Peace Treaty at the earliest
possible moment. In that, so far as E
am personally concerned, I am in accord,
for the reason that until the world is at
peace and we settls down with an under-
standing of the terms under which we are
to live in the future, it is impossible that
production shall go forward, and it is im-
possible unless production goes forward
that we shall be able to arrange to provide
the wherewithal to carry on.

I have in my hands a copy of the New
York Times of August 20th, which I think
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is a very valuable document to help us in
considering the terms of the Peace Treaty.
It contains a full stenographic report of
a conference between the President of the
United States and the Foreign Relations
Committee of the Senate, at which he was
questioned in regard to nearly every point
of difference that had arisen in the discus-
sion in the United States Congress. The
President of the United States, in address-
ing the Conference, stated:

I welcome the opportunity for a frank and
full interchange of views.

I hope, too, that this conference will serve to
expedite your consideration of the Treaty of
Peace. I beg that you will pardon and indulge
me if I again urge that practically the whole
task of bringing the country back to normal
conditions of life and industry waits upon the
decision of the Senate with regard to the terms
of the peace.

I venture thus again to urge my advice that
the action of the Senate with regard to the
Treaty be taken at the earliest practicable mo-
ment because the problems with which we are
face to face in the readjustment in our national
life are of the most pressing and critical char-
acter, will require for their proper solution the
most intimate and disinterested co-operation of
all parties and all interests and cannot be post-
poned without manifest peril to our people and
to all the national advantages we hold most
dear.

In these sentences I think the import-
ance of expedition is exemplified most
thoroughly.

In an editorial in the same paper on the
same date, the following appears, under
the heading of ‘“ War when there is no
war’’:

The President’s conference with the members
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
should send the Treaty unchallenged to im-
mediate ratification. In the address with which
he opened the conference, Mr. Wilson appealed
to the understanding, the candour, the fairness,
the patriotism, and the judgment of the senat-
ors. He pointed out to them that our present
condition is that of being at “war when there
is no war;” he laid before them' clearly the
need of the country’s industry for settled peace;
he pointed out the grave risks we run by further
postponement of peace-of losing our present ad-
vantage in international trade; labour will be in
a turmoil, and there can be no stable conditions
of employment until we know what the final
settlement will be; the future of Europe will
remain uncertain, and there can be no return to
normal conditions of life in this country until
the war has been ended by the acceptance of
this compact.

Honourable gentlemen, it would be un-
wise, and it would be in bad taste, for me
or any other member of this honourable
House to discuss or criticise the proceedings
of our neighbours to the south in regard te¢
the Peace Treaty; but we may hope that,
whatever conclusion is arrived at after full
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and fair discussion, it will end in a settle-
ment that will wunite the Anglo-Saxon
nations in a .peace that we can feel is
going to be permanent and will make for
the betterment of the world, and-that the
League of Nations may become the very
citadel of peace and good will among man-
kind.

Sir Robert Borden, as soon as he arrived
in England, after the signing of the armis-
tice, stated:

The problems that lie before our country, in
common with other Britannic nations, are quite
as momentous as those which we faced during
the war, and I believe even more difficult. Our
people will face them with the same courage,
resolve, and confidence as sustained them during
the weary years of war.

Honourable gentlemen, I think we have
already shown that this ccuntry has been
prepared and is prepared to face all prob-
lems, and that we intend to be true to our-
selves and to deal fairly with every section
of the community. During last session, since
the armistice was proclaimed, many legisla-
tive enactments have been passed, to some
of which I may refer; for instance, the
Pensions Act amendment, which provides
that the pensions granted by Canada shall
rank highest amongst those of the nations
who fought during the war; the War Service
Gratuity Act, which provides a generous
gratuity according to length of service; the
Soldiers’ Land Settlement Act, which
makes provision for extending financial aid
to soldiers who desire to settle upon the
land; the creation of the Department of
Soldiers’ Civil Re-establisment, which is
entrusted with the care of the returned
soldier from the time he is discharged until
he is re-established in civil life; the crea-
tion of the Board of Commerce for the in-
vestigation and restraint of monopolies and
undue enhancement of the prices of com-
‘modities; and many other enactments of
greater or lesser importance.

We have given evidence during the war,
and since the war, in many ways, of our
ability to shoulder the burden when our
own integrity and the integrity of the em-
pire were at stake. We all know that the
Government has borrowed from our own
people, in round figures, a billion and a
half of dollars; but notwithstanding this
fact we have taken home to ourselves the
motto of Lloyd George: “Save and serve.”
The savings in our chartered banks have
increased to one and three-quarter billions
of dollars. Our farmers have obeyed the
injunction, “Save and serve,” and, accord-

ing to the latest figures which I have, which
are merely approximate,

the total wheat

yield of the Dominion for the current year
will be about 230,000,000 bushels, valued
at about $500,000,000. :

Our balance of trade still runs in our

Aavour, and some of you may be astonished
to learn that during the last fiscal year
our exports per capita amounted to $195,
as against $70 for the United States and
$556 for Great Britain. We are being
accused of extravagance, and perhaps with
more or less justification; but, honourable
gentlemen, the State is like an individual:
unless we have confidence in ourselves, we
shall not be able to carry on our govern-
ment and at the same time take care of the
requirements of our people. And at this
time it is, I think, just as well to pay at-
tention, not to our- disadvantages, but to
our great advantages and to the wonderful
resources which we have within ourselves
and which the will of our people will see
developed in proper time.
- Parliament has assembled in special ses-
sion, as I stated before, to consider what in
my judgment is the greatest document that
has ever been produced since the world
began—the Treaty of Peace. There are a
great many advantages in it, with possibly
some disadvantages; but we must consider
that if we are going to enter into an un-
dertaking which is for the purpose of assur-
ing us eternal peace, we cannot assure this
to ourselves without assuming some respon-
sibilities. I believe, honourable gentle-
men, that after this Treaty of Peace has
been discussed and ratified, after this
Parliament has prorogued and we settle
down to attend -to all our mate-
rial affairs, which have been neglected
during the stress of war, we shall find
that Canada will advance much more
rapidly in the future than it has advanced
in the past. We in Canada are not looking
for any monetary recompense as a result of
the war; but we have done something for the
sake of freedom and humanity.

A very brief perusal of the terms of
the Treaty of Peace, and of other literature
that I have been able to gather together,
leads me to disagree with those who think
that the terms of peace are severe against
Germany. One should remember that Ger-
many has not been devastated. Her fac-
tories arg all intact, not ravaged like those
oif France and Belgium, which it will take
many years to reconstruct in order that
they may compete with the other nations
oi the world. But, serious as those terms
may be, we in this House shall have to give
them consideration, and I have jotted down
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a few of the most important to which we
should pay attention.

At least for a period, the aggressive power
of Germany is destroyed. Of her huge army

~of approximately four million men, which

she held as a threat over the world in 1914,
only a remnant of 100,000 is permitted to
her. The second navy in the world is
reduced to a total personnel of 15,000. No
military or naval air forces are permitted.
Thus on land and sea and in the sky her
real migcht is broken, and in that break-
ing lies the chief immediate guarantee of
peace. She has lost her colonies, covering
one and a half million square miles and
has been deprived of territory on her bord-
ers equal in size and wealth to Scotland
and Wales. She has been forced to recognize
the full sovereignty of Belgium over the
contested territory of Moresnet. She has
renounced her government of the territory
comprising all the rich Saar basin in favour
of the League of Nations, and has ceded in
full to France its coal mines, as defined in
Article 45 of the Treaty. In fifteen years
the inhabitants of this territory are to exer-
cise the right of self-determination and to
select the sovereignty under which they
desire to be placed. Farther south, Alsace
and Lorraine are restored to France and
the French eastern frontier runs again as
it did before 1870. The "character of the
Rhine as a natural boundary is emphasized
by the stipulation that east of the river
Germany must not maintain or construct
any fortifications at a distance of less than
50 kilometres from the right bank; and,
as a guarantee of the execution of the
treaty, German territory west of the Rhine,
together with the Rhine bridge-heads, will
remain in allied occupation for fifteen years,
with certain exceptions, subject to the faith-
ful performance of Germany’s treaty obli-
gations.

So much for the West. In the East there
are radical changes. Poland has' a new
western boundary. All that remains of
Prussia on her eastern marches is the nor-
thern fringe of West Prussia and Posen,
together with the northern half of the old
province of Easy Prussia. In the southern
half of East Prussia the inhabitants are
to decide by vote to which state they will
belong. Similarly, in a specified area in
West Prussia, east of the Vistula, the choice
between East Prussia and Poland will be
decided by the self-determination of the in-
habitants. Danzig is a free city, and the
inhabitants of a certain portion of upper
Silesia are to decide by vote between Ger-
many and Poland. It will thus be seen
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that the principle of seli-determination is
prominent in the peace settlement.

This summary gives some indications of
the many problems involved in reaching
an agreement covering such vast interests
as those which are at stake, and the wonder
is that greater dissensions have not occurred.

The credit of Canada to-day is probably
as high as that of any nation in the world.
Our banks during the whole time of the
war have acted as bulwarks of the country.
As I have stated, we have immense natural
resources, and therefore I repeat that,
dating the future of Canada from
this present session of Parliament, we com-
mence a new era. We probably cannot fore-
see, any more than the Fathers of Confed-
eration foresaw, the tremendous strides
which we may hope to make, say during the
next half century. Hope has always been
the spur to achievement and the key to
accomplishment. Let us all hope that in
the future Canada will not only continue
to progress, but will do nothing to mar the
honourable and dignified position that she
occupies to-day.

Honourable gentlemen, in conclusion, I
beg to move:

That an Address be presented to His Excel-
lency the Governor General in the following
words :

May it Please Your Excellency:

We, His Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal sub-
jects, the House of Commons of Canada, in Par-
liament 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. G. W. FOWLER: Honourable
gentlemen, the seconder of an Address is
always to a considerable extent handicapped
by the fact that he is preceded by the best
speaker in sight for the purpose of moving
it, and I am very much handicapped on
this oceasion by the eloquent address which
the honourable member for Toronto (Hon.
Mr. Nicholls) has made.

This is, as he has said, a very great oc-
casion. Two reasons make it such; one is
the visit of His Royal Highness the Prince
of Wales who for the first time has set foot
on Canadian soil; the other is that we are
taking into consideration the Treaty of
Peace, the culmination of the greatest wax
of all the centuries. These two events mark
this session of Parliament as a very impor-
tant one. They mark this particular oc-
casion as a very important occasion, and
I feel my shortcomings in attempting to
second the Address.

We have been very glad to welcome His °
Royal Highness, Edward, Prince of Wales,

,to Canada. It is not the first time he has




SEPTEMBER 2, 1919 7

been associated with Canadians. Part of
his war service—a war service which was
very creditable to him—was spent with the
Canadians. Unlike his cousins the Hohen-
zollerns, he did not command an army
corps or an army, but he began at the low-
est rung of the ladder—began as a lieuten-
ant,—and did service in the trenches—as
other lieutenants and other men from
Canada did—service which daily risked his
life: again unlike his cousins the Hohen-
zollerns, who took particular care of their
more or less unworthy lives.

The Prince has come to this country; he
has only been in a portion of it as yet; but
wherever he has gone he has made
for himself friends. He might truly say, in
the words of a great soldier of old, “I
came, I saw, I conquered.” I question if
there is a constituency in Canada, or in
that portion of Canada at least through
which he has travelled, that would not
elect him by acclamation to-morrow as
their representative. I know I would not
want to run against him in any constitu-
ency; I feel that I should be disastrously
beaten. It is a splendid thing to feel that
the future, if this young man lives, is
assured, and that we shall have upon the
Throne of this Empire so worthy a suc-
cessor to a great line of monarchs, with
some few exceptions. In many respects he
is like his grandfather, the great peace-
maker, whose statesmanship, we know, was
largely responsible for the splendid posi-
tion which we occupied in this war, largely
responsible for the splendid feeling that
existed between France and England when
the war broke out.

The Treaty of Peace is before this House.
It is a voluminous document, and neces-
sarily so. There has been a great deal of
criticism about the time occupied by the
plenipotentiaries at Versailles in making
this Treaty of Peace, but it seems to me
that it is foolish criticism. We have had
four years and a half of the greatest war
the world has ever seen, and if people will
look back into history they will find that the
'settlement of other great wars which were
insignificant when compared with this,
and when the matters to be considered
were not nearly so far-reaching, occupied
a very much longer time than this settle-
ment has occupied. But we are an im-
patient people and we think everything
should be done in a day or so. I think that
the men who met at Versailles to settle
these great questions were of the very

highest type and that they have done their
work splendidly.

There has been criticism as well that
Germany was getting off altogether too
lightly. Let any man examine that treaty
and I do not think he will come to that
conclusion. Germany deserved the utmost
punishment, but if she was to pay the in-
demnities that were required, she could
not be altogether crushed; it was necessary
that she should have some leeway, in
order that her people might go to work
and earn the money to pay for the devasta-
tion they had wrought. Every precaution,
it seems to me, has been taken in the terms
of the treaty that Germany shall not rise
again, at any rate not for a half century
—and by that time we shall all be dead.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY :

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: I think everybody in
this House will be. If he is not dead be-
fore then, he ought to be.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: We never die.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: However, it was
the duty of those charged with the seftle-
ment of this affair to take care that pos-
terity should be protected, and I think they
have taken care of that. I had only a
short time to look over the Treaty.  Last
night I received my copy of it, and before
I went to bed I looked it over. I was
struck particularly with the reply that was
made by the Allied Conference to Count
Brockdorff-Rantzau, the German spokesman,
who objected to certain items in the
Treaty. I wish that every member of this
House would read carefully and study that
reply. It is a magnificent state docu-
ment, certainly the most magnificent
that I have ever seen, and, I think,
the most magnificent ever penned.
No man reading that would come to the
conclusion that Germany had got away
lightly. I think the conditions are as near-
ly proper and correct as they can be made,
but to my mind the great difficulty will be
in having those conditions carried out.

Provision has been made for a League of
Nations to enforce the conditions laid upon
Germany as a result of her defeat in the
war. If this League of Nations does its
duty there will be no more difficulty with
Germany; if the men who constitute the
executive of the League of Nations enforce
the conditions that have been laid down in
the terms of peace, there will be no chance
for Germany ever to commit the world to
a great war again; it will be absolutely im-
possible for her to raise her head in an
aggressive war in the future. The ma-
chinery has been provided, but it is human

No, no.
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machinery, and the result depends upon
whether or not the provisions are properly
carried out.

We are, I think, entitled to congratulate
ourselves upon the terms of the Treaty of
Peace signed at Versailles between the
Allied powers and the enemy powers of
Central Europe. We in this country did
our duty during the war; I do not think
we did any more than our duty, because it
was the duty of every self-respecting coun-
try to do all that it could to put an end
to the war and to obtain guarantees that
there should be no more wars of the sort
through which we have just passed. Can-
ada has incurred tremendous financial re-
sponsibilities in connection with the war.
As the honourable gentleman from Toronto
(Hon. Mr. Nicholls) has already said, we
borrowed about a billion and a half of
money; and we will have to borrow a good
many hundreds of millions more before we
will have paid for the war. To my mind it
is necessary that economy should be prac-
tised in this country. I deplore the ex-
travagance that we see on every hand. We
will have to practise economy in order that
we may recover from the tremendous bur-
den—for it is a tremendous burden—that
we are carrying; we have not felt it yet,
but we will. I am no alarmist, but at the
game time I believe in sounding the true
note; and to my mind the proper note for
the public men of this country to sound is
the note of economy. It should begin with
the Government of the country; they should
make no expenditures of public money that
are not absolutely necessary. If they set
an example of economy the people will be
apt to follow. On the other hand, if they
set an example of extravagance and waste-
ful expenditure the people will naturally
follow, and the extravagances that we see
will continue.

This is a time for wise statesmanship.
We have wonderful resources in this coun-
try; there is no young country that has
resources equal to those of Canada; they
are tremendous; but these resources are of
no benefit, of no value, if they are not de-
veloped. Wise statesmanship is necessary
to develop the resources of the country so
that the burden of debt will not be felt. If
our business men realize their duty and
take hold of matters properly and develop
the resources of the country, and go on
with confidence in the way mentioned by
my honourable friend from Toronto,
the future is (bright with promise.
On the other hand, if the business men
are not alive to the situation, if the Govern-

Hon. Mr. FOWLER.

ment continues spending money, thinking
in millions and hundreds of millions where
we used to think in thousands, the future
is clouded with darkness. That is my
opinion, and I think it is the opinion of
a great many of the people of this country.
I trust, whatever party may be in power,
that the statesmen who control the destiny
of this country in the future will be guided
by these principles; then the country will
recover from the tremendous burden of
taxation which now lies upon it. :

Some legislation has been enacted with
regard to the high cost of living. That is
good legislation. We see many anomalies
in connection with the cost of living which
might be wiped out, and which, I trust, will
be wiped out by the Board of Commerce.

I do not purpose making any extended -
remarks. I thank you for your patience
in listening to me, and take pleasure in
seconding the motion.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honour-
able gentlemen, I wish to congratu-
late the mover and the seconded of Ad-
dress on the able way in which they
have spoken, and to join myself with
them in the very apt remarks which
they have made concerning the visit
of His Royal Highness the Prince of
Wales. Most of us were present yesterday
at the laying of the corner stone of the

“Victory Tower, and had an opportunity

while there of hearing His Royal Highness
address the people of Canada in a way that
I am sure impressed everybody who had the
honour and pleasure of hearing him. We
look forward to seeing him take his place
at the head of the affairs of the Empire,
and I am sure he will be one of the most
popular monarchs that have ever occupied
that position. I am sure that in his trip
to the Pacific coast he will repeat the im-
pression he has made in the East, and
that the reception which he has received
from the people of the East will be dupli-
cated there, or, if possible, surpassed. If
I might venture one remark, I would say
that I rather think those who are respon-
sible for his trip are in danger of asking
him to do too much; I think it is not ad-
visable to ask any one to overwork himself
in meeting people, which, as every one who
has had experience must know, is a very
difficult and trying task. Speaking for the
West, I am sure the people there will wel-
come him with great enthusiasm.

I regret that I was not able to be present
as soon as I should have liked, to take
part in the functions here. The enormous
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size of this country and the distances that
one has to travel, unfortunately sometimes
‘make it impossible to be where one would
wish to be.

In the Speech from the Throne we are
asked to deal with the Treaty of Peace
between the Allied and Associated Powers
and Germany, signed at Versailles on

June 28, 1919. The mover and the
seconder of the Address have spoken
in very favourable terms of the

arrangement that has been made under
this Treaty. The Treaty is a very compli-
cated one, and there is no doubt that the
work to be performed by the representa-
tives of the various countries was very
onerous and troublesome. This is not only
a treaty of peace with Germany, but also
includes the Treaty of the League of Na-
tions. That part of the Treaty is probably
the most important to us in Canada, be-
cause it deals with the position of Canada
amongst the countries of the world

When the war commenced the people
of Canada were of one mind in their desire
to do all they could to assist Great Britain
in the fight that she was making for liberty
and freedom against German barbarism
and militarism. We went into the war
voluntarily; there was no compulsion; and
we went into it to the fullest extent within
our power. But under this Treaty we are
asked to bind ourselves to a certain course
of action. Unfortunately I am now speak-
ing before the representative of the Gov-
ernment in this House has spoken; and so
far we have not had any explanation
of the position of Canada under the terms
of the Treaty of the League of Nations. The
impression exists in the minds of a large
number of people that we are assembled
here to-day for the purpose of approving
of this Treaty; some people have said to
me that we were meeting for the purpose of
ratifying it. I should like to wead to the

House the words used by Mr. Lloyd George

in the English House of Commons when
he was asking for the approval of that
House to the Treaty. At the commencement
of his speech he said:

I have to lay on the table of the House, and
to ask the leave of the House, to introduce two
Bills to enforce the most momentous document
to which the British Empire has ever affixed its
seal. There are two Bills which I shall have
to ask the leave of the House to introduce. It
is unnecessary to obtain the ratification of Par-
liament to a treaty, except in one or two par-
iculars. The ratification is for the Crown, but
there are certain provisions in the Treaty of
Peace, signed last Saturday, which it is neces-
sary to obtain an Act of Parliament in order to
enforce. Therefore I propose to ask leave to

introduce a Bill in the usual form to enable His

Majesty to make such appointments, establish
such offices, make such Orders in Council and
do such things as appear to him to be necessary
for carrying out the said Treaty, and for giving
effect to any of the provisions of the said
Treaty. That is the usual form, I believe, in
which measures of this kind have hitherto been
couched. It is also necessary to have an Act of
Parliament in order to obtain the sanction of
Parliament to the Convention between His Ma-
jesty and the President of the French Republic.

That makes it very clear that all we are
asked to do is to approve of the Treaty;
that the ratification is in the hands of the
Crown, and that the Crown alone can ratify
it for the whole of the British Empire.
Therefore we have to consider our position
under the Treaty of the League of Nations.

Canada is a member of the Assembly,
and as such will have one vote in the
Assembly. The Council of the League of
Nations will consist of representatives of
the five principal Allied and Associated

" Powers, as mnientioned in the treaty, and

representatives of four other Powers which
at the present time have been named—
Belgium, Brazil, Spain, and Greece. Those
nine representatives will form the Council of
the League of Nations; and the only way by
which Canada could be directly represented
in the Council of the League of Nations
would be if the Assembly, consisting of
twenty-seven members besides the five
principal Allied and Associated Powers, were
to elect a representative of Canada as a
member of the Council. In my opinion, the
chances of that happening are somewlat
remote, because the-natural feeling of the
other members of the League of Nations
would be that, inasmuch as the British
Empire was represented . at the Couneil,
Canada or the other members of the League
of Nations who are part of the British Em-
pire would be over-represented if they were
to have a representative on the Council.
That being so, we shall probably be put

-in the position of being a member of the As-

sembly, but shall have a very remote chance
of having a representative on the Council,
which will be responsible for directing the
policy of the League of Nations. Once we
have approved of this Treaty of the League
of Nations we shall be bound by the terms
of the Treaty to provide our .quota in case
it becomes necessary for the League of

‘Nations to enforce its orders or resolutions

upon any of the members of the League, or
upon other countries who are not members
of the League. As I understand the Treaty,
it will be decided as to exactly what quota
Canada and the other nations are to provide.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: In men and money.
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Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: In men, in money,
in ships, and in other ways. As far as I
understand at the present time, we would
have been in/a stronger position if Canada
had not been made a party to this League
of Nations further than she would be as a
part of the British Empire. We would then
have been able to come forward voluntarily
and take our stand at any time when the
necessity arose, exactly as we did in August,
1914. We would be free to put forward our
greatest efforts as we felt inclined. I think
that if we came down to considering the
question of the exact quota that we should
be called upon tb put forward as our share
in enforcing the Treaty we should find that
it would be very much less than what we
felt’ was our share and what we actually
have done in helping the Mother Country
and her Allies to carry on the war and see
it brought to a successiul conclusion.

I do not purpose discussing this matter
any further at the present time, honourable
gentlemen, because I think we all want to
hear from the Government their interpreta-
tion of the position which we are going
to be asked to occupy in regard to
this Treaty of the League of Nations.
We shall have, I understand, a full oppor-
tunity of discussing those questions in con-
nection with the resolutions which have
been proposed by the honourable leader of
the Government.

With regard to the other matters dealt
with in the Speech from the Throne, I notice
that we are to be asked to make financial
provision in connection with the Peace
Treaty and also for other purposes. I was
pleased to hear the seconder of the Address
urge upon the Government the necessity of
economy in its administration. We voted
last year a very large sum of money for the
purpose of carrying on the affairs of this
‘country. Many of us felt that great extrava-
gance was shown in the estimates which
were placed before Parliament, and that
they might have been considerably re-
duced. Now, if the money to be voted for
other purposes, as stated in the Speech from
the Throne, is a very large amount, I think
it will be very regrettable that we should
be called upon to vote the additional sum,
unless there are strong reasons for our do-
ing so. We are called together for this
session for the special purpose of giving
consideration to the Treaty, and we should
not be called upon to supplement the esti-
mates passed by Parliament aft last session,
which covered the whole of the current year
and amounted to a very considerable sum.
We are to-day faced with the mnecessity of

Hon. Mr. DAVID.

raising a large amount by way of loan.
Yesterday the Victory Loan was practically
inaugurated, when His Royal Highness un-
turled the flag at the Parliament buildings.
We all hope ithat the Government will be
successful in raising the momney that they
require and, according to the figures given
here to-day, they are probably justified in
the expectation that they will be able to
get all they wamt in that way. At the
same time, not only the Government, but
every person in the country who thinks
about these matters at all, must realize that
the strictest economy is necessary in both
public and private affairs, and that we have
to develop the natural resources of the coun-
try as much as possible in order to be able
to bear the heavy burdens that have been
placed upon us by this war. I am sure it is
the desire of the people throughout this
country to make the most earnest efforts in
helping to retrieve the obligations which
the war has placed upon us.

In conclusion, I would say that we hope
to do everything in our power in a united
way in the future, as we have done in
the past in connection with the war, in
helping to carry on the affairs of the
country in the best possible manner.

Hon. L. 0. DAVID: Will the honourable
leader of the House allow me to ask him a
question? I would like to know why there
was nobody this year to move or second
the Address in French. That is contrary to
an old custom which has always been fol-
lowed. Is it because there is nobody on
the other side who is able to speak French,
or is it because nobody consented to move
or second the Address in French?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: My hon-
ourable friend from Mille Iles has always
been facetious in this House, and we wel-
come his sense of humdur particularly on
this occasion. I may remind my honour-

‘able friend that the Address last session was

moved by the most recent appointee from
Quebec. I am unaware of any appoint-
ment from Quebec having been made since
that time. If a new member had been ap-
pointed from that province, I am sure the
Government would have been most pleased
to invite such a member to move or second
the Address. Had I made such a request to
some of my French Canadian friends to the
left of the Speaker, they might not perhaps
have responded with the alacrity which I
desired. Consequently I selected the two
most available men on this side of the
House.

Honourable gentlemen, I join with my
honourable friend the leader of the Oppo-
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sition (Hon. Mr. Bostock) in congratulating
most heartily the mover and the seconder
of the Address. My honourable friend the
mover of the Address has long been known
in the commercial and industrial life of
Canada as one of the great captains of in-
dustry and as one of the most representa-
tive men in this Dominion in large affairs.
Likewise, my honourable friend the seconder
of the Address is a man of very great pro-
minence in public life. He was for many
years a member of the House of Commons
and occupied a distinguished position in
that Chamber. We in this Chamber are
fortunate and may congratulate ourselves
that gentlemen of this class are members of
the Senate and bring to its deliberations the
knowledge, experience, ability, and judg-
ment which they possess.

During the five sessions of Parliament
preceding the present year, it was our pub-
lic and unavoidable duty to deal with
questions having to do with the carrying
on of the greatest war in history, and one
in which Canada was engaged to an un-
precedented extent. During that period all
the resources of Canada were enlisted in
the responsibilities which we had assumed.
In addition to this, our people were at the
highest tension of nervous strain in the
efforts which they had undertaken, and
in their anxiety concerning the war, which
in itself was overwhelming. It was, there-
fore, with great relief that during the ses-
sion preceding the present one, by reason
of the armistice of November last, we could
look forward to the negotiations for peace
which were then being considered, knowing
they would terminate satisfactorily at a
reasonably early day. Since the last ses-
sion of Parliament the Peace Conference,
representing the Allied Nations of the war,
succeeded in determining upon conditions
of peace which have necessarily to be rati-
fied by the different nations concerned.

The Treaty of Peace with Germany has
not only been accepted by Germany, but
has been ratified by the British Parliament,
and will during the present session come
before us for our ratification. In view of
this Treaty being submitted by the Govern-
ment at an early day, it would be unwise
for me at the present time to enter upon
any discussion of the conditions and details
embodied in tthat Treaty. Suffice it to say
that we can repeat the language used in
the Speech from the Throne that “‘with
reverent thankfulness we realize that the
world emerges victorious from its long
struggle against the forces of barbarous
militarism and savage aggression.”

The period that has passed since the
armistice was signed, and covered by the
deliberations of the Peace Conference, has
been marked with an unrest of the masses
throughout the civilized world. This, in
itself, was the natural outcome of the war.
It was impossible for a convulsion of the
civilized forces of the world to take place
during the five long years of that war with-
out bringing about a disturbance of the
normal conditions of life. The many mil-
lions of men that were compelled to leave
the ordinary channels of industrial life,
and to participate in the conflagration by
which the whole of the civilized world was
aflame, naturally brought about the great-
est revolution that the world has ever seen
from what had been the normal conditions
of human life. The concentration of those
millions of men in equipping themselves
for the work of destruction and devastation
of life and property, which almost without
interruption was carried on for five long
vears, could not fail to bring about condi-
tions of disturbance and revolution such
as marked the period of at least six months
after the termination of the war.

When we consider the millions of lives
lost, the destruction of property, the
devastation of national resources and
wealth, the creation of an almost incon-
ceivable debt, “and the diversion of human
energies from the ordinary channels of
life, we are more than surprised that this
disturbance of which we speak has not
assumed proportions more overwhelmingly
destructive than have been reached. The
aftermath of a great war is usually fraught
with more serious thought and anxiety
than existed during the carrying on of the
war; but in the case of a war like the
world’s great war which has just closed, by
which the world of civilization was set
ablaze and almost destroyed, we may well
congratulate ourselves that we see within
reach before us a settlement of conditions
by which we may soon hope to reach those
normal conditions that mark the reign of
peace.

We in Canada are just beginning to
realize, now that the smoke of battle has
cleared away and the noise and tumult ol
war have ceased, that the resourcefulness)
the energy, the enterprise, and the de-
termination which permitted of our making
such a marvellous contribution to the de-
fence of the Empire in the late war, shall
be enlisted and extended in our entering
upon and grappling successfully with the
many problems of reconstruction which
have grown out of the war.
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When Parliament last met we had not
seriously entered upon the deniobilization
and return to Canada of the forces which
we sent to the front. This was a problem
which gave us serious thought, and which
at that time was thought would cover a
period of a year and a half. We have been
successful in practically completing de-
mobilization in half the period which was
anticipated. It was thought by the whole
of Canada that upon the return of our large
forces, and particularly at a time when em-
ployment conditions were unfavourable,
there would be multitudes of men who had
returned seeking employment unsuccess-
fully. Not only the Government, but the
public and the press, were more than ap-
prehensive of those conditions assuming
serious proportions. Happily our apprehen-
sions have not been realized. While to-day
demobilization has practically been com-
pleted, there has been a return to civil life
without unemployment being seriously felt
of the several hundred thousand men whao
have returned from Europe, together with
their families and dependents. There has
been an absorption by the general publie
of these great masses, and our normal con-
ditions of life in Canada are rapidly being
resumed, notwithstanding the disturbance
in our civil life brought about by war con-
ditions. The absorption of this great mass
of returned Canadians from Europe is a
matter of profound satisfaction not only to
the Government but to the people of
Canada. It speaks in the highest terms not
only of the industry and resourcefulness of
those who have returned, but of their con-
ception of citizenship by which they realize
their duty to themselves and to the State.
It is this same conception of citizenship that
will prove Canada’s greatest asset in again
returning to those channels of peaceful de-
velopment which marked our history before
the war. The enlistment of all those national
traits by which we were equal to respond-
ing to our duties to the Empire will re-
establish Canada on a firmer and more
permanent basis in the eyes of civilization
than she otherwise would have assumed.
Canada, therefore, should have no feeling
of pessimism in facing the responsibilities
of the future. That same ability by which
she demonstrated to the whole world het
energy and enterprise during the war will
from now on assist her national progress
and prosperity to a degree not hitherto
anticipated.

It is with great satisfaction that we note
in the Speech from the Throne reference to
the visit of His Royal Highness the Prince

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

of Wales to Canada at this notable time.
The demonstrations of loyalty and en-
thusiasm which have marked his visit wher-
ever hie has gone throughout Canada mani-
fest in the most unspeakable way the at~
tachment of this Dominion to the great
Empire to which we belong. There is even
more in the demonstrations to which I have
referred than those of loyalty and attach-
ment to the .Crown. It is the admiration
which His Royal Highness, by his capti-
vating presence and personality, has evoked
throughout the whole of this Dominion. The
Imperial House to which he belongs, and
of which he is the heir to the Throne, is
peculiarly fortunate, as well as the Empire
itself, in having as their future King one
of the most captivating personalities that
has ever graced the Throne to which he is
heir. Now the people of Canada have seen
and met His Royal Highness, they will feel
a deeper personal attachment to that Throne
by reason of the personal knowledge which
they have thus secured.

As foreshadowed by the Speech from the
Throne, the Treaty of Peace will come be-
fore us for ratification at an early day. We
then will have an opportunity of discussing
its various features; with these we are all
more or less familiar, but to enter upon a
discussion of them at this time would be
somewhat premature.

The submission of this Treaty for rati-
fication by Canada may be said to indicate
progress in our constitutional growth. For
even a great number of years after Con-
federation, and after we had entered upon
our system of government under the British
North America Act, we were willing
to accede to the negotiation and ratifica-
tion of all treaties by the Imperial
authorities. Gradually Canada demanded
recognition in the negotiation of those
treaties, which was conceded without hesi-
tation by the British Government. The ne-
gotiation of the present Treaty, which this
session we are called upon to ratify, marks
a more definite and progressive step as to
the exercise of the treaty-making power by
Canada than we have heretofore entered
upon. :

Canada entered upon this war of her own
free will, recognizing as clearly as did Great
Britain herself that the defence of the Em-
pire was a duty which fell upon all its
parts. It was not alone from a sense of
constitutional obligation that Canada
entered this war, but equally on account
of its spontaneous loyalty and patriotism to
the Empire. No part of this Great Empire,
including Great Britain herself, entered
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more enthusiastically upon the enormous
obligations which were assumed than the
Dominion of Canada. When, therefore, the
question of negotiating a Treaty of Peace
became apparent, Great Britain logically
had to acknowledge Canada as much a
sovereign state in pronouncing upon the
terms of peace as if she had not been part
and parcel of the Empire.

In a word, this Empire is made up of a
Commonwealth of States, all possessed of
sovereign power in their internal govern-
ment. It would be a mistake for Canada
to recognize the part which has been given
- her in the negotiations of the Peace Treaty
as a concession in any way. To withhold
that recognition from Canada would en-
danger the continuance of the relations be-
tween herself and the Empire. Great Brit-
ain has long recognized the status that the
Overseas Dominions must necessarily exer-
cise in this Commonwealth of Nations. To
refuse recognition of sovereign rights to
whatever extent the Dominion itself may
ask, would be to threaten the continuance
of those relations which to-day so happily
exist between the Mother Country and the
Overseas Dominions. It is therefore, from
deference to this sentiment and principle
that Great Britain must always recognize
that this Empire can only be ma’'ntained
and strengthened as a Commonwealth of
Sovereign States linked together for the one
common purpose of Imperial strength, un-
ity and defence. :

It is a matter of profound satisfaction,
notwithstanding the grave apprehension
which we at one time may have had as
to the outcome of this war, that at its ter-
mination in November last the Allies were
placed in a position to dictate and enforce a
peace without consultation with the enemy.
So overwhelming was the defeat of the
enemy by the Allies that the most serious
consideration by the Allies of all peace
conditions was the question of the ability
of the enemy to meet the conditions that
would be imposed. The termination of the
war to the different belligerent countries
was fraught with more serious and disas-
trous results than the most sanguine ex-
pectation of the Allies could have foreseen.
. Since those notable days in November
last, when the knowledge of defeat swept
over the enemy countries, they have been
rocked with national disaster and revolu-
tion. Thrones that existed for centuries,
dynastic powers that dictated to Europe
and civilization what the course of nations
should be, have since been destroyed and
have vanished into oblivion with the yiany

dynastic autocracies that for centuries pre-
ceded them. It is, therefore, a matter of
the most profound gratification that the
autocracies of Central Europe which for
centuries made war upon civilization to
build up their own tyrannical powers, at
the expense of freedom and democracy,
have been swept away by the storm of
human passions which they themselves
had set in motion for their own aggrandize-
ment. Although in Central Europe and in
Russia we behold to-day more or less of a
revolutionary spirit in the ascendancy, and
forces that are more or less destructive of
the civilization which it took centuries to
establish, yet it may be said with every as-
surance that Europe is about to welcome
the reign of democracy.

Civilization, when it looks on the battle-
fields of the last five years and counts the
lives and the devastation which this war
has cost, will consider that there is this
compensation at least, that upon this foun-
dation there will be built up a world-wide
democracy, a. more enlightened freedom,
and a better civilization than the world has
hitherto known.

Hon. JAMES DOMVILLE: Honourable
gentlemen, I follow the suit of the mover
and the seconder of the Address. It is
natural that they should take the course
they did, and they did it well. I have no
fault to find even with my honourable friend
the leader of the House. This is an occasion
when many things have to be considered
and a snapshot verdict given,

The leader of the Government called at-
tention to the development of the industries
of the country. We might ask why they
were not developed before. Is this a death-
bed repentance? The seconder of the Ad-
dress was quite in place when he sacrificed
somewhat his allegiance to his party, and
spoke of reckless extravagance, and said
that it should be cut down. He showed a
good spirit, a spirit of independence; and
he was congratulated by the leader of the
House for that speech.

It is a little sarcastic to ask any one now
to discuss this Treaty or form any opinion
upon it. I received my copy only half an
hour ago, and in that short time I could not
go through what paralyzed all our states-
men here and paralyzed Europe. It re-
quires consideration. I am not saying any-
thing as to the details, because I do not
know what they are.

The obligations of the past have been
spoken of. Very well, we know what they
are. The obligations of the future we do not
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know, and I think that when you talk of our
going into future obligations, not only this
House, but all the country should have
some idea of where they are to commence
and where they are to end.

In assuming responsibilities in connection
with the masterpiece, if you choose to call
it so, of an alliance with the world at large,
we are entering upon very dangerous
ground. We are not here to answer for the
whole country. The opinions entertained
here, on this side of the House or on that,
are not going to lead every man, woman
and child in this country. They will say,
« You should have consulted us.” I think
the country should have been consulted
long ago. Several seats are vacant. The
constituencies had no ehance of saying any-
thing. ° The League of Nations” sounds
well. In my short period in life we have
seen many things come and go. It is so easy
to talk. My honourable friend remembers
when I was on the platform with him advo-
cating prohibition. Well, it did not come to
pass, although we were together there.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: The honourable
gentleman has a very peculiar memory: he
remembers everything he wants to remem-
ber. I do not remember ever advocating
prohivition with him. I never knew he was
an advocate of it.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: I wish my honour-
able friend had a good memory, because 1t
might serve in many instances.

You may remepber the story of the visitor
going through a picture gallery and seeing
there a painting of a lion being killed by
a man. ‘It is all right,” he said, “ but
if 1 had painted the picture I would have
painted the lion killing the man, not the
man killing the lion.” There are so many
ways of looking at this thing. Those are
good speeches; they sound well; they read
well; they are published, and next day the
speakers will have their photographs in the
newspapers, and all that. It is part of the
game. An honourable gentleman said to
me gne time here that the game had to be
played and I did not seem to play it. I
do not think I did.

We ought to have some sympathy for
struggling Ireland. No sympathy for Ire-
land is expressed in the Speech.

Hon. Mr. CLORAN: No.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: I should have
thought that in the speech by the honour-
able leader of the Government the hope
would have been expressed that in the
future Ireland would assume a better posi-

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE.

tion, be she right or wrong; that her con-
ditions might have so changed that Ireland
might come into that body happy and peace-
ful, sharing in the compact. The honour-
able gentleman referred to the conditions
existing throughout the world, but said
not a word about that.

Again I was disappointed. I am speak-
ing perhaps to many honourable gentlemen
in this House who feel as I do. There was
not a word of sympathy with the widows,
the orphans, the mothers, and the fathers
of those who sacrificed their lives in fight-
ing for their country. While we are praising
treaties, while we are praising our own
actions—how we behaved and what we did
—we have nott one word of sympathy for the
many who have suffered in the performance
of their duty. While speaking of treaties,
would it not have been a fitting thing to add
that we deplored greatly the loss of those
who so nobly sacrificed their lives, and
sympathized with those they had left be-
hind? It would not have cost much to say
that. If it had been said, there would
not have been conveyed to my mind the
impression that there is mnot very much
sympathy in this body, which is to-day
doing everything possible to welcome His
Royal Highness the Prince of Wales. We
are, I think, in an exalted position—and
a great many of us will be more exalted
when the thirty days are over—and it
would have been a step in the right
direction for us to express our sympathy.
T feel that when I go home and meet the
people I know, they will say: “You at least,
if nobody else, remembered us; you who
have lived with us and have represented us
for so many years, did not fail in your duty
to call the attention of the Senate to the
words of comfort that might have been
placed on record.” If the Senate records. /
are to last, there should be some one to re-
cord the fact that the Senate of the day had,
as far as it could, expressed its sympathy,
said a kind word, for those who had suf-
fered.

Now, I am not here to praise or to find
fault. I do not know what is-in that docu-
ment. By-and-by we shall be able to ex-
amine it. But one can easily join with
the mover and the seconder and the honour-
able leader of this House in congratulations
on the happy advent of the Prince of Wales.

‘1o this country, the way ‘he has been re-

ceived by the people, and the affable man-
ner in which he has treated them
all alike, not according to the divine
right of kings, but as a man among
his fellow-citizens. I can speak fegl-
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ingly on this subject. I saw the corner

stone of the Parliament buildings laid by

the Prince of Wales in 1860. I do not know
that there are many other honourable Zen-
tlemen who were present on that occasion.

Hon. Mr. CLORAN: I was.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: We remember the
occasion with a great deal of pleasure. You
talk about the Royal family. There was
the great Queen who kept the world at
peace. And Edward VII was called the
peacemaker. I have a medal that he pre-
sented to me—one of those presented at the
Peace Conference in London; but I do not
hang it out on a string, and I do not advert
to my circumstances there, whether they
were of any use or whether they were not.
Still I had the honour and pleasure of
being present at the meeting in London.
King Edward unfortunately died. He was
the greatest king I ever saw or heard of.
All his energies were devoted to the main-
tenance of peace. As to the Hchenzollerns,
my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Fowler),
who was at the front, would know more
about them than I do. I do not know very
much about them, except that in royal
families, as in all other families, some are
good and some are bad. We have had the
pleasure of paying large pensions to them
all. The present Royal family of Eng-

land has cut away from the others,
and there is a line of demarcation;
it is mnow the House of Windsor.
We are done with the Hohenzollerns,

and the Hapsburgs. It is fortunate that
the Sovereign of England, looking all over
Europe, wherever the relatives of the Royal
family were, should have seen the difficul-
ties of the hour. He had the good of his
country so much at heart that he severed
his' connection with them, and he is to-day
a people’s King, and he will be sustained
by the people.

. We speak about reforms. We need reform
in many things. There is a new era coming.
Things that were good enough in the past
are not suitable to-day, and we should all,
on both sides of politics, in both Houses,
try to unite and develop in a rational way
something that will help the future peace of
the nations, and those who are responsible
for the conduct of affairs should set an ex-

ample to the world. Let us pay all due

honour to the great men we have, let us
erect monuments to them, decorate their
graves, or do anything else you like; but
let us have common sense. I concurin what

has been said by my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Fowler) about reckless extra-

vagance. I do not want to attack the Gov-
ernment at all, but the country will want
to know, and will demand to know, the de-
tails of the large expenditure, and whether
it was right or wrong, rational or irrational.

You speak of paying off your debt of two
billions of money. Do you know how much
that is a head ? Where are you going to
get it? Are you going to take it from the
smaller men, like clerks and officials, who
have families? No, they cannot pay it.
They have as much right to mercy at our
hands as the Allies or any other nations.
Mercy I call it, because they cannot bring
up their children, they cannot sustain their
families, unless the high cost of living is
reduced and unless they can receive a fair
day’s wage for a fair day’s work. I do
not find any fault at all with employees
who are seeking iricreases in wages. They
have a right to live and to have their con-
dition considered. We who sit in this red
Chamber, this Chamber of light and dark-
ness, do not rule the country; we are only
the representatives of the people, and they
have a right to look to us as such for the
extrication of Canada from the terrible hole
she is in to-day. She could not help get-
ting into the hole, perhaps, but the ad-
ministration of the country’s expenditure
is a matter which must call for great
criticism.

Now, I have not said anything offensive.
I have dried to praise everybody. I praised
the mover, T praised the seconder, and I
praised the honourable leader of the House.
I always feel a great deal of satisfaction in
hearing him, and I think the world of him.
I shall be glad to help him to bring about
the condition of affairs that should exist,
and he will be independent enough, I am
sure, to take such action as will force our
rulers—for they are our rulers—to put
affairs in better shape than they are to-day.

I regret having said so much; but when
I heard no mention of the relatives of those
who died, I felt it was necessary for me
to point out that somebody in the Senate
remembered them. If this were the proper
time, I would move an amendment to the
Address; but I shall not do so. I would
move an amendment stating that this House
desires to express its regrets and sympathy
to those who have sacrificed” everything—
their money, their business, their children,
and, many of them, their bread. However,
they will find that some of us here were
considerate enough, though having no
power in the matter, to think of them, and
to think well of them, and to be sorry that
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in their calamities or losses there has been
nobody" here to say a kind word on their
behalf.

Hon. L. 0. DAVID: I would ask that the
debate be adjourned until to-morrow; not
for myself, but because there are two or
three members who are absent, doing
honour to the Prince of Wales in Montreal,
and I think they will be here to-morrow
and will wish to take part in the discussion.
It will not be long. 1

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Anything
that will please honourable gentlemen on
the other 'side I agree to at once.

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

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

THE SENATE.

Wednesday, September 3, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE LATE LT.-COL. BAKER, M.P.
FORM OF MEMORIAL.

Hon. GEORGE G. FOSTER: I give notice
of the following motion for Friday next:

That the following Senators, to wit, the Hon-
ourable Messieurs Bradbury, Casgrain, Pope and
the mover, be appointed a Special Committee to
confer and act with the Committee of the Senate
and the House of Commons, who have in charge
the building and arrangement of the new Parlia-
ment Building, for the purpose of considering
and reporting upon the form of the Memorial
to the late Lieutenant-Colonel Baker, M.P., for
Brome, to be erected in the said building.

I may say for the information of this
Chamber that the committee which was
appointed last session had several meet-
ings and after some difficulty we decided
on the location of the memorial. There was
a difference of opinion as to whether it
should_be in the Senate or in the House of
Commons, but it was finally decided unani-
mously that it should be placed at the en-
trance of the tower of the House of Com-
mons, and it is in order to carry that out
and to decide upon the form of the memorial
that I give notice of this motion.

THE NEW PARLIAMENT BUILDING.
PROGRESS OF CONSTRUCTION.
On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. FREDERIC NICHOLLS: Honour-
able gentlemen, with the permission of the
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE,

House, I would like to ask the honourable
leader of the Government if he has any
definite or specific information in reference
to the probability of the Senate Chamber
in the new Parliament building being ready
for occupation at the next session. I have
heard various statements in regard to the
situation. One is that, while the Commons
Chamber will be ready for occupation, it
will not be possible for the Senate Chamber
to be ready, but the Senate can perhaps be
accommodated in one of the committee
rooms. Now, I have had more or less ex-
perience in building, and after a very care-
ful examination of the surroundings I per-
sonally believe that, if an effort were made,
the Senate Chamber could be completed in
time for the next session. I pay great
deference to the opinion of the honourable
member for Amherst (Hon. Mr. Curry),
who made a thorough inspection yesterday,
and who assures me that in his judgment
there should be no difficulty in having the
Senate Chamber ready for occupation next
session, provided the work is energetically
proceeded with. But a visit to the new
Parliament building discloses the fact that
there are no workmen in the Senate wing at
all. It has always been the custom for the
opening of Parliament to take place in the
Senate Chamber and, presumably, nexb
session there would be a function of more
or less importance in connection with the
opening of the new building. Certainly no
committee room will afford facilities for the
function that should take place. I do not
know whether, under the constitution, Par-
liament could be opened in the House of
Commons; but in any event it is imperative,
in my mind, that, not only on the score
of economy, but on the score of convenience
and on the score of proper deference to this
honourable House, every possible effort
should be made and must be made in order
that the Senate Chamber may be ready for
our occupation by the opening of Parlia-
ment next February or March, if Parlia-
ment does not meet before then. That would
leave five or six months. The ceiling is
practically completed; the walls are com-
pleted; and even if the main entrance
weére not completed, the Chamber itself
could be made ready for our occupation.

Possibly the leader of the House or some
honourable gentleman who is a member ol
the Building Committee can enlighten this
House with regard to what steps are being
taken to see that the work is energetically
proceeded with.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I quite

agree with my honourable friend from
Toronto as to the desirability of our ocenpy-
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ing the Senate Chamber instead of any
improvised Chamber that might be fitted
up for the purpose, when the Parliament
building is opened. It does not necessarily
follow, however, that we shall meet in the
new building at the next session. I know the
judgment of the Prime Minister is that we
should not take possession of the building
until both Chambers are completed.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, héar.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am a
member of the Building Committee, to-
gether with my honourable friend from
Portage la Prairie (Hon. Mr. Watson) and
my honourable friend the Minister of
Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson), and while
in the committee there has been an opinion
that we might take possession next year,
yet nothing has really been decided.
Personally I have always been in favour
of the completion of the entire building
before we take possession of it, and, that
being the case, I hope that the apprehen-
sions expressed by my honourable friend
from Toronto will not be realized, namely,
that the Commons will occupy their
Chamber while the Senate will have to
occupy improvised accommodation. There
is no good reason why the work on the
Senate Chamber should not be prosecuted
with every vigour, with a view of having
it completed at the earliest possible day.
I cannot give any explanation as to why
the Commons Chamber is to be completed
at an earlier- period than the Senate
Chamber, unless it be that a more expen-
sive class of work is being placed upon
the Senate Chamber which may perhaps
have delayed operations.

However, I shall be very glad to make
further inquiry into the matter. In the
meantime I think 1 can assure my honour-
able friend that the views of the Prime
Minister will be carried out, namely, that
we shall not occupy the building until both
Chambers are completed, which will pro-
bably not be before 1921,

Hon ROBERT WATSON: As my name
has been mentioned in connection with this
matter, I should like to say just a few words
with regard to it. I think the Committee has
done everything possible to facilitate the
completion of the building. As you all know,
it was almost impossible for a time to get
labour. We have had to contend with strikes
and with demands for increased wages. As
the honourable leader of the House has just
stated, one of the reasons why the work on
the Senate Chamber has not proceeded as
rapidly as the work on the House of Com-
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mons is that it is very difficult at the present
time to get artisans who are capable of doing
the work that is required in the Senate
Chamber. However, the architect assures
me that fair progress is now being made in
the work at the Senate end. Whether it
will be completed in time for next February
or not I do not know, but I think it is
hardly practicable.

As to temporary accommodation, the Rail-
way Committee room of the House of Com-
mons might be used by the Senate. It is a
larger room than this, its -dimensions being
65 feet by 42 feet.

The work on the House of Commons
Chamber being of a commoner class is
nearer completion. With my colleagues on
the Committee I can assure you that every-
thing possible will be done to facilitate the -
completion of the Senate wing. It will be
for the Senate and the Commons, I suppose,
with the concurrence of the Government, to

‘say whether the building shall be occupied

before it is completed. I have no doubt that
the judgment of the members will be fully
canvassed before anything is done.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL’S SPEECH.

ADDRESS IN REPLY — THE DEBATE

CONCLUDED.

The Senate resumed from yesterday cen-
sideration of the motion for an Address in
reply to His Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral’s Speech at the opening of the session.

Hon. L. O. DAVID: Honourable gentle-
men, I moved the adjournment of the debate
yesterday because I thought that ‘the hon-
ourable member for De Lorimier (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) and the honourable member
for Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique) would be
present to-day and would perhaps like to
take part in the discussion on the Address.
I am ready to give my place to either of
those gentlemen if they wish to speak.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Go on.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Yestérday I asked the
honourable the leader of the House why it
was that a French senator did not move
or second the Address. The answer of the
honourable gentleman did not satisfy me.
First, he said he thought I was a little
facetious. Well, T was not; I was serious.
Then he said that he welcomed my sense of
humour. I pray the honourable gentleman
to think that I was serious. The hon~ur-
able gentleman further explained that there
were no newly-appointed French senators.
Well, all the old members of this House
must know that from time immemorial,

REVISED EDITION
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although there were no newly-appointed
French senators, there was always a French
member of the Senate to move or second the
Address. I give him my own case as an
example. In 1905, although I had been the
mover of the Address in 1903, I was asked
to second the Address. :

In order to preserve the old custom, which
is a respected one, and which must be con-
sidered as constituting a right, I will say a
few words in French, and take the place of
the honourable gentleman on the other side
who should have spoken in French.
Although I do mnot like to repeat what I
said yesterday, I am inclined to think that
the only reason why there was not:'a French
speaker was that there was nobody on the
other side able to speak French, or, if there
was, that he refused to move or second the
Address. I see one honourable gentleman
who might perhaps be able to explain that.

I am happy to have heard the honourable
leader of the House, in his eloquent speech
on the Address, say that in all parts of
Canada, in all the provinces of the
Dominion, the Prince of Wales had been
received with the same enthusiasm. That
applies evidently to the province of Quebec
as well as to the other provinces. Yes, that
must certainly apply to that poor old
province of Quebec, whose loyalty has been
go often suspected. The province of
Quebec has proven in this case, as in many
other cases, that she is always as ready to
show her respect for British institutions,
for the Crown and for the Royal Family, as
any other part of Canada, with the exception
perhaps ‘of the city of Toronto. Of course,
no part of Canada can be compared with the
city of Toronto for the expression of strong
feelings, whether good or bad. There are
many who think that if the Prince of Wales’
life is to be spared, it would not be prudent
to send him again to the city of Toronto.

I will now continue my speech in French.

(Translation.) The province of Quebec
has never failed in its duty in this respect.
Of this I could give numerous examples. In
1860, when the beloved King Edward VII
visited Canada as the Prince of Wales, the
province of Quebec, with all other parts of
Canada, welcomed him with the greatest
cordiality. The Prince of Wales in 1860 was

a handsome prince—such a prince as is,

described in romances and fairy tales—ami-
able, affable, and charming. The Prince
who is visiting us at present resembles his
grandfather in several respects. Like him,
he is amiable, democratic, a veritable
Prince Charming, winning the affection of
éverybody—the old and the young, the big
Hon. Mr. DAVID.

and the little, the rich and the poor, the
women and the young girls—much admired
by the young girls, in whose eyes he resem-
bles the ideal prince of whom they have
often dreamed.

I am pleased to recognize that the Prince
of Wales speaks French, and speaks it well,
like all those in England who have received’
a good education.

The English Government, composed al-
ways of eminent men, of great diplomats,
has always taken care to be represented in
British colonies, especially in Canada, by
men of sympathy, who would treat the dif-
ferent races and religions and all classes of
society with equal impartiality and con-
sideration. That Government has taken
care, at a time when the eagle of imperial-
ism most powerfully flaps its wings, to
select one who can most favourably repre-
sent its views. At all events, whatever
enthusiasm there may be for this young
Prince and for the Royal Family, this will
not prevent us fulfilling our duty in the
consideration of this Treaty, and I am con-
vinced that there will be in this Senate
members sufficiently independent to con-
sider its problems from the point of view of
Canada, its destiny, and its best interests.

This Treaty, honourable gentlemen, is one
big with consequences. It raises very serious
and grave problems which merit the best
attention of our public men and of all who
are interested in the future and the destiny
of Canada. In the first place, what will be
the effect of the ratification of this Treaty?
What would be the effect of a refusal to
sanction it? Some contend that the effect
would be nil, because the Treaty has been
signed by the English authorities, by the
representatives of the different nations, and
by the representatives of (Canada, and as a
consequence we are bound.

The honourable the Prime Minister has
said that if the Treaty were not ratified the
Government would be obliged .to resign.
This is not the first time he has made such
a threat when he has wished to have his
policy adopted by Parliament. But in any
case this would not be a great misfortune—
a misfortune so great as that which would
result from the ratification of a Treaty fatal
to our interests.

Now, what effect is this Treaty likely to
have on the destinies of (Canada? Through
the smoke of the incense “in which the
honourable leader of this Chamber has en-
veloped the Treaty we can discern some
danger. The sound of the bells which cele-
brate it might well be the tocsin or the
knell of the autonomy of Canada. To what
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extent, honourable gentlemen, can we bind
our heirs, our successors? To what extent
can we bind future generations, compelling
them to take part in all the wars which
shall be determined upon by the League of
Nations? To what extent can we restrict
their liberty of action in their commercial
relations with other countries, especially
with our powerful neighbour, the United
States? If Article 10 is rejected by the
Congress of the United States, if they refuse
to restrict their liberty of action, what shall
be our situation?

Honourable gentlemen, we should not for-
get that we are in America and not in
Europe, that geographically we are Ameri-
cans and not Europeans, and that our com-
mercial and industrial interests are Ameri-
can. We cannot isolate ourselves from
American activities without putting in dan-
ger our prosperity, without imperilling the
destiny of Canada. Our love for British
institutions and our desire to continue to
live under the sgis of the British Constitu-
tion should not prevent us realizing that
our interests are in great part common with
those of the United States. I believe I
should add that the partisans of imperialism
and even those who, like myself, and like
the great majority of the inhabitants of this
country, wish to continue to remain British
subjects, will do wrong to place ourselves
in a situation in which our interests would
necessarily come in conflict with those of
the United States and even with those of
England.

However, we shall have an opportunity to
discuss this question’ when the Treaty shall
be officially placed before us, and I hope
that the Senate will discuss the great prob-
lems to which it gives rise with the im-
partiality and the independence which they
demand.

The motion for the Address was agreed to.

THE TREATY OF PEACE.

CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED RESOLU-
TIONS POSTPONED.
On the notices of motion respecting the
Treaty of Peace:

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Honour-
able gentlemen, I should like to amend the
first motion‘that appears on the Order Paper
by adding after the word °‘ Peace’ the
words, ‘“ between the Allied and Associated
Powers and Germany.” These words were
omitted through inadvertence.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK : Does my horourable
friend purpose going on with the resolution?
S—23

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am in
the judgment of the House. What is my
honourable friend’s disposition on the
question?

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: My disposition at
the present moment would be to raise a
point of order as to the method of pro-
cedure which my honourable friend has
seen fit to adopt.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Perhaps
we can consume the afternoon discussing
that.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: It seems to me the
procedure suggested is rather an extra-
ordinary one, and one that this House has
not hitherto given its consent to. As I
understand, my honourable friend has reso-
lutions which he proposes to move, and
the Prime Minister has similar resolutions
on the Order Paper in the other House
which he proposes to move. It dis for the
Government to decide how they shall con-
duct the business of Parliament. It is open
to them to proceed with these resolutions
either in this House or in the House of
Commons. After discussion and adoption
by one House, the resolutions would go to
the other House to be discussed. If adopted
by both Houses, they would become an
expression of the opinion of both Houses.
But if we should proceed with this resolu-
tion in this House to-day and adopt it, and
should the House of Commons proceed with
the resolution and amend it in some way,
it would not be an expression of the opinion
of both Houses. There would be an ex-
pression of opinion by the Senate and there
would be an expression of opinion by the
House of Commons. It seems to me that
this is an absolutely new method of pro-
cedure. I do not know whether His Honour
the Speaker’s attention has been drawn to
it, but I think that we should very carefully
consider the matter before dealing with the
resolutions. :

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND : Do I understand
that the honourable gentleman has in mind
the adoption by the two branches of Par-
liament of one and the same resolution
which will represent the view of Parlia-
ment? I should surmise that that was the
intention of the Government, as it reads
in part as follows:

Resolved, that it is expedient that Parliament
do approve the Treaty of Peace.

It is not that the Commons nor that the
Senate approves, but that Parliament do
approve. It is silrgply the question of pro-
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cedure that T am now discussing. We are
about to discuss one and the same Act of
the two branches of Parliament; and if
it is one and the same Act of the
two branches of Parliament, should it
not be taken up by one branch, discussed
there, and then be brought to the”other
Chamber in the form in which it will leave
the first Chamber, in order that the
second Chamber may have the views of
the first Chamber before them, and may
amend the resolution or accept it as it is.
If that is not done and the two Chambers
attempt to pass one and the same resolution,
and if the resolutions are not identical when
they cross the thresholds of the two Cham-
bers, how long shall we be carrying on the
discussion and exchanging our resolutions
before we agree upon one and the same text?
I do not know whether my English correctly
expresses my thought. This is the first
objection that I see to these resolutions
being presented to the two Chambers con-
currently; because, if we start amending
these resolutions, as it is our right to do,
and it is the right of the Commons to do,
I do not see when we shall ever unite and
agree.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: There are
three ways by which Parliament may ex-
press itself; one is by statute having the
sa_nction of the Senate, the Commons and
His .Excellency the Governor General repre-
senting His Majesty. Parliament may also
express itself by a joint address, an ad-
dress of both Houses; or by an address of
either House. It is laid down that the
House of Commons may express itself by ad-
dress; likewise the Senate may do so. It
need nqt be a joint address; it may be an
expression of the opinion, the sentiment
or the judgment of either House. So far as’
a resolution is concerned, although I do not
speak with the greatest degree of confidence
on the subject, I am unaware that there can
be a joint resolution of both Houses. A
Tesolution is simply an expression of opin-
ion of either Chamber as to what Parlia-
ment should do; it has not attached to it
the sanction of law that a statute has.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND : Would the hon-
ourable gentleman allow me a question?
If these resolutions are adopted, is it the
intention to send them over to the Com-

mons to have them approved by the
Commons?

“Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No. The
object of these resolutions is that a general
expression of Parliament may be had as to

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

the desirability of ratifying this Treaty for
the purpose of conveying immediately either
to the Peace Conference or to France, who
is desirous of an expression upon this sub-
ject, the assurance that in due course the:
Treaty will be ratified. It is quite apparent
that the introduction of a Bill will neces-
sarily occupy some time. The Peace Con-
ference has been extremely anxious that
effect shall be at once given to this Treaty.
There is a provision whereby effect is not
given to the Treaty until three of the Allied
Powers become parties thereto. It is highly
desirable for manifest reasons that this
should be done at the earliest possible date.
Not only are the Allies anxious that this
should be done, but also Germany itself, so
that that Power may at once give effect
to the obligations which have been placed
upon it. It has been suggested that the
speedier way of doing this would be for the
Parliament of Canada, by resolution of both
Houses, to signify its agreement with the
Treaty. A resolution of both Houses does
not, in my judgment, mecessarily operate
as ratification of the Treaty; but it would
be a fair earnest of what Parliament will
do when the Bill comes before it. It is
only for that purpose that this is being
done.

In regard to this Chamber f<llowing the
resolution of the Commons, that is not
absolutely necessary. This Chamber could
give an expression by way of resolution as
to the desirability of ratifying the Treaty
which would be possibly somewhat differ-
ent from the expression of opinion of the
House of Commons. It is for those receiv-
ing the resolutions to form a judgment
from the expression of opinion of both
Houses of Parliament as to the probability
of ratification.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: Will the Bill be
founded on the resolutions of both Houses?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I cannot but think
that the course which it is proposed to fol-
low is not the course which should com-
mend itself to this honourable House. I
draw the attention of the leader of the
Government to this fact, that whenever
anything is to be done by Parliament it is
done by Bill; and I understand that the
intention is to have a Bill brought up fol-
lowing the resolutions. The Bill is intro-
duced in one House or the other, and, after
having been passed by that branch, is sent
to the other branch of Parliament. That
is the only means whereby unity of action
may be secured. If we proceed as has
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been suggested, the two Houses may arrive
at different conclusions, and there would
be no means of having a conference. When
the resolution is passed by the Senate, it
cannot be taken up again; when it is passed
by the House of Commons it cannot be
taken up again. Two resolutions may clash
in form or in intent; for instance, this
House might vote ‘against the resolution,
“or it might adopt a resolution which would
be contrary to the Bill which would be in-
troduced in the House of Commons. Surely
we should avoid a danger of that kind, a
danger which may not present itself on
the present occasion, but which, if we adopt

occasions. 1 am satisfied that if the hon-
ourable leader of the Government reflects,
he will see great objection to establishing
a precedent of this kind, because it would
not afford the two Houses an opportunity
of coming to a united united action in con-
ference.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Is there
anything in parliamentary practice to pre-
clude either House from passing a resolu-
. tion of its own motion? =

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, of course not.
When either branch of Parliament is acting
independently, it may do so; but whenever
we deal with a matter which is to be em-
bodied in a Bill and to become law, it is
the action of Parliament, and therefore
there should be unity of action.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: May [
ask another question? If there be a differ-
ence between the two Houses as to a reso-
lution, what Parliamentary practice is there
to enable both Houses to come together on
the resolution? I know of none.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Exactly; that is the
argument I have offered. The leader of the
House evidently did not follow the remarks
I made. I pointed out that under the pro-
cedure he is suggesting possibly one branch
of Parliament would adopt one resolution
while the other branch would adopt a reso-
lution on the same matter which would be
in conflict with the very object in view.
I say that whenever a matter is to be dealt
with by Parliament, not by the Senate
alone or by the House of Commons alone,

the other and dealt with, and then passed
on to the other House for consideration.

The honourable the leader of the Govern-
ment will see the consequences that may
follow this course of action. Suppose that
this House should decide to reject the
resolution, or to amend it in such way

this precedent, may present itself on future.

it should be brought up in one House or.

that it would conflict with some provision
of the treaty, that would not prevent the
House of Commons from proceeding with
a Bill ratifying the treaty and sending it
to us. In what position would we then be?
I think this is sufficient to show that the
practice suggested should not be intro-
duced.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Do yow
wish to go on with the resolution this after-
noon?

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK : Personally I should
prefer not to go on this afternoon. I raised
the point which has been under discussion
so that my honourable friend might have
an opportunity of considering it.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: If my
honourable friend is not in a position: to
go on this afternoon, I certainly would
insist upon going on to-morrow, because
it is absolutely necessary that we should
dispose of this subject. Parliament has
been called especially for that purpose, and
we are committed to give an expression of
cpinion as nearly as possible, as to whether
or not Parliament is going to ratify the
treaty before it. If my honourable friend
desires to delay until to-morrow, I am pre-
pared to let the matter stand.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend seems to think that this Cham-
ber is ready to take up this discussion, and
should be in a position either to-day.or to-
morrow or the day after to-morrow to ex-
press an opinion upon the document which
was laid upon the table of the House only
yesterday. I should have much preferred
that he had followed the precedent of the °
Prime Minister in England, who introduced
his Bill and made his statement, but only
took up the second reading three weeks
afterwards. My honourable friend surely
does not believe that there is any .one,
except himself and perhaps some of his
colleagues, who have been ' studying this
Bill for a few weeks, who can express an
intelligent opinion upon the Bill and dis-
cuss the objections that may be raised. As
I said, on the 2nd of July last, Mr. Lloyd .
George introduced a Bill and made his
statement, and the second reading was
taken up on the 21st of July. All that time
was given to the Commoners and the Lords
to study the Treaty, examine into it, and
see its consequences, so that they could
express an opinion upon it or give an in-
telligent vote. Instead of proceeding by a
Bill my honourable friend embodies the
endorsation of the whole Treaty in a reso-
lution, and asks us on the spur of the
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moment to vote our approval of the Treaty
itself. I do not believe it is fair to Parlia-
ment or fair to the .country, and for that
reason, if my honourable friend moves, we
on this side of the House will move that
the resolution be not now considered, but
that it he considered this day three weeks,
or this day two weeks. We owe a duty
to the country and to ourselves not to bind
ourselves to the Treaty as a whole without
having had a chance to read it.

I have just been reading a study of the
Treaty by one of the principal historians
of France, who said that it had taken the
representatives of the Allies six months to
bring about the Treaty, and that it had
taken him six weeks to analyse it and
put in writing his views. We are but ask- -
ing time to read and digest this important
document.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I shall
not proceed with the motion to-day. I am
willing that this motion should stand until
to-morrow; but when to-morrow comes I
purpose asking the House to proceed with it.
The Commons will proceed to deal with the

© matter to-morrow, and there is no reason

why the Senate should not do so. Further-
more, I say to my honourable friend, and
he must be fully aware of it, because he
is in touch with ithe latest cable news,
that as long ago as the 28th of May last the
purport of this Treaty was cabled to Canada
in English and in French, and was circu-
lated; and the reading publie, particularly
the public men of Canada, should certainly
Le seized with the fullest knowledge of the
contents of the Treaty. While with all due
deference I accept what my honourable
friend says as to his want of knowledge of
the Treaty, yet every opportunity has bteen
given to everybody in Canada to become

cacquainted with its purport. I move that
“the resolution .stand until to-morrow.

The resolution stands.

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

s

THE SENATE.

Thursday, September 4, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine .proceedings.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

SOLDIERS’ CIVIL RE-ESTABLISHMENT
BILL.

FIRST READING.

BillA, an Act to amend the Department
of Soldiers’ Civil Re-Establishment Act.—
Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

SMOKY RIVER COAL LEASES.
INQUIRY AS TO CANCELLATION.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK inquired of the
Government: -

(a) If their attention has been drawn to a
statement appearing in the Free Press pub-
lished in Winnipeg on the 28th August, 1919,
as coming from their Ottawa correspondent,
which expresses a doubt as to whether the
coal leases issued on the Smoky River to Col.
Shillington had been cancelled.

(b) If these leases were cancelled by the
Minister of the Interior in July, 1919.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:

(a) The attention of the department had
not, previously been called to the article.

(b) The Order in Council dated the 1st
of July, 1919, P.C. 1369, authorizes the can-
cellation of"eight coal mining leases bearing
date the 29th and 30th of August, 1918,
issued in favour of A. E. Austin, W.
Barnett, R. W. McClung, A. H. Weir,
C.- W. Coppock, G. E. H. Hauff, J. A.
Leask and W R. Gouin, and assigned on
the 27th of January, 1919, to C. A. Barnard,
K.C., of Montreal, and Adam T. Shillington,
M.D., of Ottawa, and that the rights
described in these several leases be
reserved to the Crown. The eight leases
were accordingly cancelled in the records
of the Department of the Interior and the
solicitor of the lessees was advised accord-
ingly.

COMMITTEE ON SELECTION.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
adoption of the first report of the Committee
of Selection appointed to nominate senators
to serve on the several Standing Committees
for the present session.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, the only
changes made in the Committees are as
follows: Hon. Senator Power replaces the
late Senator Taylor of Leeds on the-Joint
Committee on Printing; Hon. Senator Web-
ster replaces the late Senator Taylor of
Leeds on the Committee on Internal Econ-
omy and Contingent Accounts; on the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,
Hon. Senator Fowler replaces the late
Senator McLaren.

The motion was agreed to.
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THE PEACE TREATY ‘WITH GERMANY.
RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL AGREED 4 {0 8
Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:

Resolved, That it is expedient that Parlia-
ment do approve the Treaty of Peace between
the Allied and Associated Powers and Ger-
many (and the Protocol annexed thereto),
which was signed at Versailles on the twenty-
eighth day of June, nineteen hundred and nine-
teen, a copy of which has been laid before
Parliament, and which was signed on behalf
of His Majesty, acting for Canada, by the
plenipotentiaries therein named, and that this
House do approve of the same.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, in mov-
ing the resolution which stands in my name
on the Order Paper for to-day, I shall
assume that the copies of the Treaty which
‘have been received from the Imperial
Government have been distributed, and
have been read by honourable gentlemen
in this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Not read.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Well, I
hope so; I hope honourable gentlemen have
read the Treaty. :

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I was unable to get
my copy until half-past two yesterday.

Hon. Mr. POPE: You had all night.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I know
so well the ability of my honourable friend
to acquaint himself speedily with volumin-
ous documents. I am quite sure that in an
hour or two he could fully acquaint him-
self with the contents of the Treaty.

. I should be very sorry to weary the House

by going into any very lengthy explanation
of the Treaty. It will, however, be neces-
sary for me to make some passing refer-
ence to some of the articles in the Treaty,
particularly those in which we feel rather a
greater than a less degree of interest.

It may not be out of place for me to say, in
beginning my observations, that the Treaty
is probably the most important and most
momentous Treaty ~ that has ever been
entered into by any group of nations. It
deals with matters fraught with greater im-
portance, not only to the public of the
present day, but to future generations, than
any similar document ever penned; and,
owing to its momentous import, the re-
sponsibility upon our shoulders is all the
greater to give every consideration to the
subject before us.

It is needless to say that the Treaty marks
the fortunate ending of the war. We can
readily recall with what trepidation we
entered upon the tremendous struggle which
commenced in August, 1914; the anxiety

with which not only Canada but the Em
pire to which we belong, and in fact nearly
all civilization, was strained, by reason of
the possibilities which seemed to be
wrapped up in the struggle then be-
ginning. It is unnecessary for me
to attempt to sketch the develop-
ment of that struggle or to refer to it at
any great length. Suffice it to say that for
four long years there was a neck-and-neck
struggle between the Allies and the enemy.
It looked at one time as if the forces which
the Allies had brought to bear upon the
battlefields of France and Flanders would
be insufficient to cope successfully with the
enemy. When we contemplate what might
have happened had the Allies been van-
quished in the great struggle upon which
they had entered, the human mind is stag-
gered by the thought of what might have
followed a victory by Germany under the
terrible circumstances which surrounded
the war. When we think of the conse-
quences which did result from the war, not-
withstanding the splendid victory of the
Allies; when we consider the convulsion of
not only the whole of Europe but the whole
of civilization, by reason of the struggle
which was started and maintained by Ger-
many, we fail to grasp the possibilities of
defeat; and yet, honourable gentlemen,
there was a time when we held our breath
fearful if the Allies would not be successful
in the war in which they had engaged.
It is needless to say that if Germany had
conquered in this war autocracy would have
been triumphant, freedom would vanish,
liberty would be trampled in the dust, and
the Allies, including this Canada of ours,
would be under the tyrannical heel of the
Prussian’s jack-boot for probably genera-
tionsto come. But fate was kind to us, and,
notwithstanding the apprehensions with
which we looked upon the war a year ago,
very happily the Allies were in a position
to dictate a peace, which peace is to be
found within the four corners of the Treaty
we are considering to-day.

I am quite aware, honourable gentle-
men, that there has not been conclusive
unanimity upon the contents of this Treaty.
It was not to be expected that, in a docu-
ment as lengthy as this, and one to which
thirty-two nations are signatory, embodying
the varied views of so many and involving
rival interests to the extent to which they
must have entered into the consideration
and preparation of the Treaty, unanimity
would necessarily be arrived at. After all,
it is a compromise on the opinions and
views of all the signatories to the Treaty
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And yet I venture to say that no one read-
ing this Treaty critically, and proceeding
to what might be termed a final analysis
of the judgment arrived at, can criticise it
successfully as failing- to give effect to the
fundamental principles in view. It may be
said—and I fancy that it was at one time
expected—that if Germany failed in this
war, on the terms of peace which are
usually imposed upon a vanquished nation,
she should be made chargeable with paying
the cost of the wai; but when we consider
the overwhelming character of the struggle,
when we consider that practically the whole
edifice of civilization was shaken like a
house of cards and that devastation and
destruction swept over not only Europe
but other continents, we can readily under-
stand that, with Germany crippled, as we
are glad to say she was when the war ter-
minated, it would have been impossible for
her, notwithstanding her ability and her
possibility of recuperation, to meet the
enormous cost involved in the carrying on
of the war. I noticed the other day that
it_ was stated by the Prime Minister of
Great Britain that the war had cost the
nations engaging therein no less than thirty
billions of pounds sterling. For the carry-
ing on of the war Great Britain alone had
to raise by loans and revenues mnine
billions and a half pounds sterling. Her
army numbered 7,700,000 men. There were
no less than 3,000,000 casualties in this
Empire. When we proportionately apply
the cost and the casualties to’ the other
nations engaging in this titanic struggle,
it can be readily conceived that it would
be impossible for any nation, or praetically
any group of nations, to assums the entire
burden of the overwhelming cost and debt
which have been created by that struggle.
The human mind cannot grasp the figures
which are involved; they transcend our
imagination to such an extent that we can-
not grapple with them.

However, when we peruse this Treaty
which is now before us and consider, not
merely in detail, but in the aggregate, the
terms which have been imposed upon Ger-
many, we cannot fail to come to any other
conclusion than that they are onerous in
the extreme; yet, while they are onerous
in the extreme, they are not éxcessive but
generous. If Germany had conquered in
this struggle, she would have crushed the
life-blood out of her enemies and her heel
would have been on our necks for genera-
tions to come. Yet, we are glad to say,
the Allies are to-day generous and merci-
ful taskmasters, notwithstanding the reasons
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they have for reprisals against the arch
foe which they combatted.

In reviewing the terms for a moment,
nrobably at the risk of being considered o
little tedious, r:=y I be permitisd to enum-
erate to some extent the losses of territory
which Germany has sustained as the out-
come of these peace conditions May I pre-
face that by saying that when Germany
entered upon this war her object was that
of world domination? That policy embraced
territorial aggressions by which she pro-
posed to take from the other nations of
Europe territory of enormous magnitude,
and by which, if she had succeeded, she
would have become territorially the most
powerful empire in the world.

More attention, I imagine, was given to
the retrocession of Alsace-Lorraine than to
the cession of any other territory which
Germany lost; and it was probably the
arbitrary action of Germany in 1870 in
exacting from France the cession of those
two French provinces which had a great
deal to do with the position they occupy
to-day. Under Article 51, on page 38, we
find :

The territories which were ceded to Ger-
many in accordance with the Preliminaries of
Peace signed at Versailles on February 26,
1871, and the Treaty of Frankfort of May 190,
1871, are restored to French sovereignty as
from the date of the Armistice of November 11,
1918.

Again, on-page 48 of the Treaty, we find
territory taken from the German empire
by which the Czecho-Slovak State becomes
one of the important national entities of
Europe. Article 83 reads as follows:

Germany renounces in favour of the Czecho-
Slovak State all rights and title over the por-
tion of Silesian territory defined as follows.

I need not read the boundaries thereof.

Coming down to article 87, we find that
Germany has had to renounce the territory
of Poland, which 150 years ago she acquired
through tyrannical action by which the
people of Poland were crushed, and from
which time the people of Poland were under
the heel of the Prussian.

Germany, in conformity with the action al-
ready taken by the Allied and Assoziated Powers,
recognizes the complete independence of Poland,
and renounces in her favour all rights and
title over the territory bounded by the Baltic
Sea, the eastern frontier of Germany as laid
down in Article 27 of Part II of the present
Treaty.

On page 59 of the Treaty we find the re-
nunciation by Germany and the retroces-
sion of the free city of Danzig, a city of no
mean importance.
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At page 62, in Article 109, we find Germany
compelled by the Peace Conference to make
provision for the restoration to Denmark
of Schleswig, if its people so determine.
One need not review the historical circum-
stances under which Germany through
national fraud secured this territory from
Denmark.

On page 66 of the Treaty it will be found
that that great fortress which was looked
upon as impregnable and inaccessible, and
which played such an important part in
the naval engagements of the North Sea,
viz., Heligoland, will be dismantled and
_its fortifications destroyed.

Article 115 reads as follows:

The fortifications, military establishments, and
harbours of the Islands of Heligoland and Dune
shall be  destroyed under the supervision of
the Principal Allied Governments by German
labour and at the expense of Germany within
a period to be determined by the said Govern-
ments.

Then we go on to the section dealing with
the German colonies. Under Article 119—

Germany renounces in favour of the Principal
Allied and Associated Powers all her rights
and titles over her oversea possessions.

When we consider that those colonial pos-
sessions covered no less an area than about
1,500,000 square miles, we can well appre-
ciate the humiliation suffered by Germany
in thus losing her colonial empire. Those
colonies consist of Southwest Africa, Togo-
land, the Cameroons, East Africa, New
Guinea and certain other islands in the
Pacific ocean.

Coming to China, we find that Germany
has had to relinquish all her possessions in
that country. Under Article 128 we find
Germany renouncing in favour of China—

All benefits and privileges resulting from thz
provisions of the final Protocol signed at
Peking on September 7, 1901, and from all
annexes, notes and documents supplementary
thereto.

Coming to Siam, we find under Article
136 that— ¥

All goods and property in Siam belonging
to the German Empire or to any German State.
with the exception of premises used as diplo-
matic or consular residences or offices, pass
ipso facto and without compensation to the
Siamese Government.

Likewise, as to Morocco, we find that
under Article 144—

All property and possessions in the Sherifian
Empire of the German Empire and the Ger-
man States pass to the Maghzen without pay-
ment. Z

And we find that property of the German
Empire and States— {

shall be deemed to include all the property of
the Crown, the Empire or the States, and the-
private property of the former German Emper-
or and other Royal personages.

Article 153 provides that—

All property and possessions in Egypt of the
German Empire and the German States pass
to the Egyptian Government without payment.

For this purpose, the property and posses-
sions of the German Empire and States shall
be deemed to include all the property of the
Crown, the Empire or the States, and the
private property of the former German Em-
peror and other Royal personages.

Turning to Article 156, we find that—

Germany renounces, in favour of Japan, all
her rights, title and privileges—particularly
those concerning the territory of Kiaochow,
railways, mines and submarine cables—which
she acquired in virtue of the Treaty concludad
by her with China on March 6, 1898, and of
all other arrangemeénts relative to the Province

of Shantung.

This reveals to us, honourable gentlemen,
that it would be difficult to have imposed
upon any mnation more onerous terms, in
the transference of wvast territorial pos-
sessions, than the terms embraced with in
the present Treaty impose. Germany has
been stripped, not only of all her outside
possessions, but also of very large areas of
her own empire in Europe, to an extent even
greater than we had hitherto thought.

Coming to the question of the disarma-
ment of her military, naval, and air forces,
may I point out the humiliation to which
she has been subjected by reason of the
terms imposed upon her? Under Arficle
159—

The German military forces shall be de-
mobilized and reduced as prescribed herein-
after, §

inen again under Article 160:

(1) By a date which must .not be later than

‘March 31, 1920, the German Army must not

comprise more than seven divisions of infantry
and three divisions of cavalry.

After that date the total number of effectives
in the Army of the States constituting Germany
must not exceed one hundred thousand men,
including officers and establishments of depots.

When we remember, honourable gentle-
men, that five years ago the army of Ger-
many was a menace to the whole of the
civilized world, and when we think of its
position to-day reduced from about 4,000,000
of effectives to 100,000, who can say that the
terms that have been imposed upon Ger-
many are, not onerous? Why, honourable
gentlemen, previous to the war, the army
of Germany, as I have said, was the great-
est menace to civilization. The world
trembled at its clank of arms. There was
not in Europe a nation that had not to keep
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up its armaments, both military and naval,

‘because of t'.e standing army main‘ained

by Germany. Peace would have brooded
over practically the whole of Europe had it
mot been for this military machine of Ger-
many, which threatened in season and out of
season to crush the nations of civilization.
True, we did not apprehend, to the extent
we should have done, its danger, its pos-
sibilities, and the fact that Germany had
fully intended to enter upon a campaign
of world power. When we look back upon
those days and think of the fool’s paradise
in which the nations of Europe lived, par-
ticularly Great Britain, and to a lesser ex-
tent France, without making that prepara-
tion which was necessary to meet the vast
preparations which were made in Germany
and which were not in any way concealed,
one is amazed, one is astounded, at the
credulity of those nations in their lack of
preparation and equipment for the
vast  struggle the signs of which
then appeared upon the  horizon.
However, it is a matter of profound satis-
faction, honourable gentlemen, and one cf
the greatest guarantees of peace that we
can possibly have for the present genera-
tion, that we find within the four corners
of this Treaty a provision—which has not
only been imposed by the Peace Conference
but which has been accepted by Germany
herseli—that her army shall be reduced to
100,000 men. More than that, we find under
article 168 that the manufacture of arms,
munitions or any war material shall only
be carried on in factories or works the
location’ of which shall be communicated
to and approved by the Governments of
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers,
and the number of which they retain the
right to restrict. When we think of those
enormous industries, covering hundreds of
thousands of acres in different parts of
Germany, by which armaments were being
made for the deliberate destruction of our
fellow-men, it is a mafter, I say, of the
profoundest satisfaction to find that under
article 168 those great industries of destruc-
tion have been wiped out by one stroke
of the pen of this Conference whose Treaty
we are considering to-day.

On page 83, under article 180, we find
a very important condition that has been
forced upon Germany:

All fortified works, fortresses and field works
situated in German territory to the west of a
line drawn 50 kilometres- to the east of the
Rhine shall be disarmed and dismantled.

No longer will those forts that threatened
destruction and devastation to the people

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

of France lift their heads, menacing the
life of the fair land of France.

Next, we come to the naval clauses.
Under article 181 we find that

After the expiration of a period of two months
from the coming into force of the present
Treaty the German naval forces in commission
must not exceed 6 battleships, 6 light cruisers,
12 destroyers, and 12 torpedo boats.

Under article 183—

The total personnel of the Germany navy,
including the manning of the fleet, coast de-
fences, signal stations, administration and other
land services, must not exceed 15,000, including
officers, and men of all grades and corps.

Look back a few years, honourable gen-
tlemen, to the time when we perused the
news from Germany of the growth of the
German navy and of the policy which was
laid down for the building up of a navy
that would be second to none that sailed
the seas. We can very well recall the ap-
prehension with which we  regarded the
dread news which from time to time came
from Germany as to the upbuilding of that
navy. It inspired our own efforts to
strengthen our own naval defences. We
know the apprehension which, I might say,
continually racked Great Britain herself,
notwithstanding the fact that she had an
incomparable navy, superior to any-
thing that sailed the seas.

There was no subject discussed in the
House of Commons with so much tremor,
so much fear of possibilities,-as the build-
ing of the German navy. Now, honour-
able gentlemen, we have the satisfaction of
knowing that that navy has disappeared;
it has vanished into the oblivion of the
sea’s depth, sunk by the Germans them-
selves, and their navy for years to come
must not exceed a personnel of 15,000 men.

There is another matter which gives us
satisfaction: that is, the provisions in Art-
icles 227 and 228 regarding the trial of the
Kaiser and those associated yith him, who
are responsible for the greatest crime of
the ages. It is to be hoped, honourable
gentlemen, that all the provisions of this
Treaty in regard to the trial of the ex-Em-
peror of Germany and those associated
with him will be prosecuted to the fullest
extent, because, if there has been an arch-
criminal of the ages, it is the man who to-
day fis @& fugitive from his native country,
and over whose head hangs a trial by the
Allies, a trial which I hope will be carried
out, so that he shall not go unpunished for
the colossal crime of which he is the guilty-
head.

Another matter provided for in the
Treaty, in Article 380, is that—
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The Kiel Canal and its approaches shall be
maintained free and open to the vessels of com-
merce and of war of all nations at peace with
Germany on terms of entire equality.

When we think of the armaments of
Germany enclosed in that canal, threaten-
ing not only the peace of Europe, but the
peace of the world, it is a matter of pro-
found satisfaction to know that this great
waterway will hereafter be used for the
purposes of peace.

On page 122-we find provision made for
the payment by Germany of the cost of the
army of occupation:

There shall be paid by the German Govern-
ment the total cost of all armies of the Allied
and Associated Governments in occupied Ger-
man territory from the date of the signature of
the Armistice of November 11, 1918, including
the keep of men—
and so on. This involves the payment by
Germany of a very large sum of money.

Now we come to the question of repar-
ation, which will involve a greater effort
on the part of Germany than is involved
in the articles regarding the sacrifice which
has been compulsorily made by her, as also
in the surrender of her military and naval
forces. Let us review for a moment what
this means. In the first place, under
Article 232, Germany is called upon to
make good the restoration of Belgium:

In accordance with Germany’'s pledges, al-
ready igiven, as to complete restoration for
Belgium, Germany undertakes, in addition to
the compensation for damage elsewhere in this
Part provided for, as a consequence of the viola-
tion of the Treaty of 1839, tb make reimburse-
ment of all sums which Belgium has borrowed
from the Allied and Associated Governments up
to November 11, 1918.

How much money will be involved in
the restoration of Belgium? Provision. is
made in the Treaty for the appointment
of commissions who will investigate the
losses incurred in the destruction and de-
vastation of Belgium, and those will be
reported upon afterwards to properly-
constituted tribunals, and indemnity paid
therefor by Germany.

Then we come down to the compensation
to the Allies. Compensation shall be made
to the Allies for different purposes, which
will be found set out in Annex I, on page
105, and which I need not enumevate ex-
cept to say that they are of the most com-
prehensive character and involve the pay-
ment of almost inconceivably enormous
sums of money. Reparation or compensa-
tion so to be made will include damage to
property on land and sea, damage for all
mercantile shipping destroyed—ton for ton
being exacted—damage suffered by the rela-

tives of sailors who lost their lives in the
mercantile shipping of the Empire, damage
for the loss of all cargoes; and in the satis-
faction of other categories of damage full
reparation or compensation must be made,
all of which will represent many hundreds
of millions of dollars.

On page 109 we find provision made for
the issue, part forthwith and part later, of
bonds representing not less than one hun-
dred billions of marks. The provisions will
be found under paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
Article 12 in Annex II. Those gold-bearer
bonds will be handed over to the tribunal
selected by the Allies, and the amounts will
be applied for the time being in the restora-
tion, for instance, of Belgium, and in cover-
ing the other losses which will have to be
paid by Germany.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: Is there any likeli-
hood of any of that money coming to
Canada?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes,
Canada will be entitled to its share of that
amount; Canada’s pension debt will be re-
duced to a substantial extent. That is to
say, Germany makes indemnity to the Allies
for their pension liabilities on the same
basis as the pension scale of France. The
Peace Commidsion accepted the pension
scale of France as the scale upon which this
indemnity should be computed.

This is but a short review, honourable
gentlemen, of some of the terms that have
been imposed. I am not going to read to
you the economic terms, except to say that
it is difficult for the human mind to con-
ceive of anything more complete, of any-
thing covering so abundantly and so com-
pletely almost every question that could
possibly arise "in connection with the
matters to be settled between the Allies and
Germany. You have the Treaty before you,
honourable gentlemen. Consequently I am
not going to weary the House by attempting
to review the various other conditions which
have been imposed upon Germany.

I cannot conclude, honourable gentlemen,
without referring to the League of Nations.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: That is' the point.

Hon. Mr. MITCHELL: Will the United
States be entitled to any of that pension
fund?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes, all
of the Allies. I am aware, honourable

~gentlemen, that the Covenant of the League

of Nations has been discussed, probably at
very much greater length and probably with
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very much greater interest, than the con-
ditions of peace which have been imposed
upon Germany, It would seem to me that
it would have been illogical and devoid of
human foresight had this Treaty been con-
cluded without some provision being made
along the lines embodied in the Covenant
of the League of Nations. This is the corol-
lary of what has already been done. It is
inconceivable that civilization should pass
through the struggle in which we have been
engaged for five years past, naving before
it the knowledge, a knowledge so painfully
and so distressingly impressed upon it, with-
out pausing to consider if it were not
possible to prevent a repetititon of the
crime perpetrated in August, 1914, by which
the whole of civilization was defied and
trampled upon through the criminal ambi-
ticns and savagery of one nation that it
might aggrandize itself at the expense of
civilization.

I need not say that war is as old as the
human race, and, notwithstanding the
League of Nations and all other leagues that
humanity may enter into, there is just a
possibility of human passions so asserting
themselves that we may not be able entirely
to prevent war. But the subject of war is
a very much more important problem to-day
than it ever was in the past. To-day, with
the advance of science, and with the de-
velopment and progress of the human race,
war has become so formidable a question
that the great Powers have found it abso-
lutely necessary to consider what can be
done to stop the creation of the enormous
liabilities and debts with which Europe and
the rest of the world have been struggling
for the last generation. The greatest paci-
fists in the world to-day are the great
Powers themselves. Honourable gentlemen
very well know that, previous to the declar-
ation of war by Germany, no power in the
werld put forth so many efforts as Great
Britain to have a specific understanding with
Germany with the view of avoiding war.
The cost of modern armaments is the heavi-
est burden that the great Powers have to
bear. There is nothing that to-day weighs
30 heavily upon the shoulders of Europe as
the cost of modern armaments. There has
been intense rivalry from one year’s end to
another, from one decade to another, be-
tween the contending sections of Europe as
to which should possess the greater and more
destructive armaments. I suppose at no

" period was the propaganda of peace in this

regard carried on to the same extent as im-
mediately before the war. Some of our
Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED,

apostles of peace were regarded as the pro-
phets of old: they predicted that war had
passed away, that the reign of peace had
begun, that the nations had turned their
swords into ploughshares and their spears
into pruning hooks. Then, suddenly as a
belt from the blue, came the declaration of
war, and we found all Europe plunged into
the greatest war of history, a war in which
the losses aggregated more than those of
the wars of many centuries. Now we have
arrived at the point where the Allies have
dictated their own terms of peace to the
enemy, and the question naturally arises
as to how a future war can he prevented.
When the Peace Conference met in Paris in
January last the first step taken was to
frame the Covenant of the League of
Nations. There was an opinion—and that
opinion was strongly asserted, and effect
was given to it—that it should precede the
terms of peace; that there should be an
agreement arrived at, not only among the
Allies but also among neutral nations as
well as the belligerent nations in the near
future, as an assurance to civilization that
such a universal catastrophe could not again
oceur. ;

Now, I must say, from a persual of this
Treaty, that I think it would have been dif-
ficult for the human mind to conceive, con-
sidering what is involved in the Treaty, a
more effective document to carry out the
purposes which are in view. The funda-
mental principle of the Covenant of the
League of Nations is to prevent war, and in
what other way that can be accomplished
I am at a loss to understand. It is only by
an agreement between the nations of the
world that war can be made’ impossible.
It can be accomplished only by each nation
assuming equal liability for the enforce-
ment of the Treaty into which they have
entered. So far as the present Covenant
is concerned, it is the product of the ablest
minds in the four continents. It would be
difficult to conceive of a tribunal possessed
oi greater intellectual ability, greater ex-
perience, greater knowledge of international
affairs and of international jurisprudence
than that which sat in Paris for six months.
As the outcome of their deliberations we -
have before us the Treaty known as Part
I of the document which we are now con-
sidering. I am aware that it is being dis-
cussed to-day, particularly in .the United
States. with a degree of warmth and with
differing views between the contending par-
ties; but, honourable gentlemen, would it
be possible to arrive at a conclusion or to
reach a common agreement among all the
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signatories of this Treaty, with absolute
satisfaction to every signatory who has be-
come a party thereto? Mr. Lloyd George
himself has expressed some dissatisfaction;
some dissatisfaction has been expressed in
France; dissatisfaction is being expressed
in the United States; and we find some dis-
satisfaction being expressed in Canada, that
everything is not just as the parties ex-
pressing opinions upon the subject would
have it if they were framing the Treaty
themselves.

I am anticipating some little discussion
that may take place on Article 10. I fancy
that Article 10 may be termed the storm
contre of the critics who object to the
Treaty. Article 10 reads as follows:

The Members of the League undertake to
respect and preserve as against external aggres-
sion the territorial integrity and existing poli-
tical independence of all Members of the League.
In case of any such aggression or in case of
any threat or danger of such aggression the
council shall advise upon the means by which
this obligation shall be fulfilled. :

That entails upon every signatory country
the responsibility of contributing to the
extent that may be determined by the Coun-
cil and the Assembly constituting the
League, in the carrying out of whatever
decision may be arrived at by that tribunal.
I need not say that any individual, or any
aggregation of individuals, or any nation
wanting to participate in the benefits of
this Treaty, must necessarily incur all the
obligations incident thereto. Canada can-
not become a party to this League and
enjoy all the advantages of the League—
enjoy the defence and protection which she
will be given by the other nations of the
world—unless she is willing to assume a like
responsibility with them. I say that if
Canada failed to do so Canada would play
the part of a poltroon; Canada would be
unworthy of the name of a nation; Canada
would not be recognizing for a moment her
possibilities, but would sink for all time to
come into that humiliation and oblivion
into which all nations should descend who
are afraid to assume the national duty of
defence. It is unnecessary for me, or for
any member of Parliament, to vindicate
the action which must be taken by the
signatories in entering upon this obliga-
tion. It is one of the eery first principles

of any people that they should be prepared
for sacrifice in defence of their national
entity, and this obligation has been thrown
upon Canada as well as upon the other
nations who are signatories to the Covenant.
What would be the consequence, honourable
gentlemen, if we repudiated this article of

this League and Covenant?  Civilization
would ostracize us from the family of
nations. What would be the position of
Canada in regard to the Empire to which
we belong? Could we say to Great Britain,
“We are. going to remain part and parcel
of the British Empire, but hereafter we
expect you—and not only you, but all the
other signatories of this Treaty—to defend
us from the enemies of the Empire? If we
in a moment of cowardice refrained from
assuming, or refused to assume, the respon-
sibility of participating with the other
nations of the world in this obligation which
is thrown upon us, we would become a by-
word and a reproach among the nations of
the world.

I need not say anything more upon that

point, honourable gentlemen. But I have
heard rumblings in the distance. It is
said that it would be unwise for Canada
to take upon her shoulders this fundamen-
tal obligation of nationhood. Canada ac-
quitted herself well in the late war. Can-
ada’s army stood shoulder to shoulder with
the finest troops in the world, and achieved
a reputation for prowess and gallantry not
excelled in history. However, honourable
gentlemen, I venture to predict that this
obligation will sit lightly upon the shoul-
ders of Canada, and she will proudly take
her place with the other signatories to the
Treaty.
- I think it is.unnecessary for me to review
further this part of the Covenant of the
League of Nations. Suffice it to say that I
think in the near future posterity will re-
card it as fraught with greater advantages
to civilization than any covenant entered
into in the history of the past.

Provision is made in the Covenant for
the improvement of labour conditions. It
is a matter of satisfaction that the League
has given the most profound attention to
this very important question. When it is
considered that of the soldiers who fought
with the Allies over three-quarters were
from the world of labour, one can very well
appreciate the importance of the problem
which came before that tribunal to work
out some international scheme whereby bet-
ter and more uniform conditions of labour
might be brought about. Within the four
corners of this Treaty is to be found the
machinery by which the representatives of
labour from all parts of the world may
come together under the co-operative action
of the different nations, to discuss and work
out those problems in such a way as will,
I am satisfied, elevate labour to a plane
which hitherto it has not occupied. I do
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not intend to enter into a consideration of
that subject, because my honourable friend
who sits on my right, the Minister of
Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson), is, I may
say, a specialist on that question, and I
must not entrench upon his ground.

Permit me, in conclusion, to say, honour-
able gentlemen, that I have every confi-
dence that this Treaty, embracing the
Covenant of the League of Nations and all
the other provisions in it, will be handed
down to posterity as one of the most bene-
ficent and momentous international agree-
ments that the world has known. It will
be regarded also not only as a just but as
a retributive judgment for the crime which
was committed by Germany in precipitat-
ing upon the world the war of 1914, and
it will stand, I hope, for all time to come,
as a warning to those nations that would
plunge mankind into a criminally-designed
war.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honourable
gentlemen, the question which is placed
before us in this resolution is one with
which I would like to deal without any
necessity of referring in the first instance
to the method of procedure that has been
adopted by the Government in bringing it
before the House. Before dealing with the
question of the Treaty I desire to express
the objection to the method that has been
followed in tnis case. In the course that
the Government has pursued there is estab-
lished a precedent in parliamentary pro-
cedure which is new to this body. The pro-
posal is here made:

Resol’ved, That it is expedient that Parlia-
ment do approve the Treaty of Peace between
the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany
(and the Protocol annexed thereto), which was
signed at Versailles on the twenty-eighth day
of June, nineteen hundred and nineteen, a copy
of which has been laid before Parliament, and
which was signed on ‘behalf of His Majesty,
acting for Canada, by the plenipotentiaries
therein named, and that this House do approve
of the same.

1f we pass this resolution it will be simply
an expression of the opinion of this House,
and not an expression of the opinion of
both Houses of Parliament, or of Parlia-
ment itself, as it would be if the ordinary
procedure had been followed, of dealing
with the resolution in the other House first,
and then sending it up to this Chamber. I
think the present procedure is open to
strong objection.

Further, I feel that we have not had suffi-
cient time in which to consider the ques-
tions connected with this Treaty. Parlia-
ment was called together on Monday of the

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

present week, and it was not until Tuesday
that we had these documents placed in our
hands’ for the purpose of consideration.
We are now asked to deal with this im-
portant matter when we have had only a
couple of days in which to try to acquaint
ourselves with the tremendous questions in-
volved. As my honourable {riend has
pointed out, it took six months for the re-
presentatives of the various governments
assembled in Paris to.come to a conclusion
and an understanding on the terms of the
Treaty they proposed to ask Germany to
sign; yet we here -are called upon to ex-
press an opinion with regard to those

_terms and conditions when we have had

the documents in our hands but a few
days. There seems to be a desire on the
part of the Government to rush this matter
through the House in a way that I do not
think is altogether seemly in a matter of
this kind. We have been called together
here for the purpose of dealing with
this Treaty, and as far as I know
there is very little else with which we
shall have to deal during this session.
It would not have been unreasonable
to give us as much time as was given in
the British Parliament, where a statement
was made by the leader of the Government
on the 3rd of July, and the Bill that was
brought in for the purpose of enabling the
Government to supplement the powers and
carry out the necessary details of the Treaty
was not brought forward for a second read-
ing until the 21st of July. Thus the mem-
bers of the British Parliament were given
the opportunity of thoroughly considering
these important questions and of familiariz-
ing themselves with the matter in a way
that I have not personally been able to do.

Another. objection that occurs to me is
that before the members of the other House,
who are the elected representatives of the
people, have had an opportunity to express
any opinion on this important question,
the Senate is placed in a position of having
to deal with this resolution and express
our opinion on a Treaty which will in all
probability impose large responkibilities on
this country and require us to deal with
matters with which we have not previously
dealt. We are thus placed in a somewhat
difficult position, because the members of
this House are usually engaged more in re-
vising legislation than in dealing with such
matters at first hand, especially when such
grave responsibilities are liable to be in-
curred by the country. - For myself, I can-
not see why there should be any necessity
to rush through the approval of this Peace
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Treaty in the way we are being asked to do
at the present time.

If honourable gentlemen will refer to page
212 of the Treaty they will notice that in
the provision for the ratification of the
Treaty it says:

A first procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifica-
tions will be drawn up as soon as the Treaty
has been ratified by Germany on the one hand,
and by three of the principal Allied and Associ-
ated Powers on the other hand. -

Therefore the Treaty could have been
ratified by three of the principal Powers,
and we need not necessarily have been asked
to deal with this matter in a hurry.

I do not purpose following the course pur-
sued by my honourable friend, who has
gone through the terms of the whole Treaty
as it affects Germany, because personally
I am not able at the present time to see
exactly what the effect of the different terms
can be. I realize that this Treaty has been
drawn up by men who are thoroughly com-
petent and who have had a great deal of

" experience in dealing with the question of
this kind; and the wording of the Treaty
needs to be very carefully considered to
see exactly what bearing it has on the dif-
ferent questions. We must all feel great
satisfaction that we have arrived at the time
when we are relieved from the terrible strain
of the war under which we have heen suf-
fering for the last five years, and can con-
sider this question in the light of the work
that has béen done by the representatives
of the countries who have been engaged for
the last six months in drawing up this
Treaty.

The principle of the League of Nations is
one of which I think every one who has
the interests of the world and the peace of
the world at heart must thoroughly approve.
The bringing together of the uiierent coun-
tries to sign a Treaty engaging themselves
to maintain the peace of the world is an
cnormous step forward in the progress of
humanity. After various wars in years gone
by attempts were made to bring about a
condition of things whereby war would be
abolished and peace maintained in the
future; but no arrangement that has been
made in the past has been of so momentous
or so valuable a character to the peace of
the world as the arrangement made in Paris
this year. This Treaty can be made of real
purpose and effect only by the peoples of
the countries who are parties to it. At the
present time this Treaty of the League of
Nations as it stands is an expression of

opinion of the representatives of the
various nations as to the course of
action that can be best pursued by

them for the purpose of maintaining the
peace of the world; but it will take a long
time for the actual working out of the dif-
ferent articles of the Treaty to be thorough-
ly understood and the details so arranged
that we can say exactly what the effect
will be of the different articles, and the
obligations and responsibilities that will
be thrown upon the various countries who
have signed the Treaty. The same is true
of all treaties that have been made in the
past. The only -difference that exists in
this particular case is, I think I am right
in saying, that this Treaty is the first one
that has ever been discussed in this way
in the various parliaments of the nations
who have drawn it up. The usual pro-
cedure heretofore has been that the terms
of the treaties have been arrived at and
agreed to by the rulers of the nations, the
people of the different nations having had
very little opportunity of discussing or ap-
proving of the actual terms of the treaties
before they went into effect. As was ex-
plained by the Prime Minister of this coun-
try in another place the other day, we
have been made a party to the League of
Nations by our representatives at the Peace
Conference; and it was claimed by the
leader of the Government in this House
that this country was placed in a more im-
portant position than ever before in regard
to matters affecting the international re-
lations of the British Empire. For that
reason we are asked in this Parliament to
give our approval to the terms of this
Treaty, and in that way to bind ourselves
to observe the consequences of the different
articles of the League of Nations.

My honourable friend has referred to
Article 10 of the League of Nations, and
the responsibilities that it will throw upon
this country. He has pointed out the posi-
tion that Canada would occupy if she were
in any way to decline to accept the respon-
sibility that would be placed upon her
shoulders by approving of this clause of
the League of Nations; but he did not en-
lighten the House as to what were the re-
sponsibilities and liabilities that we would
be assuming under that particular article
of the Treaty. If honourable gentlemen
will look at the terms of the Treaty they
will find that we, being a member of the
League of Nations, shall be responsible for
those new states that are being brought
into existence at the present time. We
shall have to do our share in maintaining
the independence of Poland; we shall be
directly concerned in the arrangement be-
tween Italy and Jugo-Slavia, and shall have
our share of responsibility in connection
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with the various other nations that are
being brought into being at the present
time. This is an entirely new position to the
people and the Government of Canada to be
placed in. Heretofore we have considered

that we had enough to do in looking after -

the interests and affairs of our own coun-
try, and developing the natural resources
of the country. The responsibilities that
will be thrown upon us in carrying out the
terms of the Treaty may be very great. As
one of the Dominions of the British Em-
pire, we may of course be placed in the
position of doing but a very small part and
leaving a great deal of the work in Europe
to be carried out by the representatives of
the British Empire.

I had thought that we would have had
some explanation from the members of the
Government as to what they considered
would be the relations between Canada
and the rest of the British Empire in deal-
ing with questions of this kind. As I un-
derstand this Treaty, it will be left to the
Council of the League of Nations to tell
the signatories to the Treaty and the mem-
bers of the League of Nations exactly what
part they will have to play in maintaining
the peace of the world if any question
should arise between the members of the
League of Nations; but we have not had any
explanation as to the responsibilities that
we are liable -to assume or the difficulties
that we may have to meet and overcome.

For instance, there is a condition of affairs
existing at the present time in the Pacific;
I refer to the relations which have come
about between China and Japan. China
was asked to sign this Treaty, and, on ac-
count of the conditions that were laid down
respecting the province of Shantung, she
preferred to withdraw rather than to sign
the Treaty of the League of Nations. She
felt that she had not been fairly treated,
and. that she will have to make a separate
Treaty with Germany if she desires to ar-
range peace. Canada declared war against
Germany, and she will still be at war un-
less she makes terms of peace. We might
be placed in a rather difficult position in
regard to the position of Japan and China.
If any difficulty should arise, Canada, being
one of the Powers signatory to the Treaty,
nearest to Japan and China, might have
to take action; but at the present moment
I do not think the members of the House
can really say what our position would be.

There are a number of other responsi-
bilities which will be thrown upon us in
dealing with this matter. We shall have
to supply our quota of men, our qusta of
ships, and our quota of money for the pur-

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK.

pose of carrying out our responsibilities un-
der the Treaty: If I understand the Treaty
aright, our responsibilities will be fixed by
the Council of the League of Nations, and
to that extent our freedom of action in
these matters will be controlled by the
terms laid down by the Council of the
League. This is a matter which my hon-
ourable friend did not express any opinion
upon, and it is one that cannot, as far as
I can see, be understood except by those
who have taken part in the discussions
which have taken place in Paris in the last
few months. Therefore the average man
who reads just the terms of the Treaty
is not in a position to understand what
these responsibilities may mean, and to
what extent we may be involved in carry-
ing out the terms of the Treaty.

My honourable friend has referred to the
international arrangements made with re-
spect to the question of labour. The diffi-
culty of dealing with any question of that
kind is that an international tribunal can
deal only with general principles. The
difference of conditions” in the various
countries makes it very difficult irdeed to
lay down any particular arrangement that
can be applied to all the countries that are
interested in this Treaty. The whole ques-
tion of the relations of labour and capital
is one which has a peculiar bearing in each
country, and the prcblem of applying the
principles adopted at the iinternational
conference will be exceedingly great, and
will require a tremendous amount of dis-
cretion and work before the result which
was evidently desircd can be attained.

I do not feel that I am at the present
time in a position to discuss further the
clauses of this Treaty or the questions
which it raises. We are certainly all in
favour of the step that has been taken to
establish the League of Nations, and in
any remarks that I have made I would
not wish to be understood as objecting to
this Treaty, which has for its object the
maintenance of the peace of the world. At
the same time I do think that we were
entitled to much more time for the
consideration of its conditions, so that we
might thoroughly understand what we are
doing when we approve of the Treaty. In
consequence of the way in which this mat-
ter has been pressed upon us and of the
short time we have been given to consider
the terms of the Treaty and make ourselves
acquainted with the questions involved,
and also because of the fact that we are
asked to deal with the matter in a way
which, to put it mildly, I do no% consider
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to be the most satisfactory, I desire to
move, seconded by the Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand:

That all the words after the word “that” in
the last line of the resolution be struck out and
the following be substituted therefor: ¢that
this House defer further consideration of the
same till the 16th day of September instant.”

Hon. RAOUL TDANDURAND : Hon-
ourable gentlemen, I intimated yesterday
afternoon that if the resolution was pressed
this side of the Chamber would doubtless
move for some delay in order to study
the Treaty which' was laid on the Table
the day before. I still adhere to the opin-
ion that we, the Senate of Canada, owe it
to ourselves to adjourn this debate for a
couple of weeks in order that we may do
justice to the important compact which is
before us in the form of this Treaty. My
hon. friend (Hon. Sir James Lougheed) will
not be surprised when I tell him that, al-
though, like himself, T had read the sum-
maries of the Treaty which had appeared
in the press, I had reserved judgment as to
the role which Canada was asked to play,
until the whole document should be laid
before us, for the very reason that I was
convinced that the Treaty would first be
submitted to the House of Commons, as it
had been in England, so that the Com-
moners, the direct representatives of the
people, might examine into it and pass
upon it, and we should have the benefit of
the discussion which had taken place in the
other Chamber as well as the time to
familiarize ourselves with the different
clauses of the Treaty. That is why I stated
yesterday that if my honourable friend in-
sisted upon going on with the resolution we
should be unable to do justice to the ques-
tion ‘as we might otherwise if granted the
necessary time to study it carefully.

In the words which have fallen from the
lips of the honourable leader of the House
there is very little, if anything, to which I
would object. He has made a general state-
ment of the causes that led to the war and
has reviewed the Treaty which is now sub-
mitted to us, and I have but to declare that
wiwu all the honourable gentleman has said
I agree. We have at last attained pcace.
We all congratulate ourselves wupon the
triumphant result of the war During the
war we felt that the culprit was in Berlin,
that Prussian militarism was the main
cause of the conflict, and that it should by
all means be destroyed. We trembled at
times and were weary during those five long
years of war. At last victory has perched
on the banners of the Allies, and we have

S—3

been happy to have lived to see that day.
After the Armistice was signed on the 11th
of November it was the duty of the Allies
to meet together and try to decide upon and
dictate to the vanquished the terms of
peace. We have made peace, and at the
same time we have been trying to arrange
for the maintenance of peace in the world—
both ends equally important. Such efforts
to organize a League of Nations and to in-
sure the maintenance of peace have been
carried on for centuries. During the last
twenty-five years I have followed somewhat
closely the efforts made by the various
groups in the various nations of Europe
and America to try to secure the mainten-
ance of peace throughout the world. These
efforts were mainly directed towards the
limitation of armaments and the binding
of the nations to the arbitration of inter-
national disputes. These two conditions
seemed to be essential as guarantees of
peace. But this could only come about
through a general understanding. That
understanding could not be reached because
of fear and suspicion and distrust which
existed amongst the nations, and, I may
say, because of the persistent refusal of Ger-
many to join with the other nations in
endeavouring to find a common ground of
understanding for the limitation of arma-
fnents and the setting up at the Hague of
an international tribunal for the settlement
of international disputes.

A great war has brought about conditions
which afford a chance for the realization
of these aspirations. It has destroyed a
mighty military autocracy; it has liberated
the enklaved; it has brought together an
array of nations which are strong enough
to insure peace if they stand together. To
that end they have drawn the outlines of
a League of Nations. They have seized
the psychological moment. All honour to
the. Peace Conference and especially to
Woodrow Wilson, who crystallized into
a compact the aspirations of suffering

humanity. The critics have called
him an idealist, and that judgment
was meant to place him among

the Utopians. It would seem that after
wading for five years through all the un-
speakable horrors of an infernal war, ona
would welcome idealism. That idealism
may lead us into dreamland; the League of
Nations may fail; but surely we must not
recede into sheer hopelessness ‘and utter
despair. The League of Nations offers a
ray of hope: shall we refuse to try the ex-
periment? The practical man, the man of
blood and iron, has failed. I welcome the
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idealist, and verily is his reasoning so
vapourous? Did not President Wilson give
us a very practical formula for the pro-
jected peace of nations when in Glasgow
last spring he uttered these words: “By
coming together we saved the world; by
keeping together can we mot ensure the
peace of the world?”

Tt is not true that heretofore the nations
have lived apart watching each other,
suspicious of one another, plotting against
each other to gain an advantage, territorial
or economic, and each drilling its soldiers
for defence or for offence? Threatening
clouds would darken the horizon, and there
was no constituted authority to turn the
X-rays on the diseased body and to expose
to light the cause of the disturbance. If
we had had a League of Nations I venture
to affirm that we could have been saved
from the nonsensical Crimean war, from
the humiliating war of South Africa, and
from this cataclysm of August, 1914.

Perhaps it will be said that the Berlin
abscess had first to be pricked. Let us not
stop to look backwards except for lessons
to guide our footsteps. This Treaty is now
before us for our endorsation.

The difficulties which confronted ~“the
negotiators were so great that the peace
terms must be accepted as the result of the
combined wisdom of good men and true,
who fell short of their ideals, but reached
as high a standard as was humanly possible,
The conditions of peace are satisfactory if
it be true that Germany is'being made to
pay all that it can pay within the next
hundred years.

We are entitled to reparation. It is said
we will get nothing, as preferential claims
will absorb every dollar of the indemnity.
It is regrettable that one of the Allies has
refused to sign the Treaty because it felt
despoiled of its territory. It seems ad-
mitted on all sides that the fourteen points
of President Wilson have failed of applica-
tion in the handing over of the Shantung
territory to the Japanese. We are told, on
the other hand, that the Japanese have
expressed their intention to satisfy on this
point the Chinese Republic. =~ Will that
verbal promise satisfy our consciences?
Otherwise we would be knowingly a party
to the assertion of might over right.

The all-important matter for Canada is
the opportunity of joining the League of
Nations. Were our ministers justified in
adhering to the League? 'We were not
obliged to do so. They insisted upon signing
the Treaty of Peace. Should they have per-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

sisted when the President of the United
States succeeded in including the League
of Nations Covenant in it? They had no
mandate to that effect. It may be asked:
what interest had we in it? what benefit
will acerue to Canada from it? Sir Robert
Borden answers that we have thereby gained
in political status. Have we? Under what
form? Is our autonomy enlarged? Let us
see. Have we obtained co-equal rights with
the British Parliament? Have we become
the direct advigers of the King for Canadian
matters in international affairs? 1If so,
Sir Robert Borden, or the Canadian
Cabinet, must have directly asked His
Majesty to appoint. Messrs. Doherty and
Sifton as Canada’s representatives. I doubt
it very much. Those recommendations were
surely made through the Imperial Cabinet
or through the British Prime Minister. We
have solely gained the appearance of nation-
hood, not the reality. We have assumed
international obligations without obtaining
in return an international recognition. We
shall never be represented in the Council
of the League, as the four representatives
we could vote for will not be selected from
the British Empire, which will already be
one of the nine. I clearly see obligations of
great magnitude assumed by Canada under
Article 10 of the Treaty; and, since our
self-appointed Cabinet ministers had ob-
tained the right to appear in the Treaty and
to append their signatures to this historical
document, I will not reproach them for ac-
cepting it with the -obligations comprised
therein. They doubtless felt that Canada
would not refuse to carry its share of the
burden in assuring peace to the world.
There are duties to humanity which all
nations should jointly accept for the general
good. -
But I must surmise that Canada joined
in that contract on the express or implied
understanding that the  principal Allied
and Associated Powers” were the main part-
ners and leaders in the League to be formed.
With that condition, which I deem essential,
I have no objection whatever that Canada
assume its share of responsibility in polic-
ing the world and contributing to the main-
tenance of peace, because that share would
be compatible with its strength, and its
associates would be a very great safeguard
against the recurrence of war. With that
condition we could reduce ‘to a minimum
our military and naval establishment.
Before I vote for this Treaty I want to
make sure that all the principal mations
—and I point specially to the one which took
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the lead in creating that League, the United
States—will join in it. Till the Senate of
the United States votes this Treaty we
need not hurry. France has not yet adopt-
ed it.

I will vote for the adjournment, first, be-
cause nothing presses us to act rapidly, in-
asmuch 'as our ratification is neither essen-
tial nor necessary; secondly, because delay
will allow the Commons and the people to
be heard; and, thirdly, because time will be
given to all the principal Allied and Asso-
ciated Powers to pronounce upon it.
We are committing this country to tre-
mendous responsibilities; what they will be
the future only can tell. I feel that this
Chamber, which is appointed by the Crown,
and which has acted principally as a re-
vising body, would be in a much better
position to endorse this Treaty if some time
were given for the Commons to study it,
and for the people to grasp its purport.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: Are we to wait for
the Commons to form an opinion for us?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, we are to
form an opinion for ourselves; but we now
have a document presented to wus which
binds Canada to certain responsibilities for
a number of years. It seems to me that
we should follow the precedent set by the
Imperial Parliament, and let the House of
Commons, the direct representatives of the
people, pass upon it before it comes to us.
Great Britain was a month discussing the
Treaty; France has been discussing it for
a number of days, and is still discussing
it; the Senate of the United States have
had it before them for review for many
weeks; the President of the United States
has not felt it beneath his dignity to start
on a long journey across the country to
throw light upon it and explain it to the
people; and it seems that the Sénate of
Canada would but do its duty if it ad-
journed the discussion for a week or two
to afford the people of Canada an oppor-
tunity of hearing their representatives in
the Commons, and of clearly understanding
the various aspects of the question.

In what position would we be if the
United States of America refused to join?
The world is in ebullition. Wars are
still going on, all around Russia, in the
valley of the Danube, and threatening

clouds are hovering over the Adriatic,
in the Balkan peninsula, and 4in
Armenia. Shall we, alone in America, un-

dertake to mobilize our troops to join in
establishing peace in Europe, Asia and
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Africa? Let us beware of the contrast
which would easily appear between Canada
warring in four corners of the world for
the ideal of peace, bleeding. and suffering,
while by its side the American nation would
be enjoying peace and prosperity. The
United States has taken the lead in the
establishment of the League of Nations.
Let us await its action. If it withdraws.
there can be no League of Nations as de-
vised in Paris, and Canada would be com-
mitting a criminal folly in joining it as a
separate entity under those circumstances.
Let us wait.

Hon. WILLIAM ROCHE: Honourable
gentlemen, I think the address of the leader
of the Government is deserving of some
notice from one who has not a legal mind,
but who is perhaps on a somewhat similar
plane to the great majority of the people
of the country. I for one join with all
those who express their satisfaction that
peace has been declared, and has been com-
mitted to paper. Peace, so far as we are
concerned, has been signed by the King of
Great Britain. We are bound by his signa-
ture. As far as authentication, power, and
authority are concerned, the signature of
the King of England carries the influences
and resources and wills of all the people
of the King’s dominions, whether they ex-
press their opinion favourably or whether
they do not. The other nations look to the
declaration of the King as one of the sig-
natories, and his signature and his assent
as binding upon all. That is a Treaty of
Peace which, so far as we are concerned,
is secure.

. Have we peace? I have listened to the
honourable gentleman who preceded me,
and I ask the question, have we peace?
Where is our late ally, Russia?
Have we peace with Russia? I think I
have read about an expedition advancing
towards the capital of Russia, which is re-
sisted by the people of Russia. We certain-
ly cannot have peace with that great Power,
which was our ally a short time ago, and
upon which we relied, if we are taking the
capital and combatting the people. Where
is Turkey? Has Turkey joined in the peace
negotiations? TIs not a war going on be-
tween Great Britain and Turkey at the
present time? The Balkan states are in the
usual state of turmoil, in the state of war
and hostility in which they have been I
do not know how long, and in which they
will continue to be, I fancy, until the
millennium. The other nations outside of
that have not signed the Treaty of Peace, -
and we are not at peace with them. There-
fore when we talk about peace it is a peace
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on paper; but, so far as we are concerned,
and so far as the obligations of Great Brit-
ain and the other signatory Powers go, we
are theoretically at peace, and we are bound
by the action of the King of England.

My honourable friend spoke of Canada as
a nation. When did we become a nation?
Have we thrown off our allegiance to Great
Britain? Has Great Britain thrown us off?
The King of England reigns supreme. He
makes treaties; he makes war; he makes
peace. When were we accorded the status
of a nation, and when did the other signa-
tories or the other great Powers agree that
our signature should count as one? I do
not like that language.

I heard about our future aspirations in
regard to the Prince of Wales being our
Sovereign, as to his popular manners and
warlike achievements, and a great number
of other things. Our gracious King is yet a
very young man. I do not think we should
dispose of him in such a short time. I do
not think we should depose the King right
away from being our Sovereign, and become
a nation for the mere purpose of getting a
feather in our cap by signing a Treaty of
Peace with Germany, But, with all that, I
am happy that peace has been secured. Of
course, the conditions were onerous,
humiliating, erushing to Germany; but Ger-
many has agreed to them, and we have
nothing to say on her behalf.

I want also to ask this. Although
the signatory Powers were very particular
to disarm Germany and to reduce her navy,
and to reduce to very moderate proportions
the military force that she was to employ
and keep under pay, to diminish her terri-
tory, to absorb all her colonies, and to take
means to cripple and paralyze that power
in the securing of peace, how many of the
great signatory Powers reduced their arma-
ments? How many have stipulated that
they shall have only 20,000 or 30,000 men?
How much have their fleets been reduced?
What has become of the fleet of Germany
that was handed over to some of the signa-
"tory Powers? The Powers have divided up
the colonies of Germany in a very exemp-
lary way, each one trying to get the most
for itself. After the close of the Napoleonic
war there was a combination of the greatest
govereigns of Europe. There were Austria,
Prussia, the Emperor of Russia, the King
of France lately re-established on the
throne, who, under the auspices of the Holy
Trinity, formed what was called the Holy
Alliance. It was denounced by England.
It was the origin of the Monroe doctrine in
America. But what did. they do? Within

Hon. Mr. ROCHE.

six months after the forming of the Holy
Alliance for the pacification of the world
and for securing the rights of kings, 123,000
Frenchmen invaded Spain and upset the
Liberal Government that was established
there. There has been no disarmament on
the part of the great belligerent Powers of
Europe. | :

There is along the Mediterranean al-
ready, in the Dalmatian and Adriatic dis-
trict, the beginning of a conflict. Although
Germany has been ejected from Morocco,
and the territory there has been assigned
to the ruler there—I cannot pronounce his
name—France, Spain, and Italy all have
aspirations along that shore of the Mediter-
ranean. Their possessions and their objects
of conquest are not very far apart, and war
may break out at any time between those
Powers ‘which have the means, and may
cause world-wide war.

It is vain to speak about what might take
place between China and Japan, what
might take place between other Asiatic
nations, what might take place between
Sweden and Russia, or between Spain and
other nations. If the objective is to be
universal peace, there ought to be uni-
versal agreement. I do not object to the
nations meeting to formulate terms of mu-
tual arrangement and suppressing these
petty wars that are going on all the time.
I am for peace; I have always been for
peace. I think there was no cause for the
war, and it would not have occurred if
those nations that had taken part in
it had determination and resolution enough
to stay it. But they allowed the situation
to drift; they allowed the war to go on be-
cause of the idea that war was inevitable,
that it would come some day, and that it
might as well come now. Although the
nations were professing peace, yet they
were watching one another; and every-one
of them was secretly arming..

Now, honourable gentlemen, I ought to
say a word about the obligations we are
assuming. I am not and have no preten-
sion to be an international lawyer, as
everybody knows, but I am firmly of the
opinion that we cannot promise any con-
tribution of money or men while we are
a dependency of Great Britain. We owe
our revenue to the King, we grant money
to the King, the King raises the forces, and
it is an act of independence, a throwing-off
of our obligation to the sovereign, to
promise to grant to the Coumcil of the
League of Nations that which we owe as
an obligation to the King of Great Britain.
Who does not remember that last session;
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when the grant to the King was being
made, the honourable leader of the House
put in the Chair a member who declared
peremptorily that the Senate had no right
to interfere with gifts and grants of money,
but that the Commons had the sole pre-
rogative of giving and granting. How can
we promise aid to the League of Na-
tions, gifts and grants which are not
put at all in our power, but which
the Commons must grant? While we are
a dependent British nation the King can
give whatever he likes, and he can call on
us for our contribution. We have no author-
ity to grant that which we do not own. I
do not know whether it would be an act
of treason to propose such a thing or not,
but if we had lived in the days of good
old George III, we would be brought up
before the King’s Bench, every one of us.

With these observations let us turn our
eyes away from Europe and away from the
Far East. We will suppose that we accede
to this proposition and that the Council
of the League of Nations can call upon us
as a nation, as a party to this pact, or what-
ever it may be termed—to this integral or
subordinate part of the Treaty—to suppress
an attempt on the part of some inferior
nation go to war. Suppose that our good
neighbours to the south of us should ignore
the hand pointing towards manifest destiny,
and should prefer to have their little squab-
bles amongst themselves; suppose that Mex-
ico should resist the benign overtures of
the United States to form part of that great
country; suppose that they should resist
by war an attempt to advance into their ter-
ritory. Could we be called upon by the
League of Nations to contribute our quota
for the suppression of that war? There is
a war undertaken by a small power, and we
are bound to suppress any effort made by a
power like that, or any small power, even
to defend itself—on peace lines, of course.
No nation ever annexes any small territory
unless it is for the benefit of the people.
It never has any idea of aggrandizement,
never any idea of mines, nor of oil wells or
mineral wealth or natural resources or any-
thing of that kind; it is always for the good
of the people, in order to prevent turbulence
and distrust and revolutionary government
and all that sort of thing. All these causes
find favour amongst the great powers in
suppressing anything like a revolutionary
government or any effort to change a govern-
ment. They always have in mind the great
duty of preserving the peace of the world.
It generally ends by the peace of the world

being disturbed within some great nation,
and that ends all their aspirations towards
liberty.

Honourable gentlemen, I concur cordially
in what has been said to the effect that
sufficient time has not been given to us to
consider this very voluminous Treaty. All
that can be gained by the Treaty of Peace
has been secured already. Our adhering to
it or our differing from it cannot affect the
action of the King of England in joining
with the other signatories. We rejoice in
peace as much as any one. We take part
with those who celebrate the benign reign
of peace. I wish I had the language of my
honourable friend the leader of the Govern-
ment in this House to express this opinion,
that our sentiments of rejoicing in the re-
storation of peace are just as great as his,
though not so eloquently expressed.

For the reasons I have adduced, and for
many others which will occur to honourable
gentlemen on reading the book which con-
tains the Treaty of Peace, I am convinced
that in the time to come the obligations to
furnish men and money, burdened as we are
at the present time, is a grave responsibility.
A note of warning was sounded yesterday.
Everybody feels the great financial burden,
and why should we now embark upon a
new enterprise involving the loss of many
valuable lives and the contribution of a
great amount of treasure, in our hampered
state, when we can get along just as we
are? We must try to pay off the debt, to
relieve ourselves from embarrassment, and
not to enter into world-wide complications
which may land us in destruction and per-
haps make us enemies of the great Power
that we all revere and under which we
hope to live.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE. Honourable gentle-
men, I have been able this morning to give
some attention to the important Treaty
which is before this honourable House,
and, as I shall be unable to be present here
to-morrow, I would, with the leave of the
House, take the liberty of offering on the
question of adjournment, which is now be-
fore us, the remarks which I propose to
make, lest the adjournment may not carry
and the debate may proceed to-morrow in
my absence.

I feel, as I am sure every honourable
member of this (House feels, that this is a
question of such importance that it should
be approached without any political bias or
opinion; and I feel the more so in that I
belong to a generation for which it has
been a great blessing to have survived the
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great war. Whenever I saw or heard of an
old man passing away, I pitied him for not
surviving to see the attainment of peace
and the victory of the Allies.

Attention has been drawn in the press
to the fact that, as regards the Treaty itself,
the Dominions are treated as part of the
British Empire, and as forming. with the
rest of the Empire one entity only, and
that, as regards the League of Nations, the
Dominions are treated as iseparate and
distinet entities from the rest of the Em-
pire. Let us try to see what is the effect of
this difference of status in the two cases.
It will be noticed that in the first page ot
the Treaty the parties to it are mentioned.
They are the United States of America, the
British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan,
these powers being described in the Treaty
as the “Principal Allied and Associated
Powers”. Then we find the enumeration of

Belgium and all the other small powers

who, with the principal powers mentioned
above, constitute the Allied and Associated
Powers on the one hand, Germany being on
the other. Canada does not appear there:
Canada comes clearly within the British
Empire. Then the document, after referring
to the declaration of war in 1914, etc., pro-
ceeds:

For this purpose the High Contracting Parties
represented as follows:

The President of the United States ot
America, by the Honourable Woodrow Wil-
son and three or four other gentlemen; His

Majesty ithe King of the United Kingdom

of Great Britain and Ireland and of the
British Dominions beyond the seas, Em-
peror of India, by the Right Honourable
David Lloyd George, M.P., First Lord of
His Treasury and Prime Minister ; the Right
Honourable Andrew Bonar Law, the Right
Honourable Viscount Milner, the Right
Honourable Arthur James Balfour, the
Right Honourable George Nicoll Barnes,
M.P., and for the Dominion of Canada by
the Honourable Charles Joseph Doherty,
Minister of Justice, and the Honourable
Arthur Lewis Sifton, Minister of Customs;
for the Commonwealth of Australia, by
so-and-so ; and the same for all the different
Dominions. What is the effect of this? It
was a mere matter of courtesy 'to include the
names of the various persons mentioned as
representing the Dominion of Canada, the
Commonwealth of Australia, the Union of
South Africa, the Dominion of New Zealand,
and India. Each of the Dominions appears
as a part of the British Empire—only as
part of one entity.
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

Now, if we turn ‘to the end of the docu-
ment we find the confirmation of what I
have stated in this:

The present Treaty, of which the French and

‘};lndglish texts are both authentic, shall be rati-
ed.

The deposit of ratifications shall be made at
Paris as soon as possible,

A first procés-verbal of the deposit of rati-
fications will be drawn up as soon as the Treaty
has been ratified by Germany on the one hand,
and by three of the Principal Allied and Asso-

ciated Powers on the other hand. /

You see, honourable gentlemen, that the
Treaty will come into force and be binding
on all parties as soon as it has been ratified
by Germany and by three of the principal
Allied and Associated Powers. I mentioned
a few moments ago who were the principal
Allied Powers: they are the British Empire,
the United States, France, Italy, and Japan.
As soon as three of them have ratified the
Treaty, Germany having also ratified it, the
Treaty becomes effective. What is the con-
sequence? The consequence is that, whether
we approve of the Treaty or mot, it comes
into force and we are bound by it as a party
to it. It is between the British Empire and
the other powers mentioned that the Treaty
is made, and it becomes effective for the
British Empire, including the Dominion of
Canada.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question? Sup-
posing that Japan, Italy and France were
the only signatories besides Germany, would
it not then follow that the Treaty came into
force just the same, even though the British
Empire and the United States had not
signed it?

.Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes, surely it would;
and then Canada, being part of the British
Empire, would not be a party to the Treaty ;
it would mot be binding on ‘Canada. But
I say that the moment the Treaty becomes
binding on England, it becomes equally
binding on Canada as part of the British
Empire. Therefore, I say that our ratifica-
tion of the Treaty is of no consequence at
all. Whether we ratify it, or whether we
refuse to ratify it, makes no difference what-
ever; the Treaty becomes effective in all its
provisions.

I call your attention, honourable gentle-
men, to the fact that the League of Nations
is part of the Treaty, and therefore the
moment the Treaty comes into effect, we as
parties to the Treaty, being part of the
British Empire, are bound by all the pro-
visions of the League of Nations.
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Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Does not the fact
that Canada is one of the signatories to
the Treaty give it a position and a vote in
the League of Nations itseli—a position
which is not taken by other parts of the
British Empire who did not sign the
Treaty?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I am just going to
proceed with that very question.

We must not lose sight of the fact that
the Covenants of the League of Nations
are part of the Treaty; that the Dominions,
as regards the Treaty itself, forming with
the rest of the Empire one entity only, the
Treaty does not call for any ratification
on the part of the Dominions. The mo-
ment that it is ratified by the Crown, in
the exercise of its perogative, it becomes
binding on all portions of the Empire. I
think I may say without danger of contra-
diction that, whether we like it or mot,
whether we approve or disapprove of the
Treaty, or of the League of Nations, the
moment the Treaty is ratified by the Crown
it is binding on us, and we become members
of the League, independently of our own
action.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: What would be our
position. if England would not ratify the
Treaty and we did ratify it?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: We would not be
in the League of Nations, because the
Treaty would not come into effect.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: If three nations
signed it?
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I answer the ques-

tion without hesitation. If we ratify and
England does not ratify, we are not in the
League at all, because the British Empire
is not a party to the Treaty, and the forma-
tion of the League of Nations is only a
part of the Treaty.

I again ask, what is the effect of the
Dominions being treated as separate entities
from the rest of the Empire? It is, first
of all, that we are made contributories by
the League of Nations for the sanction of
its decisions. If the Dominions were not
treated as separate entities, the Empire as
represented by the British Government
would alone be made contributory and each
0f the Dominions would be free in any
given case to decide as to whether or not
it would share in the contribution, whether
in men or money, with the British Govern-
ment; always subject, of course, to the
right of the British Parliament in the exer-
cise of its paramount authority to pass a
law applicable .to the whole -of the Empire,

and making the Dominions contributories
as the United Kingdom, which in our days
would be an extreme measure, and not
likely to be ever resorted to.

Another effect of the Dominions being
treated as separate entities is that we be-
come members of the League of Nations
on a footing of equality, so to speak, with
the United Kingdom, and that, as regards
all matters falling within the province of
the League, we are subject only to its de-
cisions, and, strictly speaking, independent
of England.

Let me illustrate my idea.
the Covenant says:

Article 10 of

The members of the TLeague undertake 'to
respect and preserve as against external aggres-
sion the territorial integrity and existing politi-
cal independence of all members of the League.
In case of any such aggression or in case of
any threat or danger of such aggression the
Council shall advise upon the ‘means by which
this obligation shall be fulfilled.

Then Article 11:

Any war or threat of war, whether immedi-
ately affecting any of the members of the
League or not, is hereby declared a matter of
concern to the whole League, and the League
shall take any action that may be deemed wise
and effectual to safeguard the peace of nations.

I need not read the balance of the article.
Article 12 says:

The members of the League agree that if there
should arise between them any dispute likely to
lead to a rupture, they will submit the matter
either to arbitration or to inquiry by the Council,
and they agree in no case to resort to war until
three months after the award by the arbitrators
or the report by the Council.

Article 13 says:

The members of the League agree that when-
ever any dispute shall arise between them which
they recognize to be suitable for submission’ to
arbitration and which cannot be satisfactorily
settled by diplomacy, they will submit the whole
subject-matter to arbitration.

Article 14 says:

The Council shall formulate and submit to the
members of the League for adoption plans for
the establishment of a Permanent Court of In-
ternational Justice.

Article 15 says:

If there should arise between members of
the League any dispute likely to lead to a
rupture, which is not submitted to arbitration
in accordance with Article 13, the members of
the League agree that they will submit the
matter to the Council. :

Then we come to Article 16. I read only
the main portion of all these articles, as
they are not of very great importance to
the point I am making. But Article 16,
taken with Article 10, is of great importance.
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It says:

Should any member of the League resort to
war in disregard of its covenants under Articles
12, 13 or 15, it shall ipso facto be deemed to
have committed an act of war against all other
members of the League, which hereby under-
take immediately to subject it to the severance
of all trade or financial relations, the prohibi-
tion of all intercourse between their nationals
and the nationals of the covenant-breaking
State, and the prevention of all financial, com-
mercial or personal intercourse between the
nationals of the covenant-breaking State and
the nationals of any other State, whether a
member of the League or not.

Suppose now that England should resort
to war in disregard of any of thése coven:
ants, what would be the position of the
Dominions? Would they not be called
upon to decide as to whether they
would side with England, disregard-
ing thereby the covenants, and com-
mitting the Dominion or Dominions to

~a war with all the other members of the

League except England, or whether they
would respect the covenants and thereby
remain in peace with the other members
of the League and in war with England?
That would of course mean the disruption
of the Empire with the support of the
League. This of itself shows the very great
importance of the matter which is now en-
gaging our attention, and it raises the ques-
tion as to whether the interest of the Em-
pire would not have been better served by
treating the whole Empire as one entity
only. The question is not now a practical
one. The Treaty has been signed, and we
are irremediably committed to its terms,
unless we chose to withdraw from it under
the terms of the last paragraph of Article
1, which says:

Any member of the League may, after two
years' notice of its intention so to do, withdraw
from the League, provided that all its interna-
tional obligations and all its obligations under

this Covenant shall have been fulfilled at the
time of its withdrawal.

If we did so, we would, I suggest, remain
a member of the League as part of the
British Empire, but not as a separate entity,
and no complication such as those to which
I have just called attention could arise.

This brings me to invite this honourable
House to consider the advisability of either
abstaining from making any approval or
ratification, which, to my mind, is unneces-
sary, or approving the Treaty subject to
further considering withdrawing from it
under the paragraph of Article 1 which I
have cited.

I desire now to consider the question from -

another aspect. Whatever may be the im-
perfections of the League of Nations, is it
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

not, after all, the best means, or at least
the best hope, of avoiding future wars?
Composed as it will be of twenty odd dif-
ferent nations, possibly of thirty or forty,
with amongst them such nations as the
United States, England, France and Italy,
is it not fair to believe that any nation,
whether great or small, and whether a mem-
ber of the League or not, will hesitate at
doing any act which will make it at war
with all these other nations? In other
words, is the risk involved under its pro-
visions, and especially the obligations re-
sulting from Article 10, reasonably com-
pensated by better guarantees of peace? For
my part, I believe so. I doubt if the world
could again go through another such war
as we have seen. Apart from the losses in
money and property and the disturbance of
economic conditions, I am afraid that, withr
the progress in science which naturally is
taking place all the time, it would prove far
more destructive of humanity. No efforts,
therefore, should be spared, whatever the
cost, to avoid it.

To sum . up these few remarks, the
Dominions are, by virtue of the Treaty,
bound by its terms and members
of the League of Nations. Their ap-
proval or disapproval of the Treaty
will cut no figure; it cannot change or
affect their position in the least. The only
matter left for practical consideration is
whether or not we should remain members
of the League as a separate entity, or should
withdraw as such and remain a member
only as part of the British Empire, which
we can do at any time.

At six o’clock, the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at 8 o’clock.

Hon. Mr. LEGRIS: I wish to inquire of
the honourable leader of the House whether
he can explain why the French version of
the Treaty is dated June 20, while the
English version is dated the 28th?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I fancy
that precedence must have been given to
the French version by some eight days.
That is the only explanation I can offer. I
do not know.

Hon. GEORGE W. FOWLER: After the
very eloquent and forceful address that was
made by the honourable leader of this
House—a speech which covers the ground
completely, and which from every stand-
point was unanswerable—it seems scarcely
worth while to make any effort to reply to
the feeble attempts of honburable gentle-
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men opposite, which were so pitiful and
pitiable.

The honourable leader of the Opposition
has my deepest sympathy; that is earnest
and sincere. He has my deepest sympathy
because his desire to follow the dictates of
his party were so at variance with the diec-
tates of his heart that necessarily he failed
to make any impression. I am sure that
the honourable gentleman rejoices with the
rest of us that there has been concluded
with Germany a Treaty so advantageous to
the Allied Powers and so detrimental to
Germany’s pre-war desire for the domina-
tion of the world, I am sure that the
honourable gentleman rejoices also that this
League of Nations has been formed for the
purpose not only of imposing conditions on
the enemy, but also seeing that these con-
ditions are carried out.

My honourable friend the leader of the
Opposition found only two points in this
Treaty that were objectionable. One was
that it was new. Well, it was a new war;
therefore it would require a mew Treaty to
conclude it. But ““ new ’’ !—that is to be an
objection by the leader of a Liberal
Opposition! Shades of Gladstone and John
Bright! When did a Liberal ever object to
anything because it was new? That, one
would think, would be reserved for the
hard-shell Tory, not for the leader of an
advanced Liberal party such as occupies the
benches.on_the opposite side of this House,
with particular accent on the “ advanced.”

He said also that the labour part of
the Treaty was very difficult, and that
was an objection. It seems to me that
the same answer that applies to its newness
would also apply to the difficulty of that
portion. What kind of statesmanship is it
that objects to tackling a thing because it
is difficult? All the more reason why the
utmost wisdom and statesmanship should
be brought to bear in order to work out a
difficult problem and to bring about that
happy condition of affairs in which labour
and capital shall each have its proper
share of this world’s goods.

We had also a speech from the honour-
able gentleman from De Lorimier (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand). He does not object to
this Treaty at all. I am glad to see that
he does mot object to it. But he asks for
delay. Delay for what? Delay for time in
which to inform himself with regard to
this Treaty. Why, where has the honour-
able gentleman been all summer? Did he
go on that projected trip to Hudson bay?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In New Bruns-
wick

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: Was he fighting the
mosquitoes along the shores of Ungava?
Was - he trying to decide that vexed ques-
tion, that immense problem, “Under which
King, Bezonian?”—Churchill or Nelson?
Surely he could not have been in Montreal,
the commercial metropolis of the country,
that centre of civilization and intelligence;
because if he had been there he would
have been reading the papers, or if he did
not read the papers, when he went to the
corner grocery to buy eggs for his morning
meal, the grocer would have told him
what was going on at Versailles, and he
would surely have had some knowledge
with regard to this Treaty. I cannot be-
lieve that the honourable gentleman is so
ignorant as he claims to be. His professed
ignorance is too great a strain on our
credulity. I would not like to say that the
honourable gentleman is as wise as he
looks, because he would have all the wis-
dom of Solomon if he were that wise; but
I do say that he has more knowledge than
he professed this afternoon to have with
regard to this Treaty. Surely he knew that
the plenipotentiaries were sitting at Ver-
sailles, and surely he saw what was going
on there. Surely he has seen the discussion
in the newspapers during all this time. He
knew all the essentials of the Treaty long
before he came to this session. He watches
very carefully over the United States, as
he intimated to us this afternoon. He has
a very particular eye to what is going on
in the United States, and he wants us to
be careful to watch the United States. He
says to us: “Supposing the United States
do not ratify this Treaty? why don’t you
look to see what the United Statds is
going to do before you ratify this Treaty?”
I will ask the honourable gentleman a ques-
tion: did we ask what the United States
were going to do in August, 1914?

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: No, we did not
wait for the United States.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: We did not wait
for the United States in 1914, when Ger-
many let loose her hell-hounds on the
borders of Belgium, but we sent a contin-
gent, the largest army that ever had crossed
the Atlantic up to that time. That army
was trained, or at least partially trained,
and embarked in six weeks from the time
of the declaration of war. Honourable gen-
tlemen, we set the pace in ‘war. Let us

by our early ratification of this Treaty set
the pace in peace.

My honourable iriend says that the
League of Nations is a ray of hope. It is
It is a ray of hope to those

a ray of hope.
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people who are hoping at last war is ended.
My honourable friend would obscure that
ray of hope or would delay it? If he has
that opinion of the League of Nations, why
does he not come forward whole-heartedly
with his party behind him and pass this
resolution without dissent? “No mandate to
sign.”” No mandate to sign? Why, the
honourable gentleman has no memory.
Does he forget the election in November,
1917?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: December.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: In December, 1917.
I see he does not forget—he does not forget
the date. I am glad to have the correction;
it shows that this is a matter that lives
in my honourable friend’s memory. An
overwhelming mandate was then given to
the Government to prosecute the war to a
successful termination and to do everything
that was necessary for the conclusion of
the war, and the Treaty of Peace is in-
cluded in that mandate if anything is in-
cluded.

My honourable friend says we should
wait for the Commons. Wait for the Com-
mons? Are we in this Chamber to be de-
prived of our initiative? Do we have to
wait for the Commons before we can pass
legislation? Since when have we become
subservient to the Commons? I think that
the Commons will not feel aggrieved if we
pass this resolution to-night, as I trust we
shall.

Another honourable gentleman on the
other side spoke—the middle member for
Halifax (Hon. Mr. Roche)—for he is neither
the senior nor the junior; therefore I term
him the middle member. He made a
speech. I do not know what he was driving
at. He was a sort of Cassandra prophesying
all sorts of evils to come. His speech was
full of historical inaccuracies and mis-
statements of current facts.

Hon. Mr. ROCHE: Name some of the
inaccuracies.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: He spoke of dis-
armament. Only Germany had been dis-
armed, he said, and there was almost a
tremor in his voice, and I thought I could
distinguish a tear in his eye, as though the
tenderness towards Germany of which he
had once been accused was still in his
breast, as though looking upon her he would
say: ‘“Poor Germany! Dear Germany!
Despite thy faults, I love thee still.” No-
body else disarmed? Does he forget that
Canada has disarmed about 400,000 of her
armed men, that England has disarmed her

Hon. Mr. FOWLER.

men by the millions, and that France has
done the same thing? Yet he pleads for poor
Germany, that nobody has been disarmed
but her. That is about all there was to the
honourable gentleman’s remarks.

Now we come to the honourable member
for De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique). With
his usual candour—shall I say?—he first
disclaimed any political bias in this matter.
Of course, we believe him, as we always
do. We have heard him disclaim political
bias on other occasions, particularly when
in the Railway Committee Canadian Pacific
railway matters were up. To use a French
saying, to hear him disclaim political bias,
it is to laugh.

Hon. Mr. McSWEENEY: Where was the
French in that?

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: He says that this
signing on the part of Canada was a mere
matter of courtesy. A mere matter of court-
esy? Well, the race to which he belongs
has always been famous for its courtesy;
therefore I should think he would be the
last to object that Canada had been shown
the courtesy of being permitted to sign
this famous document, the most famous in
the history of the world.

He says that of the five great Powers who
were on the Allies’ side in this war—Great
Britain, France, the United Btates, Italy,
and Japan—if any three, with Germany,
sign the Treaty, it becomes effective. That
was the honourable gentleman’s statement.
In that case, if Italy and Japan and France
had signed the Treaty, it became effective;
therefore the signing of Great Britain would
be a mere att of courtesy and unnecessary,
and the signing by the United States would
be the same, if that statement is correct—
and I take it to be correct. 8o, after those
other Powers had signed the Treaty we
would be on exactly the same plane as
would be the United States and Great
Britain.

He asked the question: “If Great Britain
breaks this League and Covenant that she
has entered into, what is Canada’s position
when she also is a signatory?”’ Can any-
one conceive that Great Britain, whose name
is a synonym for all that is honourable and
fair and just and right, would, without
cause, without sufficient cause, without
great cause, break a solemn covenant that
she has entered into? You can ask any
sort of a hypothetical question you like;
but the thing is absurd on the face of it.
What would be the position of Canada if the
honour of England demanded that she
should withdraw from the League? I am
satisfied that Canada, as a loyal member
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of the Imperial family of nations, would
stand by Great Britain, which is but her
elder brother in that family. We have at
last reached nationhood; we are one in a
family of nations. We are one in a partner-
ship of nations, and Great Britain is but
the senior partner in that partnership. That
is the position we occupy in Canada to-day.
It is a proud position, a position that we
have earned by the tremendous sacrifices
we have made; a position we have earned
by the shedding of the blood of our sons
who have fallen in the war on behalf of
justice and right against despotism and
tyranny. That is what we have earned, and
that is what we have received. Let us get
away from political bias. I see a smile on
the face of my honourable friend from Monec-
ton (Hon. Mr. McSweeney). Whenever any
such sentiment is expressed, a cynical smile
always distorts the scarcely handsome coun-
tenance of the honourable gentleman.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: I smile also.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: I care not. There
are men in this House who have hearts
to which to appeal, and those are the men to
whom I appeal, and not to the honourable
member from Moncton.

T say let us get together and let us deal
with this matter whole-heartedly, so that
we may take a step forward towards that
time, the millennium, when wars shall be
no more and right and, justice shall reign
triumphant throughout the world.

Hon. JAMES DOMVILLE: Honourable
gentlemen, it was with pleasure that I lis-
tened to the statesmanlike speech of my
honourable friend from Sussex (Hon. Mr.
Fowler). On the stump, you know, it would
be a very good speech; the action was good.
‘Demosthenes was asked: “What is the first
requisite of an orator?” ‘““Action.” “What
is the second requisite of an orator?”’
“Action.” What is the third requisite of an
orator?” ““Action.”” When you are before a
crowd this action wins for you; but when
you are before a deliberate body like this—I
think both sides are agreed to discuss this
question from an independent standpoint
without any heroics or without any calling
up of all sorts of animosities—it is what
you say that counts, not the action. I do
not want to say very much about my hon-
ourable friend’s speech; I think it is a
good after-dinner speech, very good.

As I see it,.it is only open to us now as
representatives of the Dominion to criticise
this Treaty; we cannot go any further.

Before going any further I should like
to express the pleasure with which I lis-

tened to the leader of the House. His
speech was a very eloquent one and cov-
ered the ground very well from his stand-
point, and I am not altogether convinced. I
listened also with a great deal of pleasure to
the speeches of the honourable gentleman
from De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
and the honourable gentleman from De
Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique). But we are to
criticise, and I want to’do it in a way that
will carry some weight outside of the House
rather than here, where some of us may
be carried away by excitement or a feeling
of loyalty. We all know what loyalty is:
it is the last refuge of a scoundrel. So Dr.
Johnson says. It is like the old woman in
the street having a row. Her daughter
said, ‘ Call her a —— before she calls you
one; get in first.” Josh Billings said:
Thrice right is he who hath his quarrel just,
But four times he who gets his blow in fust.

When we come down to criticism, I for
one doubt the wisdom of our being liable to
be embroiled in European complications.
They got into a war; there was no doubt
where our duty was, no doubt of what we
had to do. I think Canada did her duty
without any hesitation. She sacrified both
of her children and her wealth, and she is
to-day still loyal to the Empire, and she is
not sorry that she entered into the struggle
and did her part. But, should we have
got into it?

My honourable friend has talked about
the statesmen of England. Is one states-
man going to run this country? Is he going
to run the whole world? = Is he superior to
the leader of this House in brains or intel-
lect> Why should they dictate to us and
tell us what our duty is? We know our
duty. It is our duty to be loyal and to
support the Empire; it is our duty to help
so far as we can the British race; but
that does not mean that we should be a
party to the mistakes in statesmanship
they have made. Why did we give Heli-
goland to Germany? They armed it. It
is mentioned in this Treaty. I have not
had time to read the Treaty and do not
intend ‘to read it. The job is over and we
have to swallow it, good, bad or indifferent.
Why did we give Heligoland to the Ger-
mans? They have destroyed our ships and
injured our trade. Why did we give Heli-
goland to them? If that was far-seeing
statesmanship, why did we not have an
army? Why did we have, as the Kaiser
called it, “a contemptible little army?”
He saw that we had only _about 135,000
men, and my honourable friend knows that
they very soon get used mp in a struggle

°
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like that through which we have just
passed. With all its statesmanship Eng-
land had to fall back on what India and
Australia and South Africa and Canada
would do. If they had had any real states-
manship in England they would have had
such an army as Germany had, knowing
that the war was coming. If they saw the
difficulties, why did they not prepare to
meet them? Why did they close the door
when the horse was gone? I say the states-
manship was bad. I say, with due defer-
ence, that Sir Edward Grey, who is claimed
to be the greatest statesman of the age, is
the worst I ever knew. He dictated the
policy of the state, and it was his ipse dixit
that laid out the destiny of the Empire.
Lloyd George came to the front as a com-
mon-sense man, a workingman, a man
of the people; and he brushed aside as
far as he could all the impediments there
were in the way, and said, “We must stand
up for the Empire,” and he did his work
nobly and well. He will stand and shine
in British history and the history of the
world forever.

Now, why should Canada shove her nose
into the matter? As has been illustrated
to-night, Canada having signed that Treaty,
we are a part and parcel of it by dummy
representation, if we might so call it, and
we have to contribute—we have no option.
Our royalty will call upon us to work in
with the Motherland. We would have done
it anyway, even if we had not been made
part and parcel of that meeting at Ver-
sailles. The fact that England was in
trouble would have been enough. Canada
would have been just as loyal and would
do in the future as she has done in the past.
Therefore we may fairly ask, who gave our
statesmen power to go to England with all
their staff and this and that and the other,
incurring vast expenditure of our hard-
earned monies? It would seem almost that
the affairs of Canada were secondary to
themselves; it would seem that they had
lost their heads, believing that they were
the great “I am’ of Canada, that the Can-
adian people had nothing to say. They had
no mandate to go to England to get into the
swim in some way and have honours be-
stowed upon them. -

If Canada is placed in such a position that,
in future, she has to join in with nine other
nations in the ICouncil, has to do as she has
been told, then the people may say, “Where
is it going to end? Are we to do everything
they say? Are we to pour out our treasure
and our blood—why?”” Because of a
European policy to which we are not a
party. We certainly gain something. The

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE.
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German fleet has been destroyed, their army
has been reduced to nothing, and Alsace
and Lorraine have been ceded back to
France. But we must not lose sight of the
fact that in the olden days Germany really
owned Alsace and ILorraine before the
French; that is a matter of history. We
have reduced Germany, but we have not
hanged the Kaiser yet; we have not tried
him. * I think reference might have been
made to that. That is what we desired to
do with him. If he is a malefactor, should
he not meet his fate like any one else in
that position? Now he seems to be lost
sight of, and there are sinister reasons, we
might assume, why that is so.

The future of Canada must depend very
largely on itself and on the assets that we
have got. East and west we have our
granaries and our fisheries, and they have
got to contribute, and largely, to meet the
cost of this war. They are great now, and
they will be greater still when we can get
rid of the weight that is now upon us.

We must not lose sight of the generosity
of England to us. She was very generous.
What about the Ashburton treaty? What
about the Washington and Oregon business?
What about Alaska? What about the
fisheries? But we were subservient, loyally
subservient, when they needed us; how
much have we gained from them, and how
much have they gained from us? No doubt
the answer will be that we must put up with
everything—it is the part of a great nation.
So it is; but they have never been very
anxious in our interests. What about the
yellow peril, which I objected to in this -
House, and still object to? We would not
allow the. East Indian to land in the West.
What about the Chinese? They could not
come there, and yet to-day we are making
treaties with them. TUnder these treaties
are we going to bar them out, because they
provide cheaper labour and are a people
who, perhaps, may be undesirable? They
are all undesirable in their way.

What will the country think? What will
the country do? The man who has to pay
the taxes is going to inquire why he has to
pay them. There is no question about
that., If we are to be bound by the
ipse dixit of mnine men in Europe,
where is the liability going to end?
May it not bring about dissatisfaction
and largely endanger our connection with
the Mother Country? We shall have passed
away ten or .fifteen years hence; new men
will have come to the front, and the story
will be forgotten. The man who shook
hands with the Prince of Wiales will be
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forgotten, and the people will want to know
how they stand and how they are going to get
out of the difficulty they find themselves
in. If this Treaty is binding, every
time we are dragged into a war in
Europe or anywhere else we will have to
find the men and money. Do you suppose
that things are not changing so that public
opinion will not rebel against that? Labour
has to be reckoned with: that is a most
important factor. Then there are the
women : they are going to have votes, and
if they do you will have to reckom with
them. Then there are the temperance
people and many others to be reckoned with.
When an election takes place all these
factors will have to be dealt with.

How are you going to meet that situation
if you pass this resolution? No doubt
it will be passed. We may criticise the
Treaty, but there is mothing else to do; it
is" not policy that we should reject it. If
our leaders in England bind fthe whole
country, let the responsibility rest on them.
If we made a bad bargain, and this country
is involved and put in a position that it
should never be placed in, we cannot afford
to go back on it. My honourable friend
on the other side said that we could not
afford to stand in the world as cowards
and unwilling to carry out our bargain; we
must stand up with the nations of the
world when we have been committed by
this Treaty. There is too much nation
playing about it. Canada is a vast country.
Some day we shall be perhaps the greatest
country in the world. People will come to
Canada by degrees when they find out its
more favourable aspects, when they can
look to it as a happy hunting ground where
they can raise their families and not be
crowded by adverse legislation, then Can-
ada will fill up.

I am sorry to observe that such a feeling
has been aroused between the provinces.
When I left St. John the other day ques-
tions of race and religion were being rassed.
Is that right? Does that prove anything?
It proves no more than was proven by the
elections that took place the other day.
Reference was made in the House, I think,
to what was done at the polls. Well, I
would bury that subject if I were they; 1
would not go much into that. People were
crazy. It was a good political move on the
part of the Government to sustain them-
selves in power. The women could not be
controlled. They went all around howling.
To-day they are not doing it. They see

the mistake they made, and they see that
they were led by the nose—that a red her-

ring was drawn across the track. But you
cannot go on in that way forever; you must
come down to the point as to the assets of
Canada and what Canada can do on her
own hook. Canada can play her part, and
must not be led aside by politicians of the
hour who want to gain some notoriety, dec-
orations or something else. Our problem
will come down in the not distant future to
the question of the workingman. He re-
quires a fair day’s wage for a fair day’s
labour. He must be dealt with honourably.
What should concern us here when we are
legislating is to see what we are doing to
improve the condition of the people—how
we are helping them out.

Canada’s adherence to this Treaty may be
good advertising and may bring capital to
this country, but that is only a question of’
business and not a question of patriotism.
The dollar follows the flag. Wherever the
flag waves the dollar is. They go together.

My honourable friend from Sussex (Hon.
Mr. Fowler) no doubt has his way of think-
ing, and I have my way." So far as I am
concerned, I intend to stand by that Treaty,
but that does not blind my eyes to what
was done and what should have been done.
A story is told of the smuggling of gin at
Yarmouth in the old days. The collector
would go on board the ship and lie on the
sofa; he would have a bad day. A twenty-
dollar doubloon would be put on each of his
eyes while he was lying there, and when
the gin was out he would get up and he had
his two twenty-dollar pieces. He was
blinded with gold. Now, we must not be
blinded by such things.

My honourable friend referred to the
last election. I am sorry he did. I do not
want to say anything unkind, but we read
in the paper of votes having been placed
here, there, and everywhere. I do not say
s0, but the papers do. The statement may
not be true. Still, if you turn to the Par-
liamentary Companion, you will find the
result of the vote in this country and that,
after the votes were counted in full, the
overseas votes were added. I can give you
the instance of one constituency where a
thousand votes were put in. It was neces-
sary—absolutely necessary; those in power
had to save themselves in order that they
might participate in the negotiations which
were going on in the United States and
which would redound to their credit.

Let us consider all the ibest statesmen.
Look at Sir John A. Macdonald, a great
man who has passed away; or Mr. Alex-
ander Mackenzie; or our lamented friend
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Sir Wilfrid Laurier; or others who have
passed away. Their actions remain. The
line of conduct that they pursued will for-
ever stand before the country. - Nobody
ever accused Sir John A. Macdonald of
being a traitor. Nobody ever accused
Alexander Mackenzie of being a trai-
tor. They had their fights as between
the ins and the outs. But, as I have just
said, what Sir John A. Macdonald has done
—for instance, in helping to bring about
Confederation and in connection with the
construction of the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way, that vast system of railways that has
built up this country—those works will
stand as a record. But the speech of my
honourable friend, or my own, will never
be heard of nor seen. I very much doubt
that it will even be mentioned in the paper
to-morrow morning.

I do not think there is very much more
to be said, except that I dissent from our
being put into a hole. The Treaty has been
made and now we have to accept it.

Some persons “went to France and re-
ceived pay, although they did not earn any-
thing. I noticed in the paper the state-
ment that there were on the pay-roll 30,000
men who never did anything at all. But
they were patriotic. They got their pro-
motions and got their money. It was part
of the game, well played as far as it went,
but such affairs will not stand beforve the
people of Canada. They will review the whole
situation. It makes very little difference to
me, because I am not looking for honours or
for anything. In fact, owing to my health,
I should not be here. But I am here to
give my vote with the Government on the
questiopn of the passing of the Treaty. There
is absolutely nothing else left for us to do.
I do not like all the details, and I do not
suppose any of us like them all. Still the
contract has been made and, as we are
now asked' to assent to it, we must do one
of two things: either accept it or refuse to
accept it. If we do assent, we might make
the plea that we do so under urgency, and
while we are willing to stand by Great
Britain and the Empire, yet we do not like
to have anything forced down our throats.

My honourable friends
claim that what was done in England was
done on our behalf. It was not. We could
not know what the representatives of the
Government of Canada were going to do,
and we gave them no power to do any-
thing. But what has been done has been
done, and there is no use in complaining
of it. I think that the sooner this vote is
taken the better, and we should not ap-

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE.
|

opposite may

pear before the United States and the rest
of the world as fichting over small issues
and in an unstatesmanlike way. We should
show the world that the Senate Chamber
of- Canada is composed of statemen who,
while having their differences, still know
how to do their duty and will do it.

I trust my honourable friends on this
side will view the matter as I do: the
sooner we get rid of this thing the better.

.~ We have to accept what has been done,

and we may as well accept it with good
grace, rather than have it thought that we
were forced into acceptance. Let the world
know that we are standing shoulder to
shoulder with the Empire and willing to
do our part. Then we can fairly say to
England, ¢ Now is the time for you to do
your duty.” I do not look upon this Treaty
as very heartbreaking anyway. I forget
who said, treaties were made to be broken.
We have had many treaties.

Hon. Mr. McSWEENEY: Scraps of
paper. t

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: Yes, scraps of
paper. As you know, families sometimes

agree very well for a time and then have
a falling out. We may yet have to fight
some of the Allies.- What have we to do
with Rumania? What have we to do with
the Serbs and all the rest of them?
What we have to do is our duty to the Em-
pire, and, better still, our duty to Canada,
rather than be forced into some ridiculous
position in which we have mno right to be,
because somebody proposes to teach us
what patriotism 'and statesmanship are.
Now, as I have said, I do not take much
stock in this Treaty because it is, after all,
only a scrap of paper, and conditions may
be so changed in a few years that the pres-
ent arrangements may be destroyed and we
may have to adopt a new basis. However,
we have gained one thing from all that our
country has done: we have brought the
Germans to their knees, and it will be a
long time before they can recover their
former position—perhaps never.

I am sorry to have trespassed so much on
your time, and I trust I have said nothing
offensive in the remarks which my honour-
able friend from Sussex has spurred me to
make.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: I apologize to the
House if I did.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, you will all share with me in
the regret that the honourable leader of the
Government in this House did not see fit
to deal with wll features of the Peace
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Treaty. I desire to join in the compliment
paid by the honourable member from
Sussex (Hon. Mr. Fowler), for I enjoyed
and was deeply interested in the very clear
and forcible exposition of the Peace Treaty
and its provisions which the honourable
leader of the Government laid before us
this afternoon; but I regret that he did
not at the same time deal with the Labour
convention contained in the Treaty. That
convention is in my opinion a very import-
ant part of the document. It would appear
that those who convened at Versailles and
discussed and drafted this Treaty regarded
the ILabour Convention as the funda-
mental principle underlying the Treaty, for
it is stated in the preamble of the Labour
convention:

Whereas the League of Nations has for its
object the establishment of universal peace, and
such a peace can be established only if it is
based upon social justice.

In order that permanent peace, based on
social justice, might be established, under-
takings were entered into by the warious
nations, members of the Peace Conference
and the League of Nations, to provide

means whereby social justice, and therefore.

permanent peace, shall be assured.

However, before venturing to discuss
briefly the Labour Convention, I should like
to reply to one or two statements which
have been made, and which make it appear
that some honourable gentlemen are in
doubt as to the status of Canada among
the nations subsecribing to the Treaty and
as to whether or not the plenipotentiaries
representing Canada and the Government
of this country were duly authorized and
competent to act as signatories to that great
document.

I think, honourable gentlemen, that all
the people of Canada, regardless of racial
or political affiliations, have approved of
the sentiments expressed by public men and
the press, that Canada was year by year
growing in strength and importance and in
the confidence of the mother of Parliaments,
and was from year to year increasing in
prestige and obtaining wider liberties and
extensions of our powers of self-government
from the Mother Country. As far back as
the time of the jubilee of Queen Victoria,
increasing recognition and respect were
shown for this country when its Prime
Minister visited London. Since that time,
on several occasions, the Prime Minister of
this country has been similarly honoured,
and through him the Dominion of Canada.
When the great war came Canada had grown
during fifty years from a child to a stalwart

young man, and when the Mother Country
was in need of assistance Canada did not
fail in its duty, but performed a manly
part. When the war was over it became
the duty of the nations involved in it to
sit around a table and work out a Treaty
of Peace. The representatives of Canada
felt that Canada had earned a seat at that
table, and, when some objection was raised
to Canada’s being represented at the Peace
‘Conference, the Prime Minister of England
stated very definitely to the gentlemen who
raised the point: *“ Canada has lost more
men in the war than your country, and
therefore in my opinion she is entitled to
representation at the peace table.” .

It is, I think, true that His Majesty
does not seek formally to ratify the Peace
Treaty on -behalf of the British Empire
‘until the Parliaments of the various
Dominions have given their approval.
Thus the Canadian Parliament enjoys in
the mind of His Majesty a prestige equal
to that of the Parliament of Great Britain
itself. T think there is no doubt in the
minds of the advisers of His Imperial
Magjesty but that Canada ought to
have the right to join in the making of the
Treaty and in approving it, and, I am proud
to say, in the responsibilities that must
necessarily devolve upon all the members
of the League in maintaining its provisions.

It was stated this afternoon, in:the dis-
cussion of the resolution before this House,
that by endorsing or approving of the reso-
lution we should be incurring a serious re-
sponsibility. I think, honourable gentle-
aen, that that is not quite the correct view.
It is one thing to give approval to a reso-
lution and it is another thing to enact a law,
and, until the legislation which will likely
be brought down has been introduced and
dealt with in the House of Commons and
submitted to the Senate, I think that we are
not definitely committed, but only give our
approval to the basic principles that are
outlined.

The honourable leader of the Government
very ably and in detail, I think, opened the
eyes of all of us to the tremendous obliga-
tions that were imposed upon Germany
when she agreed to the térms of the Treaty;
and yet, while those obligations will be very
onerous, there is no doubt that they are not
adequate or sufficient to compensate fully
for the crimes that she has committed. In
this connection, those who might suggest
that the treatment accorded to 'Germany
had been harsh might ask themselves what
would have been the result had the victory
been on the other side. The obligations that
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she would have .imposed upon the Allies
would probably have been much more oner-
ous and severe than those which now rest
upon her. Mature consideration and calm
judgment on that question must bring us
to the conclusion that justice has charac-
terized the judgment of the gentlemen who
drew up this Peace Treaty and have required
Germany to accept it.

Prior to the outbreak of the war there
existed a widespread feeling throughout
what might be termed the civilized nations
that the time had arrived or was approach-
ing when universal peace would prevail,
when nations would avoid resort to arms,
and would settle disputes by agreement or
by arbitration, and the workingmen belong-
ing to the various labour organizations,

national and international, had high hope.

that the desired goal” would be reached,
because history seemed to indicate to them
that wars always brought greater suffering
and sacrifice to the poor man than to the
rich. Nevertheless, when this war broke
upon the world the workingmen of all
nations did their part, and, as time went
on and they realized, more fully than
ever before, the truth that the hard-
ships, the sufferings and the sacrifices
bore more heavily upon them, they
emerged from this war more than ever
determined that steps should be taken, by
themselves if necessary, if by no other
means, to attempt to preserve international
peace by agreement. Therefore, about the
same time or a little prior to the convening
of the Peace Conference there was held an
International Labour Conference, and cer-
tain principles were drafted and submitted
to the Peace Conference with an urgent re-
quest that they be favourably considered
and adopted. That plan was followed. The
result of their deliberations was submitted
to the Peace Conference; but their recom-
mendations were not adopted, and it ap-
peared as though the Labour Convention
was not likely to be included in the Peace
Treaty or adopted by the League of Nations.
. It then became for a short time the all-
absorbing topic among labour representa-
tives here and in Europe, and received a
great deal of attention from the peace pleni-
potentiaries themselves. Later, some five
or six amended drafts of the Labour Con-
vention were made by representatives of the
various nations. And finally, in order to
make a last effort to reach some conclusion
that would be reasonably satisfactory to all,
the Prime Minister of England requested
the Prime Minister of Canada to take this
matter in hand and see what could be done;
Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

and the result, due to the labour of Can-
ada’s representatives and peace plenipoten-
tiaries, was the sections of the Peace Treaty
as shown on page 193 and subsequent pages,
known as the Labour Convention, which,
perhaps more than any one other thing,
assured the success of the League of Nations
and the preservation of the peace of the
world for future years.

. In future years history will reveal the
fact that the magna charta of labour, which
is to bring to labour throughout the civil-
ized world greater liberty and freedom, and
a fuller degree of justice than it
ever. enjoyed in the past, was brought to
it because of the insistence of the dele-
gates from Canada at the Peace Conference.
If you turn to the record I think you will
find that the insistence went even to the
length of indicating that if the Labour Con-
ventions were not included in the Treaty,
and the agreement entered into by the
various. nations, it was doubtful if the
League of Nations itself could or would
survive.

It is hoped and confidently expected that
the industrial life of the various nations
of the world will be carried on more
smoothly in the future than in the past.
It is confidently expected that the spirit of
co-operation between employer and em-
ployed, with the approval and sanction
and support of Governments, will be more
manifest than ever before, now that machin-
ery has been provided whereby this spirit
may be intelligently promoted and carried
out.

I shall not presume to weary the House
with an attempt to explain all the various
articles included in the Convention, but
shall merely refer to a few of the principal
ones. It is proposed in Article 387 of the
Convention that a permanent organization
should be established, and it was at that
time established, for the promotion of the
objects set forth in the preamble. The ob-
jeets set forth in the preamble were, first, to
establish a universal peace; and inasmuch
as such a peace could be established only
if based on social justice—

And whereas conditions of labour exist involv-
ing such injustice, hardship and privation to
large numbers of people as to produce unrest
so great that the peace and harmony of the
world are imperilled; and an improvement of
those conditions is urgently required: as, for
example, by the regulation of the hours of
work, including the establishment of a maxi-
mum working day and week, the regulation of
the labour supply, the prevention of unemploy-
ment, the provision of an adequate living wage,
the protection of the worker against sickness,
disease and injury arising out of his employ-
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ment, the protection of children, young persons
and women, provision for old age and injury,
protection of the interests of workers when em-
ployed in countries other than their own, recog-
nition of the principle of freedom of association,
the organization of vocational and technical
education, and other measures.

Following on that preamble definite prin-
ciples were laid down which it is the duty
of the Permanent International Organiza-
tion to undertake to promote and cause to
be adopted in all the countries which partici-
pate in this agreement. Among these prin-
ciples the following seem to the high con-
tracting parties to be of special and urgent
importance:

First.—The guiding principle above enunciated
that labour should not be regarded merely as a
commodity or article of commerce.

Second.—The right of association for all law-
ful purposes by the employed as well as by the
employers.

The adoption of these two principles,
honourable gentlemen, even in Canada at
this time, will eliminate very many of the
disputes that are from day to day
arising. The two things that have hereto-
fore caused a very large proportion of the
labour disputes in Canada have been,
first, the failure of the employer to
recognize the right of his employees
to deal collectively with the employer, and,
secondly, that the labourer was regarded as
of value only to the extent of his earning
power and not because he was a man.

The third pninciple referred to is:

The payment to the employed of a wage ade-

quate to maintain a reasonable standard of life
a3 this is understood in their time and country.

Necessarily that standard must vary in
different countries.
The fourth principle is:

The adoption of an eight-hours day or a
forty-eight hours week as the standard to be
aimed at where it has not already been attained.

Fifth.—The adoption of a weekly rest of at
least twenty-four hours, which should include
Sunday wherever practicable.

Sixth.—The abolition of child labour and the
imposition of such limitations on the labour of
young persons as shall permit the continuation
of their education and assure their proper
physical development.

Seventh.—The principle that men and women
should receive equal remuneration for work of
equal value.

It is probably within the knowledge of

all of us that that has not been the estab-
lished practice in most countries.

Eighth.—The standard set by law in each
country with respect to the conditions of labour
should have due regard to the equitable economic
treatment of all workers lawfully resident there-
in.

S—4

That is the particular clause, I think,
which caused a great deal of the trouble,
and was the rock upon which the whole
Labour Convention was almost wrecked,
owing to the difficulty of agreeing upon
what treatment should be accorded to
foreign citizens in various countries.

Ninth.—Each state should make provision for
a system of inspection in which women should
take part, in order to ensure the enforcement of
the laws and regulations for the protection of
the unemployed.

I submit, honourable gentlemen, that if
the thirty-two nations which I think are sub-
seribing to the Peace Treaty, and some thir-
teen more which probably will subscribe to
it, all honestly endorse and adopt and at-
tempt to carry out these principles as laid
down, that will be a greater contribution to
human happiness throughout the world than
anybody ever contemplated as possible of
accomplishment at one time,

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Would the honourable
gentleman allow me to ask him a question?
What is the difference between the resolu-
tions adopted by the Labour (Convention
and the resolutions which are contained in
the Treaty of Peace?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The amend-
ments or changes are very few. I think in
clause 8 of the original proposal provision
was made whereby workmen in any country,
no matter what their nationality or origin
might be, should be treated as on a par
with workmen who were citizens of that
country, regardless of their ability, qualifi-
cation, standard of living, or anything of
that sort. That was a very contentious mat-
ter. We in this country, where there are so
many working people who are drawn from
probably thirty or forty different countries,
and speaking as many different languages,
can see the difficulty if a Chinaman, if you
please, or an Austrian—or you might name
a dozen other nationalities—were to receive
all the benefits accorded to a Canadian citi-
zen. It would be going a very long way,
further, probably, than the working people
of this or any other country would approve
of. Therefore it was necessary to effect some
sort of compromise that would ensure jus-
tice and at the same time not raise those
difficulties. I think practically the only im-
portant change appears in Article 8.

It is not my purpose to detain the House
further than to say, in conclusion, that of
all of the famous ana important documents
which have been written, and which have
been turning points that have marked new
eras in the world’s history, this document is
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undoubtedly destined to take the first place.
Our minds run back through history to the
Magna Charta days, when the people de-
manded justice and obtained a declaration
which gave them much greater freedom than
they had ever enjoyed prior to that time;
but they never for one moment imagined
the far-reaching effect down thrcugh the
ages of the work which they did that day.
Likewise, when the American Declaration
of Independence was made, I do not think
that those who were parties to it ever
imagined the breadth and depth of the
meaning contained in it, or the far-reaching
effects on future generations that that
Declaration was destined to have. Those
two documents applied only to the people
within a given country. This document ap-
plies to probably thirty or more different
countries and to many millions of people.
It is a remarkable fact that the Labour Con-
vention, which I deem to be one of the most
important features of the whole document,
affects the vast majority of all the people
of all the nations which are parties to the
agreement. It is impossible for us even
to imagine the far-reaching effect and the
benefits that this Treaty when completed is
destined to bring to future generations in
all countries. I therefore have very great
pleasure in subscribing to the recommenda-
tion contained in the resolution, and in
unhesitatingly endorsing this document.

Hon. L. O. DAVID: Honourable gentle-
men, I had intended saying a few words in
French, but in order that you may be cer-
tain I shall not take up much time, not
more than five minutes, I will speak in
English, because when I am obliged to speak
English I cannot speak very long.

I desire to say a few words about the
amendment, which has been much
neglected, asking for a postponement of the
question. But before dealing with that I
shall say a few words upon the main ques-
tion, regarding the Treaty itself. It must
be apparent to all }\mnourable members that
on both sides we are agreed as to the funda-
mental principles of the Treaty of Peace and
of the Covenant regarding the League of
Nations. There is evidently but one opin-
ion on that point, though we may differ
in certain particulars. I do not consider,
however, that the League of Nations will
end all war and establish eternal peace.
No, I think it is a splendid, a noble dream,
but only a dream, because when there were
only two men in the world, two brothers,
one killed the other, and since that time
war as been continually waged, It will

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON

continue as long as the world lasts. But
the effect of the League of Nations will be
to reduce the number of wars to a great
extent, and that is sufficient to justify its
establishment, because in this poor world
the most we can do is to reduce the evils
which afflict humanity, and in this as in
all other matters it is the most we can do.

Now let us come to the amendment. When
the Fathers of Confederation created the
new constitution, their object in estab-
lishing the Senate was to have a political -
body of men who would be able under all
circumstances to consider with mature
judgment and independence all questions
coming before Parliament, and would
correct and revise what deserved to be cor-
rected and revised. Well, honourable gen-
tlemen, there was never a question which
required more mature, deliberate, and in-
dependent judgment than the question now
before us, because we are called upon to
bind not only ourselves, but also future
generations, to take part in all the great
quarrels which may agitate and afflict the
world, and quarrels which will generally
be European; and, I must add, without
the consent or approval of our Parliament
or any parliament we shall be bound to
participate. You will admit, honourable
gentlemen, that this is a departure from
the policy which was adopted by all the
great chiefs of the Conservative party and
of the Liberal party.

I said yesterday in my little speech in
French that the effect of the Treaty would
be to put cur country in a very critical
situation, full of elements of friction, of
discontent, of complication, which would
probably if not certainly disturb our rela-
tions with England and with the United
States, and I added that the partisans of
Imperialism and all those who desired to
remain British subjects would do wrong
in placing themselves in such a situation.
We are all proud to live under British
rule, French Canadians perhaps more so
than any others—why? Because we have
perhaps more reason than other national-
ities to be happy to live under British
rule. We should be ungrateful if we did
not recognize that England has been good
to us, and that all those that came from
England to govern us were kind and
treated us with all possible generosity and
sympathy. It is because I, like the hon-
ourable member for De Salaberry (Hon. Mr.
Béique) and the honourable member for
De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), think
that the Treaty will create very serious
complications which will endanger our
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relations with England that I am anxious
to know what I ought to do. At any rate,
honourable gentlemen, I have been con-
firmed in the views that I expressed yes-
terday by what has been stated by the hon-
ourable .members for De Lorimier and De
Salaberry. They give facts to show that
there was reason to fear the consequences
of the Covenant of the League of Nations.
Do you not think, honourable gentlemen,
that that is sufficient to induce you, and to
induce the honourable leader of the House,
to allow a postponement for some days. As
the discussion has been so interesting and
has presented such problems, it may be
supposed that if it were to continue other
problems and other views worthy of our
consideration might be brought forward.
So I am surprised that the honourable
leader of the House, whose eloquence and
whose character. I always admire,
and who is always so ready to comply with
our desires—I am surprised that he is so
obstinate in this instance, in refusing to
grant us the delay which we ask in order
that we may give more consideration to the
great problems raised by the Treaty of
Peace. He may have good reasons, but
he has not given any, for being on this
occasion so obstinate in his refusal. I
hope that honourable gentlemen who are
behind him will induce him to grant us a
few days more. A fuller discussion would
be of interest to the public, and views
might be expressed which the Government
itself might perhaps be pleased to hear.

Well, if the honourable gentleman refuses,
what shall we do? We might vote in fav-
our of accepting the Treaty in principle.
Shall we vote for it?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: But, on the other hand,
as we think that the objections which have
been raised are quite serious, shall we vote
against the Treaty? Perhaps not. Then,
shall we abstain from voting, so as not
to share in the responsibility for the diffi-
culties which I have just mentioned?
Whether we vote or not makes no difference,
as has been well established in the course
of the discussion. The honourable leader
of the House is smiling now. That is a
good sign. Does he not think that we need
time in order to decide which of the posi-
tions which I have indicated we ought to
-take? I hope he will grant us what we ask.

The proposed amendnrent of Hon. Mr.
Bostock was negatived, and the resolution
was agreed to. :

S—43 !

TREATY OF PEACE WITH POLAND.

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL AGREED TO.
Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:

Resolved, That it is expedient that Parliament
do approve of the Treaty of Peace between the
United States of America, the British Empire,
France, Italy and Japan, and Poland, which was
signed at Versailles on the twenty-eighth day
of June, nineteen hundred and nineteen, a copy
of which has been laid before Parliament, and
which was signed on behalf of His Majesty,
acting for Canada, by the Plenipotentiaries
therein named, and that this House do approve
of the same. :

He said: What has been said upon the
preceding motion applies equally well to
this. Canada has been made a party to
this Treaty, and hence we desire ﬂhe ex-
pression of the Senate upon it.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: I might
point out, what is unfortunately true, that
I for ome have not had time to examine
the Treaty. In conjunction with all the
members of this Chamber, I acclaim the
recovered independence of Poland, and feel
that this war will have produced more than
evil and suffering, since it will have liber-
ated Poland and a number of other nations
which were in subjection.

I have said that I did not read the Treaty,
but I have glanced through it and have
noticed in it no clause to which I would
object. I desire simply to draw the atten-
tion of my honourable friends from the
province of Ontario to Article 9, which may
suggest to them reflections which would
help towards the maintenance of peace be-
tween the races in this country, by bring-
ing about the application in that good old
province of the same principles as are em-
bodied in the Treaty which our plenipoten-
tiaries have signed. Article 9 says:

Poland will provide in the public educational
system in towns and districts in which a con-
siderable proportion of Polish nationals of other
than Polish speech are residents adequate facili-
ties for ensuring that in the primary schools
the instruction shall be given to the children of
such Polish nationals through the medium of
their own language. This provision shall not
prevent the Polish Government from making the
teaching of the Polish language obligatory in
the said schools.

In towns and districts where there is a con-
siderable proportion of Polish nationals belong-
ing to racial, religious or linguistic minorities,
these minorities shall be assured an equitable
share in the enjoyment and application of the
sums which may be provided out of public funds
under the State, municipal or other budget, for
educational, religious or charitable purposes.

The provisions of this Article shall apply co
Polish citizens of German speech nnly in that
part of Poland which was German territory on
August 1, 1914,
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The work in Paris of the plenipotentiaries
of the most civilized nations in the world
has broadened the ideas of many people
and has done much to find a remedy for
the ills of humanity which will be of general
application throughout the world; and I
commend this article to my honourable
friends and the population of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Is that clause
179

The motion was agreed to.

THE RHINE TERRITORIES
AGREEMENT.

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL AGREED TO.
Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:

Resolved, That it is expedient that Parliament
do approve the agreement between the Unit:d
States of America, Belgium, the British Empire
and France, and Germany, with respect to the
military occupation of the Territories of the
Rhine, signed at Versailles on the twenty-eighth
day of June, nineteen hundred and nineteen, a
copy of which has been laid before Parliament,
and which was signed on behalf of His Majesty,
acting for Canada, by the plenipotentiaries
therein named, and that this House do approve
of the same.

He said: What I have said as to the pre-
ceding resolutions applies equally to this
one.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: As this is only an
agreement arising out of the main Treaty,
I should like to ask my honourable friend
the leader of the Government if we are to
understand that all agreements of this kind
will be presented for approval to the Parlia-
ment of Canada? This document, in con-
tradistinction to the others, bears the
words, “Presented to Parliament by com-
mand of His Majesty.”” Of course, that
means presented to the British House.
This document is printed in England; but
I understand that it was not presented for
ratification, but for the information of the
House. :

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: We are
presenting this agreement in pursuance of
a promise that the Treaty would be sub-
mitted to the Parliaments of the various
Overseas Dominions; and, inasmuch as this
agreement is practically part and parcel
of the Treaty, and grows out of the Treaty,
it was thought desirable to follow that
procedure.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Although it
does not seem to have been signed by the
representatives of Canada.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, by
the representative of the British Empire;
and the British Empire has been treated

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

in the Treaty as being made up of Great
Britain and the Overseas Dominions.

The motion was agreed to.

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

THE SENATE.

Friday, September 5, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE LATE LT.-COL. BAKER, M.P.
FORM OF MEMORIAL.

Hon. GEORGE G. FOSTER moved:

That the following senators, to wit: the
Honourable Messieurs Bradbury, Casgrain, Pope,
and the Mover, be appointed a Special Commit-
tee to confer and act with the Committee of
the Senate and the House of Commons, who
have in charge the building and arrangement
of the new Parliament Building, for the purpose
of considering and reporting upon the form of
the memorial to the late Lieutenant-Colonel
Baker, M. P., for Brome, to be erected in the
said building.

The motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE.
Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:

That when the Senate adjourns to-day it do
stand adjourned until Monday, the 22nd instant,
at three o’clock in the afternoon.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: On behalf of some
members who are not here, I would request
that the date be made the 23rd instant in-
stead of the 22nd, because it would be in-
convenient to some honourable gentlemen to
leave their homes on Sunday, as they would
have to do in order to be here on Monday.

The motion, amended as suggested, was
agreed to.

EXPORTS OF FOOD PRODUCTS, 1919.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND (for Hon. Mr.
David) moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
statement showing the quantity and value of
wheat, butter, cheese, pork, cattle and food
products generally exported to foreign coun-
tries since the 1st of January, 1919.

The motion was agreed to.

COMMISSIONS APPOINTED SINCE 1912.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND (for Hon. Mr.
David) moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
statement showing the number of commissions
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appointed since 1912, their object, the names of
their members and their salaries, the total cost
of each commission and those which are still
existing.

He said: I know a similar motion was
made last session by some honourable
member of the House; perhaps there was
no return made. .

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes, there
were returns made. I have no objection to
the motion going, because the information
will be obtainable from the Journals, and
upon being transcribed can be placed upon
the table of the House. .

Hon. Mr. POWER: T do not rise for the
purpose of opposing this motion, but I think
the notice is incomplete; I think there
should be added to it something like this:
“And the results which have followed from
the appointment of the commissions.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, my
mandate is simply to make the motion. I
would draw the attention of the leader of
the Government to the opportunity of sav-
ing as much money as possible to the coun-
try. If the motion made has been covered
in part by a return made last session it
would go without saying that the mover of
this resolution would be satisfied if it were
simply completed.

The motion was agreed to.

HUDSON BAY ROUTE.
COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY,

Hon. GEORGE W. FOWLER: Honour-
- able gentlemen, owing to the long adjourn-
ment, I would ask the leave of the House
to move the motion that is on the Order
Paper for Monday, with regard to the re-
appointment of the Hudson Bay Committee.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What will the
honourable gentleman gain by moving that
motion now?

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: The matter will
then be in train, and time will be saved.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But the com-
mittee is not sitting during the recess.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: If my honourable
friend objects—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am not ob-
jecting, but it is a dangerous practice to

take up in advance a motion that has been

fixed for a certain date. The Senate is

supposed to take notice that the matter will
be dealt with at a certain time, and when
a senator comes on the date fixed he finds
that the matter has already been disposed

of. Of course, this is of no importance and
it can be passed now.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: I trust my honour-
able friend does not mean that the motion
is of no importance, for he is a member
and a very important member of that com-
mittee himself.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should have
said rather that the matter is not conten-
tious.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER moved:

That a committee of twelve of this House be
appointed to take evidence and report at this
session upon the navigability and fishery re-
sources of Hudson Bay and (Strait, and of the
character of the ports of said Hudson Bay with
regard to their fitness as railway terminals, and
that such committee ‘'shall have power to call
for persons and papers, and that the said com-
mittee do consist of the Honourable Messieurs
Bostock, Casgrain, Dandurand, P.C., Daniel,
DeVeber, Fowler, Lougheed, Sir James,K.C/M.G.,
P.C., Michener, Schaffner, Sharpe, Watson and
‘Willoughby.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have not
made sufficient amends for the slip of the
tongue which I made a moment ago, and
I now take advantage of the motion being
moved to say that I have rarely attended
committee meetings that were as interesting
as those held by this committee last ses-
sion. Honourable members of the Senate
who are not members of the committee
would find it to their advantage to attend
the meetings of the committee when inter-
esting data upon the West is being fur-
nished us.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Accept the apology.
Hon. Mr. BOYER: May I recall atten-
tion to the fact that the honourable senator
from De Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)

is going to be away all session. Could not
his place be taken by some one else?

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, no.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think he will -
be here about the first of October.

The motion was agreed to.

TREATY FOR PROTECTION OF SALMON.
INQUIRY.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: With the leave
of the House 1 should like to draw my
honourable friend’s attention to an article
‘which I noticed in the Manitoba Free Press
of September 3, which reads as follows:

‘Washington, D.C., Sept. 2.—A treaty between
the United States and Great Britain for the

protection of sock-eye salmon of the Fraser
river system was signed at the State Depart-
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ment to-day. Secretary Lansing sigped for the
United States and R. C. Lindsey, in charge of
the British embassy and Chief Justice John
Douglas Hazen, of Canada signed for the Brit-
ish government.

This is such an important matter to the
province from which I come that I should
like to ask the leader of the Government
if he can give us any information as to the
nature of the treaty referred to, and also
whether it is liable to pass the Senate at
Washington without any great discussion.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am
sorry to say that I have no information
upon the subject whatsoever, and will not
be in a position to give any until we re-
assemble.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As the Treaty
concerns 'Canada I suppose it goes without
saying that it will be ratified by our Par-
liament?, :

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: It will
have vo receive the ratification of the United
States Senate, which is rather a difficult
thing to get, apparently.

The [Senate adjourned until Tuesday,
September 23, at 3 p.m.

THE SENATE.

Tuesday, September 23, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

ARTIFICIAL FERTILIZERS.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
return of a statement giving weight and value,
also the Import Duty paid on the importations
into Canada of mixed fertilizers, also of Sulphate
of Ammonia, Nitrate of Soda, Ammoniates,
Phosphate Rock, Super Phosphates, Kanite or
Potash Salts, Chloride of Potash and Crude
Sulphate of Potash, and of any miscellaneous
chemicals as are used in the manufacture of
artificial fertilizers, for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 1919, and for each month of the un-
expired year to date.

The motion was agreed to.
SOLDIERS’ (CIVIL RE-ESTABLISHMENT
BILL.
BILL WITHDRAWN.
On the order:

Second reading Bill A, An Act to amend
The Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-Es-
tablishment Act.—Hon.Sir James Lougheed.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK.?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Honour-
able gentlemen, I desire to withdraw this
Bill, inasmuch as a similar Bill has been
introduced in the House of (Commons,
which, of course, will reach us in due
time.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: May I take this
opportunity of asking my honourable
friend what legislation we may expect to
be brought down in the near future?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: A- Bill
will be brought down to ratify the Peace
Treaty.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I thought we had
already ratified the Peace Treaty.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: A reso-
lution has been brought down and has been
agreed to, but a Bill likewise will be sub-
mitted to Parliament at an early day. Out-
side of that legislation, I cannot at the
moment say specifically that there will be
other Bills of very great importance.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the hon-

.ourable gentleman tell us if the Bill to

ratify the Peace Treaty will be introduced
in the Senate, or if two Bills will be intro-
duced in the two Houses simultaneously,
as was done in the case of the resolution?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: 1 will
satisfy my honourable friend by saying
there will be only one Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will it be in-
troduced in the Senate or in the House of
Commons?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:
Commons.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: May we look for
prorogation next Monday?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Scarcely.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: I should like to ask
the leader of the House if the ratification
of the Peace Treaty will be held to be
synchronous with or equivalent to the Pro-
clamation of Peace. Certain Orders in
Council, I believe, are in force up to a date
which is spoken of as ‘“‘the Proclamation
of Peace.” There appears to me to be a
good deal of doubt as to just what is meant
by the Proclamation of Peace—who is to
make the Proclamation, or when it is sup-
posed to come. We all know that we have
been at peace for a long time. I should
like to know whether the passing of the
Bill ratifying the Peace Treaty will be
equivalent to a Proclamation of Peace.

In the
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Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I will say
no to my honourable friend.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Can my honour-
able friend tell us by what countries the
Treaty has been ratified? Has the Govern-
ment been officially advised that it has been
ratified by any nation?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I cannot
inform my honourable friend authoritative-
ly upon that point.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It has been rati-
fied in England.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I under~
stand that it-has been ratified by the Brit-
ish Government. Whether or not it has been
ratified by France I cannot say.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Italy has ratified
it, T think.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I cannot
say.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: With my honour-
able friend’s permission, I will renew my
question to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I have a feeling of
regret that the leader of the House has
decided to drop the Bill with respect to
the Soldiers’ Civil Re-establishment. It is
true that a Bill of the same title has been
introduced in the House of Commons; but
the Bill which the honourable gentleman
proposes to drop was
Senate on the 4th of September, whereas
the Commons Bill was not introduced until
the 15th of September. It seems to me that
the Senate has a precedence which should
be maintained; and, further, the minister
who has charge of the Department of Sol-
diers’ Civil Re-Establishment is the leader
of the Government in this House. Under
the circumstances, it seems to me that we
might have expected that the Bill would be
proceeded with here, and that the Com-
mons should havé waited until the Bill
went down to them.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Owing to
representations which have been made by
many organizations of returned soldiers
throughout Canada, the Government, during
adjournment of the Senate, thought it would
be opportune to hold an inquiry into what
is being done by the various departments
of Government touching the re-establish-
ment of returned soldiers in civil life.
Consequently it was thought that the better
way to do it would be in connection with
this Bill which had been introduced in the
Senate. The committee which is now sitting
and making inquiry into that subject is the

introduced in the

outcome of the introduction of this same Bill
in the House of Commons. It was not out
of discourtesy to the Senate in any respect

that the Bill was introduced in the House
“of Commons, but owing to our adjournment

and the impossibility of proceeding with it
in this Chamber while those organizations
were demanding from the Government that
inquiry be made into their representations.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: In that case the
Bill will not be proceeded with in the Com-
mons until that committee has reported?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: We may
be fully assured that it will be proceeded
with during the present session, and that
it will reach this House in due course.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT : There will be little
time to consider it, if that is the case.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: It is
necessary that the Bill should pass during
the present session, owing to the probability
of peace being declared before Parliament
again meets, and the need for legislation
confirming the Orders in Council which
have been passed concerning the various
subjects with which the department has to
deal.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can the honour-
able gentleman inform this House as to the
scope of the inquiry which is proceeding in
the Special Committee appointed by the
other House?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I under-
stand the scope will be sufficiently wide to
permit of the fullest inquiry as to what is
being done by any department of the Gov-
ernment to assist the returned soldier ir}_
re-establishing himself in civil life. I think
that the most rigid interpretation will not
be placed upon the resolution which passed
the Commons, but that every opportunity
will be given for a full inquiry as to what
can advantageously be done in the interest
of the returned soldier.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is the inquiry
to cover the demand made for a flat sum
of $2,000 per soldier?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I do not
understand that it wil’ consider that as a
concrete question; buf, as I have already
pointed out, it will consider the question
whether the Government has gone suffi-
ciently far in assisting the returned soldier,
or whether there are not some other fields
that might be covered by the action of the
Government in assisting him.
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Hon. Mr., DANDURAND: I wunderstood
that the inquiry would cover the capacity
of the country to meet such a demand.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I have
no doubt of that. Of course, that will be
a fundamental question in considering what
shall be done.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I take it for
granted that if such an inquiry is to be
made, consideration would be given, not
only to the question of the ability of Canada
to pay a certain fixed sum to each of the
500,000 soldiers that were enlisted, but also,
either prior to or concurrently with that
study, to the ways and means whereby this
country might fulfil the obligation of find-
ing $200,000,000 a year to meet our addi-
tional yearly charges. It seems to me that
this question should be studied at the same
time as the ability of the country to pay
larger sums to soldiers, because we are
faced with" the obligation of levying hence-
forth from the taxpayers of the country a
further sum of $200,000,000 a year, and it
is a reproach, which I intend to maintain
and repeat, that the present Government
has mot indicated in any mamner where
that $200,000,000 is to be got. We are about
to ask the country to subscribe to a new
loan of $300,000,000 or $400,000,000, partly
to meet the deficit of last year. Surely we
are not going to the people every year to
ask them for loans of $200,000,000 or $300,-
000,000 or $400,000,000 to meet our regular
annual charges. So far we have been going
to the taxpayer and asking him to lend
his money to the country. This is an easy
process, but a day will come when we shall
have to look the ratepayer in the face and
ask him to meet the annual interest upon
those loans. It seems to me that the time
has come—and it has come before to-day—
to examine the situation honestly, and to
find the sources of income in order to meet
our yearly liabilities.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I know that it is not
quite regular to refer to what takes place
in another House, and I am slightly out of
order, but I just wish to call attention to
the fact that with respect to this question
the Prime Minister some weeks ago made a
declaration which showed that his view of
the matter was the same as that taken by
the honourable gentleman from De Lorimer
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand). For some reason
or other the Government, and of course the
Prime Minister, appear to have weakened.
Whereas he then spoke in very decided,
absolute, and emphatic terms with respect
to this matter, he has now changed his

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED

position. Whereas he declined to consider
the subject of gratuities at that time, the
Government are mow prepared to consider
it; and not omly that, but they introduce
a Bill, one of the objects of which appar-
ently is to enable this subject to be dis-
cussed. I think it is a pity that the Gov-
ernment do not stay in one place or the
other. 3

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I can as-
sure my honourable friends that whatever
is done will be-based upon the ability of
the Government to do it; and furthermore,
whatever is decided to be done by the Gov-
ernment will of course be submitted to
this Chamber, just as to the House of Com-
mons, -and it will be for this Chamber to
pronounce upon it. Parliament is peculiar-
ly an institution wherein representations
can be made, and should be made, upon
any subject of public interest, and it is
only in this particular relation, I think,
that this matter is being discussed at the
present time in the House of Commons.

The Bill was withdrawn.
RECENT CHANGES IN THE MINISTRY.

On the motion for adjournment:

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Could my honour-
able friend tell us what changes have been
made in the Government of late? We have
heard certain reports and certain rumours.
I understand that the Minister of Customs
has taken over the Department of Public
Works.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: But so far as I
am aware, we have had no official state-
ment from the Government in regard to
that.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am
unaware of any other change having taken
place since we last met than the assumption
of the portfolio of Public Works by the
former Minister of Customs.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Did the honour-
able gentleman announce that the Minister
of Finance had resigned and been replaced
by somebody else?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED : That took
place some time ago—certainly some weeks
before we adjourned.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I doubt if this
House has been advised as to the resigna-
tions of some ministers and their replace-
ment.
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Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The House
probably knew it. =

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: What about the
Prime Minister?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We have heard
of the resignation of the late Minister of
Finance, Sir Thomas White. No cause for
his resignation has been given, and perhaps
no statement as to that is forthcoming. He
has been a very great success in borrowing
hundreds of millions from the country. I
should have thought that he would have
remained to finish his work, and to find
some means of levying the necessary taxa-
tion—a process which is perhaps a little
more difficult—to meet the interest on those
loans which he had raised.

at 3 p.m.

THE SENATE.

Wednesday, September 24, 1919.

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

in the Chair.
Prayers and routine proceedings.

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

THE SENATE.

Thursday, September 25, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

the Speaker in

FOREIGN CREDITS IN CANADA.
INQUIRY.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND inquired:

1. Has the Canadian Government opened
credits to foreign countries or governments to
allow purchasing facilities in Canada?

2. If so, to what countries, to what extent
and under what form?

3. What are the terms of payments provided
for?

4. Have those credits or guarantees been
taken advantage of?

5. If so, by whom and to what extent?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:

1. Yes.

2. Roumania, $25,000,000 for purchase of
foodstuffs, raw materials and manufactured
articles.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow

Greece, $25,000,000 for purchase of manu-
factured products and materials.

France, $25,000,000 for purchase of cattle,
foodstuffs, raw materials and manufactured
articles.

Belgium, $25,000,000 for purchase of food-
stuffs, raw materials and manufactured ar-
ticles.

Italy, $6,003,301.20 for purchase of frozen
beef.

3. All advances to be covered by Treasury
Bills of the various governments, repayable
in five years from December 31, 1919, and
carrying interest payable half-yearly at the
rate of 5% per cent:

4 and 5. Italy, $6,003,301.20; Belgium, $1,-
008,021.68; Roumania, $5,053,656.42; France,
no advance to date; Greece, no amount ad-
vanced as yet; contracts, however, entered
into totalling $9,653,054, for which advances
will have to be made shortly.

All advances are covered by Treasury
Bills deposited to the credit of the Minister
of Finance in London.

BUSINESS PROFITS AND INCOME

TAXES.

INQUIRY.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE inquired of the
Government:

The number of firms or individuals who paid
excess profits tax in the city of Moncton, N.B.,
and other cities and towns in the province of
New Brunswick, for the years 1916, 1917 and
1918; also the amount collected.

The number of persons who paid income tax
and the amount so paid in these cities and
towns.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Statisties
showing the number of firms or individuals
who paid business profits war tax or in-
come war tax in the various cities and
towns in the province of New Brunswick
or any other province are not available, as
records are only kept according to pro-
vinces. The following statement sets forth
the assessments paid under the Business
Profits War Tax Act, 1916, in the province
of New Brunswick:

No. of assessments Amount

paid. paid.
F1sca1 vear 1917 5ii . 48 $198,488.99
e L b e A Eet 221,592.42
& At Y | R O 409,737.26
1st April, 1919, to 24th
September, 1919.. .. 42 174,414.85

" Income tax for year 1917—Assessments
paid, 947; amount collected, $198,838.08.

Assessments covering the 1918 calendar
year are being prepared for mailing on the
31st October, 1919, as provided in section
8, chapter 55, of the statutes of 1919.
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JARRY DIVORCE CASE.
MOTION FOR RETURN OF FEES.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE moved:

That the fees paid upon the Petition of
Gabriel Jarry, of the city of Montreal, praying
for the passing of an Act to dissolve his mar-
riage with Marie Ernestine Brossard Jarry, of
the said city, be refunded, less the cost of
translation and printing.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Has the honour-
able member any objection to this matter
being referred to the Committee on Divorce?

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: It is not cus-
tomary.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I think the com-
mittee has considered this subject, and it
appears to me that such procedure would
be very proper in any case.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: As it is not my
child, I have no objection.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: If the honourable
gentleman has no objection, I would move:

That all the words after “that” in the said
motion be omitted and the following be inserted
in lieu thereof: “ the application for the refund
of fees paid upon the petition of Gabriel Jarry,
of the city of Montreal, praying for the passing
of an Act to dissolve his marriage with Marie
Ernestine Brossard Jarry, be referred to the
Standing Committee on Divorce.”

The motion, amended as proposed, was
agreed to.

THE TREATY OF PEACE BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 3, an Act for carrying into effect the
Treaty of Peace between His Majesty and
certain other powers.—Hon. Sir James
Lougheed.

NAVIGABLE WATERS PRL1EGTION
BILL.

FIRST READING.

Bill 11, an Act to amend the Navigable
Waters Protection Act.—Hon. Sir James
Lougheed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: As we are get-
ting near the week end, and there does not
appear to be a great deal of business be-
fore the Senate, I should like to suggest to
the leader of the House that when we ad-
journ to-day we stand adjourned until Tues-
day next. If such action does not inter-
fere with the business of the Senate, it will
suit the .convenience of a number of
members.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am
afraid that my honourable friends on the
other.side will object.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Up to the present
moment I have heard no objection raised
on this side of the House.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Sep-
tember 30, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE.

Tuesday, September 30, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

FRANCO-CANADIAN COMMERCIAL
CONVENTIONS.

INQUIRY.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND inquired of the
Government :

1. Has the French Government denounced the
Franco-Canadian Commercial Convertions of
December, 1907, and of January, 19097

2. If so, when do they terminate?

3. Has the French Government taken any
action towards the prolongation of these con-
ventions under the terms of the Treaty or
otherwise?

4. Has the Canadian Government expressed
its willingness to agree to a longer prolonga-
tion than the three months mentioned in said
conventions?

5. What is the present commercial status of
the two countries towards each other?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:

1. Yes.

2. At the expiration of three months’ no-
tice by either party. :

3. The French Government has denounced
all its commercial treaties, but has sug-
gested that they remain in force for the
present, subject to three months notice by
either party.

4. The Canadian Government has ex-
pressed the view that the three months
notice clause is entirely unobjectionable
to it.

5. The commercial relations of the two
countries remain the same ‘as before the
denunciation of the Treaty by France.

GOVERNMENT RAILWAYS RECEIPTS
AND DISBURSEMENTS.
'INQUIRY.

Hon. Mr. McSWEENEY inquired of the

Government:

1. What were the total receipts from ‘the
Intercolonial Railway, so-called, for the fiscal
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year ending March 31, 1919; also the disburse-
ments for the same period?

2. Also the receipts from the Transconti-
nental, from Winnipeg to Quebec, and the dis-
pbursements for the same period, that is, the
year ending March 31, 19197

3. Also, what were the receipts for the
Prince Edward Island Railway for the year
ending March 31, 1919, and what were the dis-
bursements for the same period?

4. Also, what were the receipts for the car
steamer King Edward for the fiscal year eqd-
ing March 31. 1919; also, what were the dis-
bursements for the same period?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:

1. Receipts, $26,435,343.68; disbursements,
£98,239,506.89. :

2. Receipts, $7,283,488.19; disbursements,
$8.,549,803.06.

3. Receipts,
$1,596,049.91.

4. Receipts and disbursements accruing
to the car steamer Prince Edward Island
are not kept separate and are included in
the receipts and disbursements of the Prince
Edward Island railway.

NATIONAL LABOUR UNIONS OF
QUEBEC.

INQUIRY.

Hon. Mr. I’ESPERANCE inquired of the
Government:

1. Is the Minister of Labour aware that the
National Unions of Quebec represent a mem-
bership of between thirty and forty thousand?

2.'Is the Minister of L.abour aware that this
unjon is incorporated, and thereby the associa-
tion assumes the responsibility for its con-
tracts?

3. Is the Minister of Labour in favour of the
principle of organized labour associations being
incorporated?

4. If not, what are his reasons against unions
being incorporated?

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON:

1. The so-called National Unions of Que-
bec have 63 locals with a membership of
thirty-one thousand, in the following cen-
tres: Montreal, Quebec; Three Rivers, Sher-
brooke, St. Hyacinthe, Hull, Chicoutimi,
Thetford Mines, Lauzon, Levis, Granby,
and Jonquiéres.

2. I assume that the question should read
“ unions ”’ instead of * union.” The answer
is: No. Two only are registered under the
Trade Union Act of Canada.

3 and 4. These two questions, being mat-
ters of opinion and not questions of fact,
are not, according to parliamentary prac-
tice, proper questions to be put.

In explanation of that answer, may I
point out that some months ago, in this
House, a question was asked which I pre-
sumed to answer at some length, as it re-

$741,514.58; disbursements,

quired an expression of opinion as well as_

statements of fact; and some other honour-

able gentlemen who desired to express their
views upon the subject were prevented from
doing so, because it was not proper to de-
bate a question on an inquiry. I therefore
desire to point out that I have no objection
whatever to expressing my opinion or giv-
ing my views in answer to an inquiry, if
the information is asked for in the proper
way.

TUCK DIVORCE CASE.
MOTION FOR RETURN OF FEES.
Hon. Mr. BRADBURY moved:

That the fees paid upon the Bill Q2, An Act
for the relief of George Irvine Tuck, be re-
f:;ded, less the cost of translation and print-

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: May I
suggest to my honourable friend the pro-
priety of having this referred to the Divorce
Committee with a view of having a recom-
mendation made by that committee. It is
desirable to make this practice uniform. We
adopted it on a motion made the other day.
I hope my honourable friend will see his
way to agreeing to that.

Hon. Mr. ' BRADBURY: If I am in order,
may I say that I know absolutely nothing
about this matter which has been placed
in my hands. I know nothing about the
merits of the case; but I would like to
place on record, if I am in order, the rea-
sons why fhe petition asks for the remis-
sion of the fees:

That the obtaining of this divorce has cost
your petitioner the sum of $980.

That your petitioner purposes to commence
a four years’ university course on or about
the 30th day of September, 1919.

That your petitioner is financially embar-
rassed by reason of the obligations incurred by
the divorce case aforementioned.

These reasons are stated in the petition
which has been placed in my hands.

The motion was referred to the Standing
Committee on Divorce.

EXPORTS OF FERTILIZERS.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
Return of statement giving weights and values
of the exportation from Canada during the fis-
cal years of 1916-17-18-19 of mixed fertilizers,
also of Sulphate of Ammonia, Nitrate of Soda,
Ammoniates, Phosphate Rock, Super Phos-
phates, Kanite or Potash Salts, Chloride of
Potash and Crude Sulphate of Potash, and of®
any miscellaneous chemicals as are used in the
manufacture of artificial ‘fertilizers, also Basic
Slag from the provinces of Ontario, Quebec,
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward
Island, by each province, and where exported
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to as shown by clearances of the various cus-
tom houses.

The motion was agreed to.

BONUSES FOR BAIT FREEZERS.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. McLEAN moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
Return to include:

1. The number of chemical bait freezers
erected in Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island, which between 1909 and
1919, inclusive; (a) applied for Government
agsistance; (b) were granted Government as-
sistance; (c) were refused Government assist-
ance.

2. The names and addresses of the persons
in each case who made application; and, in
cases in which assistance was refused, the
reasons for refusal. £

The motion was agreed to.

INTERPRETATION ACT AMENDMENT
BILL.

FIRST READING.

Bill 4, an Act to amend the Interpretation
Act.—Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

DOMINION BY-ELECTIONS BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 13, an Act to amend the Dominion
By-Elections Act, 1919.—Hon. Sir James
Lougheed.

NATURALIZATION BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 14, an Act to amend The Naturaliza-
tion Act, 1919.—Hon, Sir James Lougheed.

TREATY OF PEACE BILL.

MOTION FOR SBECOND READING—DEBATE
ADJOURNED.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
second reading of Bill 3, an Act for carry-
ing into effect the Treaty of Peace between
His Majesty and certain other powers.

He said: It will be recalled that a resolu-
tion was submitted to this Chamber on
September 4 expressive of the approval by
this body of the ratification of the Treaty.
As I took the liberty on that occasion of
speaking at some length on the different
provisions of the Treaty, and it is not neces-
sary for me to repeat what I said at that
time. I therefore do not purpose going into
any lengthy explanation of the Bill now,
but will only say that it will be observed
from the first clause—because the Bill is
practically ‘a one-clause Bill—that it is
desirable that authority should be given
to the Governor in Council to make such
appointments, establish such offices, pass

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE.

such Orders in Couneil, and do such things
as appear to him necessary for giving effect
to any of the provisions of the Treaty. If
honourable gentleman have the Treaty
before them, they will find most elaborate
provisions therein, beginning say on page
139, dealing with debts; on page 146, under
section 4, property, rights, and interests; on
page 152, under section 5, contracts, prescrip-
tions, judgments; on page 160, under section
6, the establishment of a mixed arbitral
tribunal; and other elaborate provisions
dealing with the many questions which
necessarily arise out of the negotiations for
peace.

It is unnecessary to point out to honour-
able gentlemen that the disturbance which
took place during the world struggle is with-
out parallel, and necessarily there must be
a settlement, not only in the countries of
the Allied and Associated Powers, but in
enemy countries, as to the relations between
not only German nationals and nationals of
enemy countries, but nationals of the Allied
and Associated countries. It will be neces-
sary, for instance, to have an adjudication
and determination of the many questions
that will arise in the different countries of
the parties to the Treaty; it will be neces-
sary to establish a mixed arbitral tribunal
for the purpose of hearing and determining
the various controversies that may arise;
it will be necessary to establish clearing
houses not only in the countries of the
Allies, but in the countries of the enemies,
for the purpose of dealing with all questions
affecting the business interests of the dif-
ferent nationals of the various Powers
engaged in the war. This can better be
accomplished by Orders in Council, as I
think honourable gentlemen will readily ap-
preciate, than by any fixed statute. We
cannot anticipate at the moment what shape
these organizations may take. They will have
to be adapted from stime to time to the
peculiar circumstances and conditions of .
the many vexed questions that must neces-
sarily arise; and whatever power is given
must be elastic and not rigid in its char-
acter.

Provision is also made in the Bill that
the authority of Parliament should be
given for the payment of any expense in-
curred in the carrying out of the’ Treaty,
and that money for this purpose should
be provided by Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Money to be
provided, or already provided?

Hon: 8ir JAMES LOUGHEED: It will
be from time to time provided, as the
necessity arises. In connection with the
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League of Nations certain expenditures will
have to be made. by the different countries
that are parties to the covenant of the
League; and also, I have no doubt, money
will have to be provided by Parliament for
the carrying out of the different provisions
to which I have already alluded.

This is the object of the Bill; and, inas-
much as on the fourth of September last
I dealt with the principle of the Bill, I
shall not inflict myself upon the House
further, but shall move the second reading
of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Can my honour-
able friend give me the information which
I asked for the other day as to which of the
Allied Powers have signed the Treaty up
to the present?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The only
official information I have been able to get
is that ‘Great Britain, South Africa, and
New Zealand have signed. We expect
daily to hear that Australia has done so,
but as yet the Government has not been
officially notified to that effect.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And as to Italy?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am
unaware of any official advice having been
received that Italy has ratified the Treaty.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honourable
gentlemen, we are now asked to deal with
a Bill which is for the purpose of supple-
menting the Treaty which we approved of
by resolution the other day. It is not my
intention to go into a discussion of the
Treaty itself, because I think it was fully
discussed before, -and I should be only
repeating what was said at that time. But,
with the permission of the House, I desire
to bring to your attention some papers that
have been brought down to Parliament
since the adjournment, and which I think
have considerable bearing on the way in
which this matter has been dealt with, and

~show the reason why we have been asked
to deal with this question in what, on a
previous occasion, I termed a rather hurried
and unsatisfactory way, inasmuch as the
honourable members of this House had the
official copy of the Treaty placed in their
hands on the second of September and were
asked to approve of it, and did approve of
it, on the fourth of September. Considering
that the Treaty contained some 440 articles,

it was rather a large order to ask honour- :

able gentlemen to deal with the various
.questions and express an opinion upon
them in that short time.

I think I drew attention to the fact that
on this side of the House we did not con-
sider that the approval of the Treaty by
Parliament was absolutely necessary; that
Parliament approved of a Treaty by pass-
ing, as we are asked to pass now, a Bill
that provides that the Government shall
do certain things in order to carry out the
terms of the Treaty; that the practice that

- we were asked to follow was entirely new

for Parliament; and that we were estab-
lishing .a precedent.

I am afraid that I shall have to take up
a littie of the time of the House in reading
the correspondence; I think it is of interest,
and T hope honcurable gentlemen will not
object. It reads as follows:

Telegram from the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom to the Prime Minister of Canada.

London, October 27, 1918.

Sir Robert Borden,
Ottawa.

27th October, 1918. I think that you ought
to be prepared to start without delay for Europe,
if the Germans accept the terms of the armis-
tice which we shall propose after our meeting
at Versailles this week, as the Peace Conference
will in that event probably open within a few
weeks, and this will have to be preceded by
inter-Allied conferences ot at least equal im-
portance. It is, I think, very important that
you should be here in order to participate in
the deliberations which will determine the line
to be taken at these conferences by the British
delegates.

Lloyd George.

Telegram from the Prime Minister of Canada
to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom.

Ottawa, October 29, 1918.

Rt. Hon. Lloyd George,
10 Downing Street, London.

October 29th. There is need of serious con-
sideration as to representation of the Domin-
ions in the peace megotiations. The press and
people of this country take it for granted that
Canada will be represented at the Peace Con-
ference. I appreciate possible difficulties as to
representation of the Dominions, but I hope
you will keep in mind that certainly a very
unfortunae impression would be created and
possibly a dangerous feeling might be aroused
if these difficulties are not overcome by some
solution which will meet the national spirit of
the Canadian people. We discussed the sub-
ject to-day in Council, and I found among my
colleagues a striking insistence which doubtless
is indicative of the general opinion entertained
in this country. In a word, they feel that new
conditions must be met by new precedents. I
should be glad to have your views.

Borden.

Telegram from the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom to the Prime Minister of Canada.

London, November 3, 1919.

Sir Robert Borden,
Ottawa.

3rd November.
while in Paris.

Your telegram reached me
I fully understand the import-
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ance of the question that you raise. It makesto lay treaty before your Parliament. The

me impressed all the more with the importance
of your coming immediately to Europe, for prac-
tically it is impossible to solve by correspond-
ence the many difficult problems which it raises
and which you fully appreciate. Also, on many
questions now coming under consideration I
should value your advice greatly. It will, I
earnestly hope, be possible for you to sail at
once.
D. Lloyd George.

I think that date should be November 3,
1918.

Telegram from the Secretary of State for the
Colonies to the Governor General.
London, July 4, 1919.
It is hoped German Treaty may be ratified
by three of the principal Allied and Associated
Powers and by Germany before end of July.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
; Secretary of State for the Colonies.

Ottawa, July 9th, 1919.

Following from Prime Minister. Your message
July 4th respecting ratification of Peace Treaty
with Germany. I am under pledge to submit the
Treaty to Parliament before ratification on be-
half of Canada. No copy of Treaty has yet
arrived and Parliament has been prorogued.
Kindly advise how you expect to accomplish
ratification on behalf of whole Empire before
end of July.

Telegram from the Secretary of State for the
Colonies to the Governor General.

London, July 23rd, 1919.

Following for your Prime Minister. Begins:

I have now consulted with Prime Minister
and the Cabinet with reference to your most
secret telegram of July 9th. Our view is that
early ratification, especially now that Germany
has ratified, is of the highest importance. In
the British constitution there is nothing which
makes it necessary for the King to obtain the
consent of Parliament before ratifying Treaty.
With perfect constitutional propriety the King
can ratify on the advice of his ministers. For
a Treaty of this far-reaching importance, and
one embracing the whole Empire, the King cer-
tainly ought not to act at the instance of all his
constitutional advisers, the Dominion Ministers
as well as that of the TUnited Kingdom.

I think the word “not” is a mistake.

But inasmuch as Dominion Ministers partici-
pated in peace negotiations, and side by side
with ministers of the United Kingdom sign
preliminaries of treaty, we hold that His
Majesty, if he now ratified the Treaty for the
whole Empire, would have the same constitu-
tional justification in doing so in respect of
Dominions as he has in respect of the United
Kingdom. The King by a single act would bind
the whole Empire, as it is right he should so,
but that act would represent the considered
judgment of his constitutional advisers in all
self-governing States of the Empire, because it
would be merely giving effect to an international
pact which they had all agreed to. We realize
at the same time the difficulty in which you are
placed by your pledge to Parliament. We are
willing, in order to meet this difficulty, to delay
ratification (which if we alone were concerned
we would desire to effect immediately) as long
as we possibly can in order to give you time

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK.

question is how long will this take. At an early
date could you not have a special meeting of
Parliament, solely for the submission of the
Treaty, and if so how soon might its approval
be expected? It would be impossible in our
opinion without the gravest consequences to
delay ratification until the late autumn.

I am communicating with the Governments
of South Africa, New Zealand and Australia ex-
plaining urgency, and begging them to submit
treaty to their Parliaments without delay, if
they feel bound to do so before assenting to its

' ratification. Ends.

Milner.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
Secretary of the Colonies.

Ottawa, July 29, 1919.

Following from my Prime Minister. Begins.

Your secret telegram of July 23rd has been
carefully considered by Cabinet, and it seems
to us that there is considerable doubt whether
under modern constitutional practice the King
should ratify without first obtaining the ap-
proval of Parliament. We think that in ac-
cordance with recent practice and authorities
such approval should be obtained in the case
of treaties imposing any burden on the people,
or involving any change in the law of the land,
or requiring legislative action to make them
effective or affecting the free exercise of the
legislative power, or affecting territorial rights.

On the other point, we fully agree that the
King in ratifying the Treaty ought only to act
at the instance of all his constitutional ad-
visers throughout 'the Empire, but we do not
entirely understand the suggestion that in the
case of the Dominions the signature of the Do-
minion plenipotentiaries is equivalent to the
tendering of advice to ratify. Do you regard
this as holding good in the case of the signa-
ture of United Kingdom plenipotentiaries?

‘We propose to call special session ‘on Septem-
ber 4th for purpose of presenting Treaty to
Parliament, and I am confident we can ratify
within a week thereafter. Please cable whether
this meets your views.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies.

Ottawa, August 1, 1919.

Following from my Prime Minister. Begins.

As we have to give thirty days’ notice of
summoning Parliament, I hope we have im-
mediate reply to my telegram of July 29th re-
specting ratification of Peace Treaty.

Telegram from the Secretary of State for the
iColonies to the Governor General.

Summoning of Parliament. I strongly advise
your giving notice to summon immediately in
view of severe pressure being put upon us from
Paris to ratify at earliest possible moment. It
is impossible to promise that we shall be able
to keep back ratification till the eleventh of
September. But I will certainly do my best,
and I feel pretty confldent that the argument
for that amount of delay would be irresistible if
we could count on Canadian approval by that
date.

Milner.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Following message from Prime Minister for
you.
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Your message reached me yesterday after-
noon and this morning Parliament has been
summoned for Monday, 1st September. I can-
not emphasize too strongly the unfortunate re-
sults which would certainly ensue- from ratifi-
cation before Canadian Parliament has had an
opportunity of considering Treaty.

Telegram from the Secretary of State for the
Colonies to the Governor General.
Urgent.

Re your cipher felegram of August 4th. The
Government of Union of South Africa has con-
vened special session of Parliament to consider
Peace Treaty with Germany. They are of
opinion that it will be very desirable to secure
uniformity in dealing with this question, and
have asked me to submit suggestions as to
form in which Peace Treaty should receive
in Dominions parliamentary approval—that is,
whether motion should be submitted to Parlia-
ment for that purpose, or ~whether approval
should take form of Bill on lines of that sub-
mitted to Parliament here. I have answered
to the effect that matter is, of course, one for
decision of local Government, but that best
course, in my opinion, would be to obtain
approval of Treaty by resolution of both Houses,
and that if, as is probable, legislation on lines
of British Bill is required in order to give effect
to Treaty, this could follow later.

British Bill, it is important to bear in mind,
is not a Bill to ratify Treaty, but to empower
the Government to take mnecessary steps to
carry out those provisions of Treaty which
require legislative authority.

Paris is putting severe pressure upon us to
ratify at the earliest possible date, and rati-
fication by the French expected September 2nd
or 3rd.

I should be grateful if you will inform me
that procedure will be adopted by your Govern-
ment. My reason for suggesting resolution of
both Houses is that this procedure might enable
ratification to take place without delay that
might be involved in obtaining parliamentary
powers for carrying out Treaty.

If, as I hope, procedure by resolution will
be adopted, I will assume that on receiving
cable to the effect that such resolution has
been passed there will be no objection to His
Majesty immediately ratifying.

Other Dominions I have telegraphed in the
same sense. Milner.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies.

Ottawa, August 23, 1919.

Your telegram of August 12th respecting
parliamentary approval of Treaty of Peace with
Germany. Canadian Government propose to
proceed by way.of resolution of both Houses
in order to expedite the matter. Legislation
giving effect to the Treaty will be introduced
later.

Telegram from the Governor General to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies.
Ottawa, September 12, 1919.
Most urgent.
Following Order in Council approved to-day.
Begins:
At the Government House at Ottawa,
12th September, 1919.
Present:

The Governor General in Council:
Whereas, at Versailles, on the 28th day of
June, nineteen hundred and nineteen, a Treaty

of Peace (including protocol annexed thereto)
between the Allied and Associated Powers and
Germany was concluded and signed on behalf
of His Majesty for and in respect of the Domin-
ion of Canada by plenipotentiaries duly author-
ized for that purpose by His Majesty on the
advice and recommendation of the Government
of the Dominion of Canada; S
And whereas the Senate and House of Com-
mons of the Dominion of Canada have by
resolution approved of the said Treaty of Peace;
And whereas it is expedient that the said
Treaty of Peace be ratified by His Majesty for
and in respect of the Dominion of Canada;
Now, therefore, the Governor General in
Council, on the recommendation of the Secre-
tary of State for External Affairs, is pleased
to order and doth hereby order that His Majesty
the King be humbly moved to approve, accept,
confirm and ratify the said Treaty of Peace,
%rdand in respect of the Dominion of Canada.
nds. :

Devonshire.
Telegram from the Secretary of State for the
Colonies to the Governor General,

London, Sept. 19, 1919.
~ Most satisfactory to know that Treaty of
Peace with Germany has been approved by
Canadian Parliament. As matters have turned
out and owing to unforeseen delays on the
part of other powers, British Empire will prob-
ably be in position to ratify as soon as any
other two of the principal Allied and Associated
Powers. Parliaments of the Union of South
Africa and New Zealand have also approved,
and I hope soon to receive telegram announcing
that Australian Parliament has approved.

Milner.

That is all the correspondence on this
file. I thought it was of such interest that
probably the House would not think I had
taken up too much time in reading it. It
shows that we were right in the contention
which we made when we were asked to ap-
prove of the resolution in the first instance
—the contention that it was not really ne-
cessary, inasmuch as Canada had plenipo-
tentiaries in Paris at the time the
Treaty was signed—it was not really ne-
cessary, according to the custom followed in
England heretofore—that the Treaty should
be formally approved by Parliament. But,
apparently, from this correspondence, it
has been arranged between the Government
of the Dominion and the Government of
Great Britain that this method of approv-
ing of the Treaty be carried out, and in
doing so we have established a new pre-
cedent in constitutional matters of this
kind.

With regard to the Bill itself, honourable
gentlemen who have -read it will notice
that we are asked by legislation to approve
of the Governor in Council passing Orders
in Council. We had a tremendous amount
of legislation by Order in Council during
the war, and we had hoped that when the
war was over this class of legislation would
be to a large extent done away with; but
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under this Bill we are asked to give the
Government power to deal by Order in
Council, with different matters arising
under the Treaty. If I understand the Bill
aright, it will give the Government the
power to appoint their representatives in
the Assembly of the League of Nations by
Order in Council.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: That is
not intended.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I think the Min-
ister of Justice stated in another place that
it could be done. ;

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I think

_his statement was that it was not the in-

tention in framing the Bill that power
should be exercised in that direction at all,

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: The point I was
wanting to make was that it can be done.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Oh, yes;
I suppose it might be done even without
that.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: It may not be the
intention of the Government so to do; but
if T read this clause aright the Government
would have the power to do so if they
wished.

1t would also, I think, allow the Govern-
ment to appoint the representatives that are
provided for in the clauses of the Treaty
that deal with the labour situation. Under
article 388 it is declared:

The permanent organizations shall consist of :

(1) A General IConference of representatives
of the members, and

(2) An International Labour Office controlled
by the governing body described in Article 398.

Then, in article 389 it is declared:

The meetings of the General Conference of
representatives of the members shall be held
from time to time as occasion may require, and
at least once in every year. It shall be com-
posed of four representatives of each of the
members, of whom-.two shall be Government
delegates and the two others shall be delegates
representing respectively the employers and the
workpeople of each of the members.

I think that honourable gentlemen look-
ing at that will see that those members can
also be appointed by Order in ICouncil
under this Bill as it is at present drafted.

Then I would draw attention to this, that
in the first subsection of clause 1 there is
no provision that those Orders in Council
shall be laid before Parliament. The second
subsection reads:

Any Order in Council made under this Act
may provide for the imposition by summary
protest or otherwise of penalties in respect of
breaches of the provisions thereof, and shall be

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK.?

laid before Parliament as soon as may be after
it is made, and shall have effect as if enacted
in this Act, but may be varied or revoked by
a subsequent Order in Council.

These Crders in ‘Council, apparently, it is
intended shall be laid before Parliament
as soon as they are made; but the Orders
in Council that are provided for in the first
subsection of that clause would apparently
not necessarily be laid before Parliament,
under the Act. T think it would be very desir-
able that it should at any rate be understood
that in both cases the Orders in Council
would be laid before Parliament as soon as
possible after they are passed, so that Par-
liament may at least be seized of what has
been done by the Government in regard to
these matters.

We can quite understand that, in order
to carry out the terms of the Treaty, it may
be necessary to provide in this way for the
Government making appointments and
doing other things by Order in Council, but
I would express the hope that this power of
enacting legislation by Order in Council
may be limited as much as possible.

I do not intend taking up the time of the
House any longer in dealing with this mat-
ter. The other points that arise could prob-
ably be better discussed when the Bill is in
the committee stage. But I think it is only
fair to point out that in dealing with this
matter we have been more expeditious than
almost any of the other nations that have
been concerned in the making of the Treaty.
Our neighbours to the south are still dis-
cussing the Treaty, and, as far as we on the
outside know, they have not come to any
conclusion as to what they will do about it.
In France itself, where the people are very
much more concerned with the immediate
results of the Treaty than we are ourselves,
they have taken considerable time in dis-
cussing it, and, according to accounts that
one sees in the papers, they are likely to
take considerably longer time before they
are in a position to ratify the Treaty. There-
fore I think that we have been expeditious,
and that in this matter it might have been
possible for the honourable leader of the
Government in this House to have given us
a little more time before asking us, in the
first instance, to approve of the Treaty by
resolution.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Will the honourable
leader of the House be kind enough to say
what interpretation he places upon this sub-
section 2?:

Any Order in Council made under this Act
may provide for the imposition by summary pro-

test or otherwise of penalties in respect of
breaches of the provisions thereof, and shall
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be laid before Parliament as soon as may be
after it is made, and shall have effect as if
enacted in this Act, but may be varied or re-
voked by a subsequent Order in Council.

Does the latter part of that subsection
mean that any Order in Council may be
varied or revoked without Parliament being
consulted?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I would
think so.

Hon. WILLIAM® ROCHE: Honourable
gentlemen, I have read the Bill which has
been presented. It is in very simple
language, conveys a vast amount of liability,
and is far-reaching, under apparently ex-
plicit and plain limitations, and I have
heard the exposition of it given this evening
by the honourable leader of the Govern-
ment. He very wisely, I think, referred to
the speech which he made on presenting the
resolution, and made that his preamble.

I want to know where we are. By the cor-
respondence which has been read, it is plain
that the Dominion of Canada is, like Mahc
met’s coffin, between heaven and earth. A
gentleman very high in the councils of
vanada announced that we were a nation,
and that we had the attributes of nation-
ality. Now, we know that we have been a
Dominion of the British Crown, that our
status was secured under the British North
America Act, that we have the Governor
General here representing His Majesty, and
that all our laws are subject to the sur-
veillance of the British Government. There-
fore we were a dependency, and I would like
to know by what Act, by what public
declaration, or sanction we have been

made a nation. It is vain to have
declamations about the achievements of
our boys at the {front as entitling

us to mnationality and many other con-
siderations which have been advanced.
But what is the plain fact? What are we
here? Are we here as an independent nation
of Canada, or are we here as a dependency
of the British Crown? If, on the one hand,
we are still, as it is said, attached by lead-
ing strings to Downing Street and rejoice
to be subjects of His Majesty King George,
or if, on the other hand, we are an inde-
pendent nation, we ought to know it and
we want to know it.

For my part, I am not prepared to argue
—I have never thought of it—which would
be the better condition: Whether we should
be a dependency of the Crown, or whether
we should be an independent nation. I
have not thought of that myself; neither
have I heard it argued out. I know this,

8—5

that if this war had not occurred, and if
Canada had had twenty years of peaceful
progress she would have been a nation,
alongside the British nation, the best ally
of the British nation, with all hearts in
one—a buttress and defence for the great
British nation to which we belong. I do
not know what has been the reason for
desiring this change. I never heard it ex-
pressed in any official quarter. 1 never
knew that our people were disloyal or were
dissatisfied with their relations with the
British Crown or were inveighing against
Downing Street or against the leading
strings or anything of that kind. It is quite
a novelty, and it appears to me that those
who were so anxious on previous occasions
to unfurl the British flag and wave it are
the people who now are looking for inde-
pendence and desire to throw aside the
British flag. So it appears to me.

This Council of the League of Nations
is erected for the purpose of suggesting to
the various Powers—and we are to be one
of them, apparently—what armaments we
shall provide, how much soldiery, how much
fleet, and how much money. It seems al-
ways to come back to that question: how
much money we will provide for the general
fund. This®*Bill provides for an elaborate
panorama of officials and negotiations, and
banking institutions and clearing houses
and ambassadors, I dare say, and all the
paraphernalia of nationhood; and, on the
other hand, all this is to be done through
the Governor General and through the
British Government. On which side are
we? This Council of the League of Nations
ought to have authority to summon certain
Powers to carry out the mandates of the
Council, but it appears not to have that;
it has only a recommendatory power. I
take it for granted that the Council is the
central power and should have the
authority to constrain the various govern-
ments and nations that are parties to this
League to summon these forces to execute
the mandate of the Council, which is the
voice of the Powers in general and in com-
bination. But apparently it is a rope of
sand. The Council has power to recom-
mend an)d suggest, and that is all. Unless
there is a unanimous vote in the Assembly
wherein the Council makes its recommen-
dations, nothing can pass and nothing will
come of it.

The various great nations have not totally
disarmed. At its own option each one
can retain so much military and naval
force as that Power thinks necessary. Cer-
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tain large divisions of the armies have been
disbanded, but large forces have been re-
tained by all the great nations. On the
other hand, several of the nations are still
at war. Peace has not actually been ob-
tained. Apparently, the whole of Europe
is convulsed still, and only the dependen-
cies of the British Government have signed.
Apparently other nations have held aloof.
It occurs to me that the view is held by a
great many thinking people that the League
of Nations will never mature, because the
objects of the nations are dissimilar, and
each one of the great Powers wishes to carry
out its own objects. I think that is the
reason why great Powers like France, the
United States, and Italy—leaving Germany
and Russia out of the question—have not
signed and obligated themselves to this
Treaty. Each one wishes to carry out its
own designs of aggrandisement. It is true
that a great force is to be provided and
that the nations shall contribute soldiers
and navies and whatever is necessary, and
shall endeavour to coerce inferior Powers
by refraining from trade arrangements with
them, and by bringing to bear all those
forces and compulsions outside of actual
war; but sign the Treaty and obj-igate them-
selves to it—they have not done it.

That is one side of the question. If the
rulings of ‘this Council have no binding
force, look at the responsibility we incur
under this Treaty. We shall be bound to
take part in all wars in Europe, in wars the
world over, and will be compelled to con-
tribute to the expense of those wars; while
the Treaty lasts we shall be forced to con-
tribute beyond our resources to the main-
tenance of the views of aggrandisement of
some of the Powers. It is true that Great
Britain has signed, and we on this side of
the House contended that that was all that
was necessary. It has been proved now
that that was correct, and I hope that
Canada in her relations with the British
nation will remain in the same position
that she occupies to-day, and that we will
have a Governor General, and will have
King George on the Throne, and will be
good, loyal British subjects.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentle-

+ men, I wish to call attention to one or two

things in this Bill, and to at least one thing
that is not in it that I should like to see
in it. The title of the Bill is: ““An Act for
Carrying into Effect the Treaty of Peace
between His Majesty and certain other
Powers.”

Hon. Mr. ROCHE.

Technically, at least, Great Britain is at
war with Germany, Austria, Hungary, Tur-
key, and Bulgaria. I supposed that the Bill
would provide for the carrying into effect
of the Peace Treaty already signed with
Germany, and the one signed with Austria-
Hungary, and would provide for carrying
into effect any treaties that might be
signed between Great Britain and Turkey
or Bulgaria. Upon examining the Bill
1 find that it deals only with the
Treaty between the Allied and Associated
Powers on the one hand and Germany on
the other. As I understand, that is the
Treaty that was signed at Versailles on the
98th of June, 1919, and the Treaty with
Austria-Hungary bears a later date. If it
is wise to have a Bill to deal with the
Germans, I should think it would be good
legislation to enlarge the Bill and to provide
that the Governor in Council could deal
with the Austria-Hungarian Treaty and
with the other treaties that are yet to be
signed.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: We do not kmow
what they are.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: It is po/ssible, perhaps,
that it is not intended that the Parliament
of Canada should have anything to say
about the treaties with those other Powers.
1f that is so, I should like to know it. and
would suggest that the proper title of the
Bill would be: “An Act for carrying into
effect a Peace Treaty between His Majesty
and the Allied Powers on the one hand and
Germany on the other.”

Then, section 2 of the Bill reads:

This Act may be cited as the Treaty of Peace
Act, 1919.

That is all right if we are to be tied
down to dealing simply with the Treaty
with Germany, and that alone. In my
opinion, either the title of the Bill should
be changed, or the words ‘“‘certain other
Powers” should be changed to “Germany,”
or else the Bill should be enlarged so as
to enable the Governor in Council to pass
Orders in Council dealing with all Powers.

I think the most important thing at the
present time is to let the people of this
country know the war is over. As everyone
knows, this war has turned the Constitution
of Canada upside down. By virtue of the
exercise of the defense power, the Parlia-
ment of Canada has been riding rough-
shod over every provincial constitution in
the country. It is possible that Parliament
could let the people of Canada know when
the war is over, and when provincial rights



SEPTEMBER 30, 1919

67

will have full force or effect as they had
prior to the war.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: And when the .
next one will be commenced.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The next war?
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: Yes.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: When the honourable
gentleman gets going no doubt we shall
have a war.

Honourable gentlemen will find that the
British Parliament last session passed ““ An
Act to make provision for determining the
date of the termination of the present war
and for purposes connected therewith.”
The peculiarity of that is that the King in
Council may declare when the war is over,
and that the date so declared shall, as near-
ly as may be; be the date of the exchange
or deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty
or Treaties of Peace. Then it goes on to
provide that His Majesty in Council may
also declare what date is to be treated as
the date of the termination of war between
His Majesty and any particular state.

We are in a peculiar position. Scarcely
three years pass when Great Britain is not
at war somewhere. She may declare war
on Afghanistan, or on some of the hill
tribes north of India, or she may declare
war in Africa. We never considered that
our Constitution was in the melting-pot,
but it would be in the melting-pot all the
time if the powers given to the Dominion
Parliament for the defence of the country
could be invoked whenever Great Britain
is at war. So far as the defence of this
country is concerned, I think the time has
gone by when we had the right to exercise
what we might call the autocratic powers
that the Parliament of Canada has been
exercising with respect to provincial rights
within the last four or five years. There
may be some doubt about it until there is a

formal Order in Council with regard to the
" war between Great Britain and Germany;
but I think it would be better for the people
of this country that something more should
go into this Bill, or that another Bill
should be brought in stating that the war
is over. In that respect I am disappointed
in this Bill. Perhaps the ‘leader of the
Government can tell us whether it is the
intention of the Government to bring in
another Bill putting the matter at rest.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: I think the
suggestion of my honourable friend is al-
together useless, at all events in the view
which ‘gentlemen on this side of the House
take. We have said that the ratifi-
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cation of the Treaty by Canada was
utterly wunnecessary, that the - ratifica-
tion of the Treaty by the Parliament
at Westminster is a ratification for the
British Isles and for all the Dominions as
well. If that contention is right—and it
seems to me, in view of the correspondence
which the leader of the Opposition has read
tu us to-night, that it is beyond argument—
the Parliament at Westminster will say
when the war is over, and will say it not
only for the British Isles, but for the
British Dominions as well. If the suggeg-
tion of my honourable friend were adopted,
we might be faced by the strange anomaly
that we would say the war was over, and
Great Britain would say that it would not
be over until another date. Which of those
dates would be the correct one? There is
only one answer. I do not want to use
strong language, but our action would be
absolutely useless; we would say the war
was over, but that would not carry any
weight at all.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND : Honourable
gentlemen, we have been discussing the
question of the date of the termination of
the war. Perhaps we might say ‘‘ wars’’
instead of “ war,” because if I am not mis-
taken Canada declared war on Austria when
Great Britain declared war on Austria, and
I am under the impression that Canada, by
Order in Council, declared a state of war
against Bulgaria and against Turkey; the
leader of the Government will tell me if I
am wrong. It is my recollection that we
followed in the wake of Great Britain and
declared war as Great Britain did.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: No, we never did.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, declared
a state of war.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No, no; the Im-
perial Parliament did that for us.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is true
but I think the Government of Canada
declared a state of war against Germany
and against the other nations.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: How could we?

. Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But® we did.
Of course, it was a question of fact. I
think I could lay my hand on the official
Gazette— o

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: We had not yet
discovered that we were a nation.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We did declare
that a state of war existed.
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Reverting to the question raised by my
honourable friend from Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Belcourt) and my honourable friend from
British Columbia (Hon. Mr. Bostock) as
to” the necessity of Canada ratifying the
Peace Treaty, there seems to have been
a clearly-defined opinion in London that
Canada’s ratification was absolutely not
needed, because in Lord Milner’s cable-
gram of the 23rd July last I find the follow-
ing:

We realize at the same time the difficulty in
which you are placed by your pledge to Parlia-
ment. We are willing, in order to meet this
difficulty, to delay ratification (which if we
alone were concerned we would desire to effect
immediately) as long as we Dpossibly can in
order to give you time to lay treaty before your
Parliament.

Again, in his telegram of August las}, Lord
Milner said:

I strongly advise your giving notice to sum-
mon immediately in view of severe pressure
being put upon us from Paris to ratify at earli-
est possible moment. It is impossible to
promise that we shall be able to keep back
ratification till the eleventh of September.

Apparently the British Cabinet was noti-
fying the Canadian Cabinet that if they
intended to call Parliament to ratify the
Treaty they had better hurry up, otherwise
they could ratify it themselves.

The honourable gentleman from Halifax
(Hon. Mr. Ross) said that our Constitu-
tion had received quite a wrench during the
years of the war; if we took the declarations
of some of the Cabinet ministers, it would
appear that our Constitution had been offi-
cially and regularly altered. One must not
forget that the British Constitution is an
unwritten one, and may change according
to precedents set; but ours is a written
Constitution, and, although we may do
things to-day which we were not doing yes-
terday, no precedent is established as to our
rights and our obligations, but we stand
where we stood before the war, with the
Constitution of 1867.

The question is raised by the cablegram
of Lord Milner of July 23, as to the right
of the King to sign the Treaty without the
advice and consent of Parliament. The
noble lord takes it for granted that that
right stilk exists in its entirety; yet he
somewhat changes the conditions under
which treaties are now signed. In the
past the King had the sole right to bind
the country by signing a peace treaty;' in
later years that right was tempered by the
advice of the Cabinet being required.
Lord Milner says:

In the British Constitution there is nothing

- which makes it necessary for the King to

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

obtain the consent of Parliament before ratify-
ing Treaty. With perfect constitutional pro-
priety the King can ratify on the advice of his
ministers.

There was a time when the King did not
need the advice of his ministers. Lord
Milner now claims that upon the advice of
his ministers the King can sign. What does
that mean in the ordinary parlance of to-
day? It means that the King no more can
sign a treaty of his own volition, but that he
can only do so on the advice of his Cabinet.
In other words, that means that the Prime
Minister of Great Britain alone has the
whole power to advise or not advise the
King to sign. If we have reached the stage
where that power rests upon the shoulders
of the British Cabinet, then should not the
British Parliament claim the full control
and the last word in the Tratification
of treaties? Because, after all. what is
the Cabinet but an executive oom-
mittee of Parliament? It strikes me as
odd that Lord Milner in the twentieth cen-
tury should appropriate to the Cabinet the
rigcht to bind the country to a Peace Treaty
without its submission to Parliament,
and it is most amusing to see how slowly
Parliament is exercising its full power of
directing the affairs of the country, particu-
larly in their most important feature, the
signing of such a Peace Treaty. The Bill
before the British Parliament is similar to
that which is presented to us to-day. It
involves ratification by implication only,
and does mot put the stamp of official
recognition upon it. As a matter of fact,
we know very well that when the Cabinet
agrees to sign a treaty it does so with the
understanding that it has the confidence
of Parliament and that Parliament sanc-
tions the signature by the Cabinet min-
isters.

I have thought it well to make these re-
marks because we are apt to forget that
the power lies in Parliament and not in
the Cabinet. The honourable gentleman
from Halifax (Hon. Mr. Ross) is quite
right in saying that we have passed through
what has been practically a revolutionary
time in regard to the Constitution, in our
dealings through Orders in Council during
this war. '

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: A reactionary
time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: A reactionary
and revolutionary timeg. The hour has
struck—and it should have struck sooner—
when we should return to normal condi-
tions and respect the spirit and the letter
of our Constitution by going back as often
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as possible to the fountain of all power
for important actions and decisions—the
Parliament of Canada.

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

NAVIGABLE WATERS PROTECTION
BILL.

* SECOND READING.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
second reading of Bill 11, an Act to amend
the Navigable Waters Protection Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, in 1918
we amended the Navigable Waters Pro-
tection Act, but it has been ascertained in
the application of the amendment which
was then enacted that no provision was

made for the removal of obstructions in -

navigable waters without the authority of
the department. Hence it fis desirable
that the Act should be further amended
in the manner indicated, through the Bill
now -before us. It is proposed to give to
the Government authority to remove any
structures that may impede naviga-
tion, and that have been erected with-
out the authority of the Government.
It almost goes without saying that inher-
ently the Government would have that
right; but I am not going to discuss that
subject, as it may involve very nice ques-
tions of law. However, it is desirable that
there should be an express declaration by
Parliament giving authority to the Govern-
ment to remove obstructions of this char-
acter.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend indicate what is the concrete
case, or the concrete cases, which have led
to the Government introducing this Bill?
It looks to me as if the Bill were for the
purpose of providing a remedy for some
specific case which the previous amend-
ment had not covered. I should like very
much to know the occasion which has ren-
dered this Bill necessary.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am un-
aware of any particular case. In perusing
Hansard of the House of Commons I notice
.that that question was submitted to the
Minister of Public Works, and I think his
answer was that he was unaware of any
particular instance in which it would be
necessary to apply the proposed amend-
ment, but it was desirable to have the gen-
eral law amended so that that authority
would vest in the Department of Public
Works.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It may be that
I did not follow my honourable friend

closely, or that my mind is not as clear as
it should be; but I fail to understand just
exactly why my honourable friend thinks
it desirable to have this Bill passed. I
confess I do not understand why, and I
hope that before we pass this Bill we may
have an explanation.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: As I un-
derstand, my honourable friend asks me for
a specific instance.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My horurable
friend has told me he could not give any;
so 1 am not asking for that, but am rather
looking for some more explicit explanation
of the Bill. I do not know what it means.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: As my
honourable friend will see in the last section
of the Bill, it is an express authority being
given to the Governor in Council to remove
any obstructions that have been erected in
navigable waters without the authority of
the Government.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am afraid that
this section means the reverse of what my
honourable friend says. ‘“Approved works
not to be deemed obstructions to navigation
or to be liable to removal, ete.”’-—I think
that is the very reverse of what 'my honour-
able friend has told us.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: That legalizes them.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The inter-
pretation of that section is, I understand,
that where the authority has been secured
to erect a work over or upon a navigable
water, even though it may impede naviga-
tion, it is properly there and cannot be
removed by reason of its being an obstruc-
tion to the navigation of the stream.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would not that
result from the former legislation? Is it
necessary to provide it here? Would not
that be a natural consequence, a necessary
corollary, of the existing law?

Hon. 8ir JAMES LOUGHEED: Where -
the authority was given and the work was
constructed there would be an implied
undertaking or obligation that such work
shotild not block or impede the stream;
but in this case, under the express lan-
guage of the Bill, if the authority has been
giver for the erection of a specific work,
then it is not possible to raise the other
question. Of course, the Government could
expropriate it, or, by the exercise of its
inherent powers, I suppose, make arrange-
ments for its remcval, but at the expense
of the Government itself. But the question
as to its impeding the stream cannot be
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raised. As I understand the other section,
that is, section 1, it will authorize the Gov-
ernment to remove any structure that has
been erected without express authority.
There are two provisions: one is for the
removal of a structure the erection of which
has not been authorized by the Govern-
ment; and the other provides that if the
proper authority was secured for the erection
of the work, such authority shall render
it prosf against the contention that it im-
pedes "the stream.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: [If any
person has filled in a large portion of a
lake or a hay, would he have to remove
the obstruction? I know of several in-
stances of that having been done.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend (Hon. Sir James Lougheed) is no
doubt right, but I coniess I do not under-
stand in what way this alters or affects
the legislation as it stands to-day.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I will
make further inquiry into it before we go
into Committee.

Hon. Mr. ROCHE: I think that the Bill
might have an extension, or perhaps it is
intended to cover such cases as I have in
mind. There are frequently collisions and
other accidents in which vessels are sunk
in navigable waters of harbours, and the
owners of the vessels are mot disposed to
lift them up, because the process is a very
expensive one. In cases where vessels have
been in collision or have been sunk and
are impeding navigable waters, there should
be some provision whereby the Government
could take prompt action to have the ves-
sels lifted and the impediment to naviga-
tion removed, the expense afterwards to
be borne by the party properly liable for it.
I think that, in view of the exigencies of
navigation and the extension of shipping,
that power should be vested in the Govern-
ment. ;

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: The honourable
member for Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt)
has asked the leader of the Government
for a svecific case. I may perhaps be
allowed to refer the hanourable leader of the
Government to a question that I asked
him two or three vears ago. I am sorry
that I cannot at present give the exact date.
The question referred to a bridge that was
built across the Thompson river at Kam-
loons. I asked my honourable friend what
authority had bheen received from the
denartment for the building of this bridee,
which was ohstructine navication and

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

giving the people of Kamloops who used
the river, a considerable amount of trouble.
The reply I received through my honour-
able friend from the department at the
time was that no such bridge existed. The
fact was that the bridge was there, and
there was considerable traffic across it. It
may be to that particular case that this
legislation refers. .

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

The Senate adjonrned until to-morrow at
3 p.m. :

THE SENATE.

Wednesday, October 1, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PETROLEUM OILS AND SPIRITS.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. JAMES DOMVILLE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
return of a statement of imports of petroleum
oils and spirits for the fiscal year ending March
31, 1919, and for each month of the unexpired
year to date.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, at the
risk of being a little tedious, I wish to make
a few remarks on this question, and shall
ask you to be very patient with me. What
I have to say will contain nothing of an
offensive nature; on the contrary it will, T
think, be interesting not only to the mem-
bers of this honourable House, but to the
public at large.

On May 2, 1918, this Chamber unani-
mously passed a resolution, which reads
as follows:

That in the opinion of this House, in view ot
the continued world-wide increase in the con-
sumption of crude petroleum oil and its manu-
factures, including fuel oil, gas oil and gaso-
lene; in view of the fact that up to date Canada
has required to import the major portion of
Canada’s consumption of crude oil and of the
manufactures of crude oil; in view of the fact
that there is known to exist in Canada deposits
of shale containing large quantities of the said
crude oil and of Nitrogen. which latter, when
converted into Sulphate of Ammonia, is valu-
able fertilizer, it is desirable that the Govern-
ment should give immediate consideration of
ways and means necessary to encourage the
production of crude oil and of Sulphate of Am-
monia from these deposits and generally lend
such co-operation as may be found necessary
to establish permanently the industry in Can-
ada to the end that its full economic value, in
its many varied uses, may, so far as may be
possible, be conserved within the Dominion.
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This resolution I had the honour to move,
and the honourable senator from Antigonish
(Hon. Mr. Girroir), in a very able speech,
seconded.

On April 25, 1918, I also had the hon-
our to move:

That an order of the Senate do issue for a
return of a statement of imports of petroleum,
oils and spirits during each of the following
fiscal years ending March 31, 1909, J g b SR B
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and for each month of the
unexpired year ending March 31, 1918.

The return asked for was brought down
and showed that the value of such importa-
tions in the year ending March 31, 1917,
was no less than $21,455,326. As the value
of coal imported during the same period
totalled $70,562,357, the total of the petro-
leum products and coal reached no less
than $92,017,683, a total that staggers the
intellect.

Last session I asked that certain cor-
respondence, known to have passed be-
tween the Government and the British
Government, concerning the development
-of the oil shaie deposits of the Maritime
Provinces, should be laid upon the Table.
The honourable senator who leads this
Chamber informed me, on June 7, 1919,
that this could not be done, because the
correspondence ‘was of a confidential
character.”

This is the inquiry which I made, with
the answers thereto:

Canada—Department of the Secretax:y of
State.

No. 48, Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate

17th June, 1919, page 459,
No. 1.

By the Honourable Mr. Domville:

. 1. Has the Government of Canada, or any
of its Departments, had any communication or
correspondence from the British Government,
or from officials of the War Office or Admiralty
or the Government in reference to supplies of
Fuel Oil from Canadian sources, and especially
as regards the possible supplies that may be
obtained from the oil shaies of the Maritime
Provinces?

2. If so, on what dates,
were given?

3. Will the Government lay the correspond-
ence before the House at an early date?

4. Did the Government of Canada or their
officials, have any communication with the
owners of the Albert Mines, New Brunswick,
with respect to such inquiries?

5. Did the Government of Canada have any
communication, officially or unofficially, with
the Board of Trade, St. John, N.B. on this
question of Oil or Oil Shales? If so, when, and
what was the reply of the said board?

Answers :

1. Yes. (Despatches relating to this ques-
tion are confidential and not such as might
properly be laid on tha table.)

and what replies

2 and 3. Answered by No. 1.

4. No.

5. No.

(Sgd) M. Burrell,
Secretary of State.

For myself, I cannot imagine the exist-
ence of any correspondence that.concerned
the development of natural resources that
are the property of the Government of the
provinces and not of the Government of
Canada, that would or could be of such a
character that the Canadian Government
could not produce them. If there be such
documents, they certainly should have been
produced, if only to remove from the minds
of the Provincial Governments and of the
citizens of the provinces interested, any
suspicion that the Canadian Government
were interfering with provincial rights.

1t would now appear that in another place
Sessional papers No. 254, dealing with an-
other section of this great question were,
under date of May 12, 1919, brought down
by the Minister of the Interior, who did
not plead that they were of a confidential
nature. v :

As the mover of the resolution so unarmi-
mously passed in 1918, I desire to ask the
honourable senator, the leader for the Gov-
ernment in this Chamber, what the Govern-
ment has done to carry out the expressed
wishes of this Chamber, to clearly indi-
cated in that resolution.

I would ask if it is true that the British
Admiralty at one time offered to provide
certain financial assistance should it be
necessary to secure in Canada the imme-
diate development of its resources of oil.

I would ask if this be true? I have rea-
son to believe that it is true. Then I ask,
why did not the Government take advan-
tage of such a proposition in order to secure
such development?

I would ask why were not the negotia-
tions commenced by Sir Francis Hopwood,
on behalf of the British Admiralty, who
came purposely to Canada, brought to a
favourable conclusion as regards to de-
velopment of the oil yielding shales of the
Maritime Provinces.

Is it to be supposed that the Canadian
Government, at the time when the Govern-
ment of Great Britain and of the, United
States are each expending very large
sums of money for the sole purpose of in-
creasing the production of petroleum oils
could have, for one moment, become parties
to any conspiracy to prevent in Canada
any increase in the production of such oils.
When the Minister of the Interior (without
permission from the company making a cer-
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tain offer) exposed td the officials of the
Imperial Oil Company that offer, the Gov-
ernment experienced no anxiety about such
papers being confidential. Surely there is
room for the belief that in the reply I
received ‘‘the wish was father to the
thfught.” !

n the year 1913 Nova Scotia supplied the
province of Quebec with 2,456,416 tons of
coal, in the year 1918 with only 134,449 tons—
a difference of 2,321,967 tons. The difference
was made up by increased importations
from the States. This year the States, owing
to labour troubles and to exportations to
Furope and South America, will be unable
to supply such deficiency as before. What
will the result be?

Professor H. E. Armstrong, speaking in
London, England, a month or two ago,
states:

In view of the prospective world’s shortage
of. petroleum, it will be criminal folly, marl,
criminal folly, if we fail to produce all the oil
fuel we can.

If not to produce be, in the opinion of
experts, “criminal folly ” in England, is
it not also criminal folly in Canada, or
does Canada and the Canadian Government
claim immunity from crime and also from
folly? Is not that Government, who
through the neglect of their ministers or of
their officials, or from motives that are sin-
ister and unthinkable, ignore the warnings
given to them, not once but many times,
and who persist in a policy that has pre-
vented and prevents the quick utilization
of the oil contained in the oil shale deposits
of Canada, ecriminally responsible, and
should not the deaths that have occurred and
which probably will occur through the lack
of fuel, be laid to their doors?

The Montreal Gazette of September 22,
1919, contained the following:

Britain securing control of most of oil sup-
plies—U.S. almost exhausted looks for new
fields, but finds Britain years ahead—Is import-
ant already—America finds itself victim of own
gambling and waste and forced to pay dearly
now.

London, September 20.—Recently E. Mackay
Edgar, head of the firm of Sperling & Co., ex-
pressed confident views on the ability of Great
Britain to hold her own against American
competition in an article in Sperling’s journal,
entitled “The Answer to Mr. Vanderlip.” In
a further article in the same journal, Mr.
Edgar makes an equally optimistic deliverance
on the future of the world's supply of petrol-
eum, which he is convinced lies in British and
not American hands at present. Mr. Edgar
says it seems impossible to overthrow Amer-
ica’s predominance in the oil industry, but just
as America, although thirty or forty years ago
the great timber producing country, is now in
the grip of a timber famine, so he is convinced
first, that she is rapidly running through her
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stores of domestic oil and is obliged to look
abroad for future reserves, and secondly, taat
these reserves are owned or controlled by
Fritssh capital,

“NMore oil,” says Mr. Edgar, *has probably
rur to waste in the United States than has ever
reached the refiners. Improvidence, careless-
ness, a blind gambling spirit, have marked all
except the most recent phases of the industry.
The great oil fields of the United States are
nearing exhaustion, and it iS not believed that
the new ones which are being proved will yield
anything like the old prodigal production.
America has recklessly and in sixty years run
through a legacy that, properly conserved,
should have lasted her for at least a century and
a half,

“Already, although few people realize it,
America is an importer of oil. Last year she
imported from Mexico 38,000,000 barrels of
forty-two gallons each. Like foresighted men,
however, Americans are now diligently scouring
the world for new oil fields only to find that
wherever they turn British enterprise has been
before them.

“We hold in our hands, then,” says Edgar,
“secure control of the future of the world’s oil
supply. We are sitting tight on what must soon
become the lion'’s share of raw material in-
dispensable to every manufacturing country and
unobtainable in sufficient quantities outside the
sphere of British influence.

“I estimate that if their present curve of
consumption, especially of high-grade products
is maintained, Americans in ten years’ time
will be importing 100,000,000 barrels of oil
yearly. At £2 a barrel that means an annual
payment of £200,000,000 per annum, most, if
not all, of which will find its way into British
pockets.”

I have seen a letter written by the right
honourable the Prime Minister, in which
the right honourable gentleman states:

The matter can only be decided by Council as
a whole and cannot be determined by any one
minister.

This statement, of course, is true, but the
collective responsibility does not remove the
individual responsibility which rests equally
with the Premier and with every member of
the Government, because each have their
redress from any decision of the Council
that is manifestly injurious to Canada and
to Canadians.

The President of the Society of Chemical
Industry of Great Britain has lately stated:

He had heard it said that coal had been too
cheap. He did not think that reproach would
be uttered any more in the future. We were
faced, not only with a great increase in the
price of fuel, but we were face to face with a
very serious diminution in the output and that
was a subject of the utmost gravity.

Such is the situation to-day in Britain.
The situation next spring in Canada as to
fuel is likely to be even more serious, be-
cause whilst Britain exports coal, Canada,
and especially Eastern Canada, has to im-
port both coal and oil. I ask, what im-
mediate action does the Canadian Govesn-
ment propose to take?
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Dr. Baskerville, of the College of the City
of New York, in a paper read in September
last before the American Institute of Mining
and Metallurgical Engineers, stated—I quote
from the Transactions:

The retarded development of that valuable
asset (oil-yielding shales) of the province of
New Brunswick involves a pathetic history,
which is lamentable. This was especially true
when the product was so much needed in the
prosecution of the war.

Three years ago the Canadian Govern-
ment were warned that a crisis was ap-
proaching in the supply of fuel. That warn-
ing was ignored, and the only possible
adequate remedy, so far as Eastern Canada
was concerned, was rejected.

In the spring following, whilst the late
Minister of Finance was enjoying the balmy
airs and genial climate of Southern Cali-
fornia, men, women and children were
being frozen to death in Canada through
lack of fuel. Last winter, but for the ter-
mination of the war and the accident that
the good God sent Canada an unusually
mild winter, similar or worse misery would
have materialized. Who can say what may
occur next year?

I have been informed that Inverness
(Nova Scotia) soft coal is now being sold
in the city of St. John, N. B., at no less
a price than $10.50 per short ton of 2,000
pounds, ex ship. If such be the price to-
day, what is likely to be the price next
winter?

Mr. Louis Simpson, industrial and mining
engineer, of this city, has made this ques-
tion a special study. From work done on
the oil shale question, this gentleman is
rapidly acquiring an international reputa-
tion, which it would appear is easier to be
gained by an expert than any recognition
from the Canadian Government. He has
for years back persistently pointed out to
the Government a sure and easy way by
which the present situation can be relieved
and also by the adoption of which many
of the millions of dollars now being sent
abroad may be retained at home. The
bunker coal requirements of Canada total
2,000,000 tons per year. This coal can, with
advantage to all concerned, be replaced
with fuel oil and this fuel oil can be ob-
tained in Canada. The coal so released
would go far to relieve future scarcity.
Not only will a ship fired with fuel oil carry
more freight, but the steamers will carry
their freight to the destination in less time,
and with a less cost of labour and repairs.
The present high cost of labour and con-
sequently of ship construction makes the

use of oil fuel economical, apart from the
relative cost of the respective fuels.

I do not need to tell honourable gentle-
men about the cost of constructing ships.
They know it too well. As honourable
gentlemen are aware, the ship Renown,
which brought His Royal Highness the
Prince of Wales to Canada, was run on
nothing but oil. My honourable friend the
Minister of Labour understands how laboar
is simplified—how the work of firing in
your boiler and getting up steam is re-
duced and so much dead weight in the
shape of coal is elimi.ated; so thas oil,
because of the small space required and
the lesser weight, is very valuable. This is
a matter which everybody understands.

What in the past has prevented the de-
velopment of Canadian deposits of oil-
bearing shales? The answer is plain. It is
the imposition by the Canadian Government
of heavy duties upon the material and
machinery required—material and machin-
ery in the main not produced in Canada.
The import duty and war tax often total an
imposition of 42} per cent.

It is the belief of many persons that the
machinery used in the mining industries
is admitted into Canada free from any im-
port duty, and in another place even such
a high authority as the late Minister of
Finance expressed such an opinion; but
this is not the case. It is true that certain
old-established wealthy and therefore power-
ful concerns have induced the Government,
from time to time, to grant them conces-
sions permitting them to admit free of duty
and in some cases of war tax ° sundry
articles of metal, when for use exclusively
in mining and metallurgical operations,”’
and also ‘“for the extraction of precious
metals,” by certain patented processes
named ; but the officials of the Department
of Customs have ruled that those exceptions
do not apply to the needs of the young, and
at present, non-established industry that
seeks to recover from the shales of the
Maritime Provinces their commercial con-
tents. The policy of protection, as under-
stood by- the present Government, is not
protection for weak, struggling, and new
industries, that naturally need assistance,
but the protection of old-established rich
corporations that require no protection.
““ Unto those that have shall be given, but
from those that have mot shall be taken
even that which they have.” This is no
way to create a prosperous Canada, but
only a way by which Canada may be made
prosperous in patches, at the expense of
the majority.
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The Government has gone so far as to per-
mit the importation of “Articles of Metal,”
when used for the transmission of fuel gas,
at a reduced customs duty, whilst insisting
that when similar articles are to be used
for the transmission of fuel oil full duty
must be collected. Can any member of this
Chamber find or invent—if such invention
were possible to any honourable member of
this Chamber—any plausible reason why a
favour should be granted to fuel gas, which
is refused to fuel oil?

What justification can the Government
advance for the continuance of the war tax?
This tax was authorized upon the statement
made by the late Finance Minister that the
tax was but a temporary one. The war is
over, but the tax ig still levied, at any rate
so far as the machinery required for mining
and retorting oil yielding shales. For every
dollar received by the Government through
the imposition of this tax, two, and, per-
haps, three dollars are taken out of the
pockets of Canadian consumers. No wonder
Canadians are complaining about the high
cost of living. The war tax, as levied, has
become a means by which the Government
has secured for the established industries
of Canada an increase in protection, with-
out the consumer catching on, and to this
extent the Government is directly respon-
sible for the present high cost of living.

No industry that expects to have to com-
pete for its share of the world’s trade of the
future, when sanity has been re-established
and the present abnormal prices have been
reduced to more reasonable rates, is pre-
pared to accept, in the construction of new
works, the handicap of to-day’s high prices,
plus the import duty of 35 per cent, plus
the war ‘tax of 73 per cent. If the members
of the Government have lost their sense of
proportion capital certainly has not, and 1t
is because the Government up to date has
refused to extend to the new, but much to
be desired industry, similar favours to
those they have granted and continue to
grant to old established industries, that
Canada is not to-day producing all its re-
quirements of petroleum and also the re-
quirements .of Canadian shipping for fuel.

If it be desirable for Canada to produce
within her own boundaries her requirements
of petroleum, and who dare contend that it
is not desirable? If it be desirable that
Canada should increase the production,
within her own borders, of fuel—and in the
face of the evidence that has been recited,
who will dare to say it is not—then it is
manifestly the duty of the Government to
so amend its laws and regulations that that
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which is desired may take place. The
Premier, in his letter already quoted, has
tried to shuffle the responsibility on to the
Privy Council. Each member of that coun-
cil will probably desire to make some simi-
lar shuffle, but no one member of the coun-
cil can escape the consequence of the acts
of the whole.

The situation is as follows:

The war and its subsequent events have
largely decreased the production of coal fuel
in England, France, Belgium, United States
and Canada.

The extended use of the motor transpor-
tation’ has increased and will continue to
increase the use of products of petroleum by
leaps and bounds.

There is already a scarcity of coal and
the reserves of petroleum are being depleted.

In Western Canada, the Government has
been spending a very large sum of money,
the expenditure of which has been directed
by an electrical engineer (in conjunction
with the representatives of two western pro-
vinces, which representatives are equally
little acquainted with lignite and producer
plant technies) in an endeavour to produce
out of lignite an economical household fuel.
Up to date the results obtained are not im-
portant commercially. Under the circum-
stances, it would have been strange if they
had been.

In Eastern Canada considerable money
has been expended in an endeavour to pro-
vide peat fuel, with the result that from
1,000 to 2,000 tons may become available
for use in the city of Ottawa. Neither of
these costly experiments will solve the
Eastern Canada shortage. I am quoting
from the Ottawa Journal of September 26,
1919,

Bastern Canada relies for its supply of
fuel. upon Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
the States. The shipments to the province
of Quebec from Nova Scotia are away be-
hind the normal pre-war standard. The
production in the States is also much less
than normal and this lessened production
is being called upon to supply countries
hitherto supplied from Britain. Is it not
evident that Eastern Canada is bound to
suffer from the shortage of fuel which
neither supplies of peat nor wood can pre-
vent, indeed can hardly ameliorate? Death
is the certain consequence following such
conditions. The only source of fuel, the de-
velopment of which could have supple-
mented the fuel supply of Eastern Canada,
was the oil yielding shales of the Maritime
Provinces. Yet for reasons, best kinown to
theinselves, but which thev have no
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thought wise to make public, the Govern-
ment has persisted in making it impossibls
to secure this development. Who then will
be morally responsible for the deaths amd
misery? Surely each member of the Privy
Council that created the ‘“impasse.”
Certain of the properties have been
examined and reported upon favourably
by English experts of standing, such as
Messrs. H. T. Burls and E. H. Cunningham
Craig, both of London, England. The ques-
tion of the works and machinery necessary
has been thoroughly investigated by Mr.
Louis Simpson, who has been already men-
tioned, but the Canadian Government has
done nothing to help forward the develop-
ment, but everything possible to retard it.
Even when the British Government sent
out to Canada Sir Francis Hopwood, one of
the Lords of the Admiralty, to investigate
the very quesiion of oil fuels, the Govern-
ment never notified the known owners of
the proven properties, nor their technical
advisers, but kept the honourable Lord of
the Admiralty strictly secluded within a
little coterie of their own officials, who, in-
deed, knew next to nothing of the actual
situation.

Statement showing the weight and wvalue,
Canada of fertilizers and materials largely
tioned, during the fiscal year 1918-19.

Potash, muriate and sulphate, crude.

Kainite and other crude German potash salts
for fertilizer. 17 ¥ - .

Ammonia, nitrate of

Ammonia, sulphate orf

Sal ammoniac. .

Soda, nitrate of or cmblc mtre

Phosphate rock (fertilizer).

Fertilizers, unmanufactured .

Fertilizers, manufactured or compounded

That, I think, speaks for itself. It will
read better than it sounds, and honourable
gentlemen can take it to their studios, and
work up this question which it has taken
me fifteen years to do. I consider that I
am doing my duty toward this country and
toward those who will come after. They
will not have to go through all the trouble
that I have gone through; they will not
have to meet all the discouragements which
I have met in endeavouring to lay before
the world the result of my investigations.
It has sometimes been said that the mem-
bers of this Chamber did little that was of
benefit to Canada. I would advance that
the members of this Chamber have justi-
fied the existence of the Chamber, by the

I have intentionally avoided speaking
upon the question of the possible recovery
from the shale, after the oil has been
educed therefrom, of certain by-products.
I believe, however, that the interests of
Canada require that this Chamber and all
Canada should be made aware that oil is
not the only product that may be economi-
cally recovered from certain of the Cana-
dian oil yielding shales. Not perhaps from
all, but certainly from some. It is now
known that from certain of the shales,
there can be recovered nitrogen and potash,
both important fertilizer chemicals. Every
cne interested in agriculture knows that up
to now Canada has been dependent upon
foreign sources for her supply of potash.
In other, but rarer cases, precious and rare
metals in remunerative quantities, may be
recovered, and there is a possibility that in
certain cases, it may be possible to use the
residue for the manufacture of certain
qualities of cement. All these several re-
coveries require machinery upon which
large import duties are collected by the
Government.

also customs duty paid on importations into
used for fertilizing purposes, as under-men-

Quantity. Value. Duty.
Libbs. $
449,657 65,423 Free.
176,000 8,852 Free.
738,055 85,822 Free.
140,153 6,949 Free.
693,855 91,235 Free.

84,033,351 3,294,369 Free.

87,524 Free.
105,361 Free.
984,808 Free.

98,473.50
$4,730,343

passing of the resolution quoted at the com-
mencement of my remarks, and that if they
insist that this matter be given the atten-
tion from the Government the facts war-
rant, the unfair criticisms made by those
who do not well understand the work this
Chamber does will be answered for all time.

I have the honour to ask my honourable
friend the member from King’s (Hon. Mr.
Fowler) to second my motion.

Hon. GEORGE W. FOWLER : Honourable
gentlemen, I must congratulate the honour-
able gentleman from Rothesay (Hon. Mr.
Domville) upon the masterly manner in
which he has presented this very important
question to this honourable House. At the
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same time I am sorry I cannot congratulate
the House upon the tremendous interest
which they have manifested in the discus-
sion of this important subject.:

This is a matter of very great importance.
There is in the province of New Brunswick
a very large deposit of what is known as oil
shale, and, in view of the fact that the fuel
of the future will be largely oil, it is of the
utmost importance that the oil resources of
Canada should be developed, and developed
at the earliest possible momenf. A very
small proportion of the oil that is used in
the British Empire is obtained primarily
within the British Empire; less than 4 per
cent of the total quantity is the product of
British countries. This 1is very strange,
when we consider the fact that in the pro-
vince of New Brunswick we have enormous
deposits of this oil shale which is capable
of producing annually, for many years at
least, an enormous output of oil. This pro-
duction can be carried on at a profit, giving
to this country a tremendous industry which
would employ a large number of people and
bring into the country a very considerable
amount of capital. This, to my mind, is very
important to the welfare of the country.

There are other things to which the atten-
tion of governments are often directed which
fade into insignificance when compared with
the subject before us. What the honourable
gentleman from Rothesay is asking on be-
half of his associates and himself, I under-
stand, is that the Government permit the
entrance into this country free of duty of
machinery for the purpose of obtaining the
oil from the shales. The duty is now 35 per
cent, with a war tax of 73 per cent, making
a total tax of 423 per cent. That means that
the capitalists who go into this enterprise,
which, like all new enterprises, is sur-
rounded by a certain amount of risk, unless
the request of my honourable {riend is
granted, will have to pay 42% per cent of
their capital, practically, for the privilege
of risking the other 574 per cent. None of
this machinery is made in Canada, as tnere
is no such thing in Canada at the present
time as the extraction of oil from shale.

This is not a mnew business, however.
Scotland has been extracting oil from shale
for nearly half a century, and has been
doing it very successfully and very profit-
ably. These New Brumswick shales have
been analyzed by the best analysts in the
world, and have proved to be at least as
good as those of Scotland. Therefore, we
have in our own country, in the province
of New Brunswick, great potential wealth
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in these shales, and have tlie means of
supplying to the Imperial Government a
very necessary fuel which they are obliged
to obtain to a very large extent from for-
eign countries.

Enormous amounts of British money are
invested in Mexico, a country without a
settled Government, where they have to
take enormous chances. Very recently the
Cowdrey interests there were taken over by
the Shell Company, I think it is. They
have also taken oil from Borneo, from
Roumania, and from many other parts of
the world, as well as obtaining some in the
United States.

The question of the development of these
oil shales in Canada is a very important
one, and I think the honourable gentleman
is to be congratulated whether he is acting
from a personal motive or not. If this
House were properly seized of all the cir-
cumstances, I think it would realize the
necessity of something being done. Capital
is the most sensitive thing in the world. I
have always found it so sensitive that it
has been very difficult to touch it, and
many other people have had the same ex-
perience. To induce people to go into an
enterprise which is mew in this country is
almost impossible. We must get the capital
from foreign countries, and they say .that
if this tax is going to be levied they will
have no hand in it. They say, “ If your
Government takes no more interest in the
development of such resources than to levy
this enormous impost, we will not touch
it.”” That is the position of affairs to-day;
but I trust that the members of the Govern-
ment here will take this matter up with
their fellows in Council, and will try to
meet the views of my honourable friend and
his associates in this matter.

Oil is not the omly thing of value that
will be produced ; the by-products are worth
an enormous sum. They are used as fer-
tilizers. Think of the money that we send
to the -United States every year for fer-
tilizers. We used to bring a great quantity
of fertilizers from the old country, but now,
I think, we get most of them from the
United States. All this money can be kept
at home, and the development of this in-
dustry will result in our being able to
supply the British Government with the oil
that is so necessary and we shall be able
to supply our farmers with fertilizers much
cheaper than they get them at present. We
shall benefit many industries—

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: And the balance
of trade.
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Hon. Mr. FOWLER: Yes, we must con-
sider the balance of trade too. It is very
important.

I hope that more members will take part
in this debate. Of course, I understand that
this matter originating in one of the ex-
tremities of Canada, in the province of New
Brunswick, may not receive all the con-
sideration which I think it should receive.
If it came from the province of Quebec, or
from the province of Ontario, it might be
congidered of more importance; but I
appeal to the members from Quebec and
to the members from Ontario mnot to
shove it to one side as of mno value,
but to give it the same amount of con-
sideration. Do not be provincial. That is
the great fault I have to find with the
honourable gentlemen from those two prov-
inces—that they are very apt to be pro-
vincial. We in, the East are not. We
look to the interests of the whole of Canada
and are prepared to sacrifice our own in-
terests in many ways for the advantage
of the whole country. Let us all be imbued
with that same spirit, and, whether the
matter belongs to the extreme east or the
extreme west, or to the centre, or wherever
it may belong, let it be treated upon its
merits, and let us give it consideration if
it be, or if it appears to be, in the public
interest.

Hon. FREDERIC NICHOLLS: Honour-
able gentlemen, I think every member of
this honourable House would be in favour
of encouraging anything that would tend to
develop our natural resources. I am sure
that every member of this honourable
House would be only too pleased to lend
a helping hand in any proper way to any-
thing that would tend to the development
of the material resounces of our honour-
able friend who introduced this subject.
The honourable member for Sussex (Hon.
Mr. Fowler), however, mentioned that this
machinery was of a kind or description not
manufactured in Canada, and that there
was on it a duty of 42} per cent, and there-
fore it became necessary or was advisable
that that duty should be rebated in order
that capital might be encouraged to invest
in the development of the industry. I have
in my hand—I have not had time to look
at it—a copy of the Customs Act. If my
memory serves me correctly, the Customs
Act provides specifically in regard to mining
machinery that is not manufactured in
Canada. that it shall be allowed to be im-
ported free of Customs duty. If that is
the case, then the whole argument of the

honourable member for Sussex falls to the
ground.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: May I interrupt

‘my honourable friend for a moment? The

point made was that in the case of gas-
works and all that, importations were al-
lowed free of duty, but petroleum from
shales the Customs Department ruled could
not come in. That is the point I was trying
to make. My honourable friend reads the
Act as it stands, but it is not carried out.

Hon. Mr. NICHOLLS: All I can say is
that, according to my reading of the Act, if
the machinery is for mining and cannot be
regarded as anything but mining machinery,
there is a specific clause in the Act which
provides that such machinery, of a kind and
description not manufactured in Canada,
shall be admitted duty free. Therefore it is
not a question of the law. The law, accord-
ing to my reading of it, appears to be defi-
nite and clear. It is a question of interpre-
tation, and I would advise the honourable
member from Rothesay (Hon. Mr. Dom-
ville) to investigate along that line a little
further.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: I shall have the
privilege of replying in closing the debate,
but before doing so may 1 state to my
honourable friend that that line of action
has been exhausted.

Hon. WILLIAM ROCHE: I desire to add
a word or two to what has been said in
regard to the duty of the Government to
assist in any measure or enterprise which
will tend to enlarge the resources of the
various provinces of Canada. We all agree
to that proposition. The oil question is now
upon a new basis with regard to fuel for
ships. I am not so very familiar with the
utilization of mineral oil in other branches
—for machinery, for fertilizers, or for other
uses; but I know that a very great advance
has been made in the propulsion of ships
by the use of oil. Not only in ships of the
Royal Navy is oil superseding coal, but also
in merchant ships, on account of its cheap-
ness, on account of the reduced space which
it occupies, on account of its cleanness, and
also because o1 the reduction in the numbper
of men employed in stoking. It is super-
seding to a large extent the use of coal on
routes where oil can be obtained at both
ends.

I am told—I do not know it of my own
knowledge—that there are ~large beds of
shale in Nova Scotia also. I think the gov-
ernment could very well assist in having
that article mined, and tested as to its oil-
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bearing capacity by the Imperial Oil Com-
pany, whicu has established extensive works
at Halifax and employs now about 10,000
men, and also has established a town with
all the concomitants of very extensive
works. They import their crude oil from
Merico and from the United States. I think
that, with the facility which works of that
kind would afford, the capacity and quality
of the oil shales in Nova Scotia could be
very cheaply tested, and, if they are valu-
able as oil producers, of which I have no
doubt, they would add extensively to the
revenues both of the province of Nova
Scotia and of the Dominion of Canada.

With regard to the New Brunswick pro-
duct, I have always heard that it is very
valuable and will be a great resource of
that province. I cheerfully concur with my
honourable friend in asking the Govern-
ment that they give every facility and every
assistance to enable him and others to de-
velop that very valuable product, for other-
w_ise it will be a comparatively barren pro-
vince.

Hon. E. L. GIRROIR: Honourable gen-

tlemen, I wish to take this opportunity of
adding a few words to what has been so
well said by the honourable member for
Rothesay (Hon. Mr. Domville) in the very
able speech which he has delivered. This
subject has been before the Senate on two
different occasions, and the facts which war-
rant some further progress in the develop-
ment of the shale industry in Canada have
been amply set forth.
“The importance of the shale industry to
this country and to the whole world is due
to the increased demand for oil. We know
from scientific men that the oil sources of
the world are not expected to hold out for
a very long time, and that it will be neces-
sary eventually to turn to shale in order to
supply the great demand for oil which
exists to-day throughout the entire commer-
cial world. The shale industry is not a
new industry. The process of extracting oil
from shale has been in existence in Scot-
land since 1818, and the industry there has
grown to very large proportions.

My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dom-
ville) has covered considerable ground in
his remarks. I was not able to follow him
very closely. It may perhaps be of some
importance and of some assistance in the
determination of the question which he has
raised to give you some information with
regard to the demand for oil in the United
States and to what is being done there to
procure this very necessary article. May
I point out to you, honourable gentlemen,
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that, from the first of this year up to the
beginning of July last, 5,000 new oil com-
panies have been established in the TInited
States of America with a capitalization of
$1,500,000,000. The fact that the combined
capitalization of all the Standard Oil group
of companies was only $550,000,000 gives
some idea of the enormous extent of this
development. What is the reason for it?
It is because of the demand for oil. The
whole mechanical world depends upon oil
to-day. Automobiles, motor boats, tractors,
motorcycles, aeroplanes, ships, and locomo-
tives are using oil.

So dangerous has the oil industr;” become
to the coal industry of the United States,
and so likely is oil to replace coal as fuel,
that the National Coal Association of the
United States is apprehensive of the danger
to the coal industry of the country
from the influx of Mexican oil.
After fully investigating that question they
reported in favour of a duty against Mexi-
can oil, as the coal industry, in which
they had invested their capital, was in
danger.

Oil is replacing coal to such a large ex-
tent, then, that if Canada is to keep abreast
of the times and the development in other
countries, she must turn some attention to
the question of oil and oil development.
We have no oil wells in Canada to any
great extent, but we have an abundance of
shale. My honourable friends have point-
ed out to you that the shale of Canada is
rich in oils and in other materials and
minerals which are of the greatest value.
If I remember correctly, the figures which
we gave a year ago showed conclusively
that the oil shales of New Brunswick and
Nova Scotia are much richer in oil than
the oil shales of Scotland.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: Yes.

Hon. Mr. GIRROIR: This has been
proven by analyses made by experts in
Canada and in the United States as well.
The American Government has taken steps
to secure the oil shales of the United States
and to have them thoroughly examined
and tested. There devolves upon us the
duty of seeing that Canada does not lag
behind in this industry.

My honourable friend from Rothesay has
laboured in season and out of season to
promote this industry. He has not received
a great deal of encouragement in the past;
but if the prophecies of scientific men and
business men in the world to-day come
true, we in Canada shall some day look
back to the work which he has done in
bringing to public notice 'the benefits  of
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this industry to Canada and the Empire,
as having been of the greatest national im-
portance.

The navies of the world to-day are using

oil to an extent that was never dreamed of.

The merchant marines of the world are
using oil. The advantages of oil are obvi-
ous. It takes less room on ships than coal;
it reduces the labour expense; it is more
cheaply and more easily loaded. Mr. Ed-
ward N. Hurley, chairman of the United
States Shipping Board, said recently:

If our shipping plans carry out and all ships
burn oil, one-third of the world’s entire pro-
du ‘tion wilk be required for American ships
alone.

The production of oil in the last ten
years has increased enormously, owing to
the fact that new oil wells have been
opened ; but the production of oil has hardly
increased in the same ratio as the demand.
Oil is being largely used for heating pur-
poses in the United States. Some of the
largest buildings which are being erected
in New York to-day are equipped with oil-
heating apparatus. The uses of oil are so
manifold, the demands for oil are so great
and will continue to increase to such an
extent, that 1 am sure we are justified in
doing everything in our power to place this
industry upcen a firm foundation in this
Canada of ours.

In 1914 the consumption of oil in the
United States was 276,000,000 barrels. In
the year 1918 the quantity had risen to
360,000,000 barrels. In 1918 they imported
from Mexico 15,000,000 barrels of crude oil;
in 1918 the importation from Mexico had
more than doubled, reaching a total of
42,000,000 barrels.

To my mind, the countries that will take
a solid interest in this industry and avail
themselves of the natural resources which
lie within their bounds to produce oil, will
rank among the leading commercial nations
of the future. A country like ours, with
its extensive seacoasts and splendid har-
bours and great natural resources, must
and will succeed if we take advantage of
all the opportunities that are at hand, not

only to develop the resources within our -

borders, but also to place upon the seas a
merchant marine equipped in the most mod-
ern way, so that our products may be car-
ried to the great marketsof the world. If we
proceed along these lines Canada will be a
great and prosperous nation.
behind—if we are afraid to spend a dollar,
afraid to give encouragement to the develop-
ment of our resources and the building up
of great industries within our borders, then

o

If we lag .

we shall be nothing more than a back num-
ber, we shall not stand in the front rank of
the nations which are going forward along
the line of great mational development.
Fuel oil will some day be one of our great-
est natural produats, employing large num-
bers of men and supplying the motive
power for tremendously large industries in
our country and for fleets to carry the
products of these industries to the markets
of the world. That is bound to come, and
the sooner it comes the better it will be
for Canada.

My honourable friend and those asso-
ciated with him in this great enterprise
are not asking so much; they are not ask-
ing for such assistance as has been ex-
tended to the steel industries that have been
established in Canada. They are mot ask-
ing for bounties; they are mnot asking the
Government to do any more than to remit
the duty on the necessary machinery to be-
gin the establishment of this industry in
Canada. Surely that is not a very large
order; surely that is not an unreasonable
request. . For my part, having the interests
of my own native province at heart, as we!
as the interests of the rest of Canada, I
have no hesitation in supporting the reso-
lution of my honourable friend, which, I
believe, is in the interests not only of the
province from which he comes, but in the
interests of the whole of Canada and the
whole British Empire.

Hon. JAMES DOMVILLE: Honourable
gentlemen, I have sent for some papers that
I did not anticipate I should require
so soon—papers showing that the depart-
ment declined absolutely to consider this
question. My honourable friend from
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Nicholls) was right as
to the tariff; but there is an overriding
power, the commissioner and his associates
in charge of the tariff, who can decide this,
that, and the other. This machinery is
very complicated. There is no desire to
deprive Canadian manufacturers of an
opportunity to make the machinery re-
quired. A mew industry cannot be de-
veloped under the disadvantage of arbitrary
decisions as to what shall or shall not come
into the country. If what my honourable
friend from Toronto has said be true, let
the legislation affecting ‘this matter be
altered so that such machinery may come
in. It has been decided by the Admiralty
that this is the very best oil to use in
their ships owing to its specific gravity,
its freedom from sulphur, and its unex-
plosive qualities. It.will not explode and



e - SENATE

give off gas as some other oils will and
endanger the machinery. It is an ideal oil.

As my honourable friend has said, the
Scotch shale does not yield more than 60
per cent of the quantity of oil given by the
shales of the Maritime Provinces. And
from the nitrogen that produces sulphate of
ammonia they do not produce ‘in Scotland
more than 50 per cent of what can be pro-
duced in Canada.

Then let us point out the merger between
the Anglo-Persian people and the Scotch
works. They are literally abandoning the
work because of the expense of getting out
the oil. The refining end has almost ceased.
The Anglo-Persian people, through their
agents. sav that their object is to import
into England rich oils to mix with the poor
oils. It was said the other day that our
water-powers were going to be the great
source of power in this country—that they
were going to take the place of fuel, and put
the factories of the middle West in such a
position that they would not require pro-
tection.

There is another point of view from which
this question can be looked at, namely, the
localization of fuel. They are to-day gener-
ating electricity and transmitting it over a
cable to place within a radius of 300 miles.
This is where oil will come in. Where there
is no water-power the oil can be used to de-
velop energy for electricity. From one
point, Moncton, Halifax, Fredericton, St.
John could be served; but first of all, we
must overcome the obstacles which prevent
the production of the oil. The other day
the Standard Oil Company made an addi-
tion of $100,000,000 to their capital—what
for? For selling candles? No, they had a
sinister motive. Have those peonle power
enough to wrest this valuable asset in New
Brunswick from the people? Where do they
get their mandate? There must be a con-
currence of power somewhere to give it to
them. The United States are all that is de-
sirable in many respects. We get capital
from them, but we are met with this duty
on machinery. We have shown the world
the value of this material; we have shown
it by analysis, and it is admitted all round
—in Paris, London, Edinburgh, Ottawa, and
everywhere, and we must be pulled out of
the rut. The Standard Oil Company is
raising large capital for purposes of develop-
ment. I have no doubt that oil will be
found in Quebec. You will find it in Mel-
ville Island and in Gaspé, and it comes
down our way, and from there it goes to
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.Newfoundland and to Barbados, and so on

round the world to Roumania and other
countries.

Are we not making a legitimate request?
Have we not before us the fact that the debt
of Canada has to be met by increased
energy so that our products may go abroad
to bring back money to meet the public
debt? There is the creditor and there is the
debtor, and the debtor must produce more
than he is producing to-day in order to meet
the demands of his creditor.

Some one has said that I am greater
than Mboses: he took water out of the rock,
but I am taking oil out of the rock. My hon-
ourable friends have so fairly covered the
ground that they have left very little to
be said. I am satisfied that this matter
will not only impress itself very favourably
on the members of this House but will be
spread abroad through the press and will
be cabled to England, so that every finan-
cial institution in the world will see what
we have got, and wonder what the trouble
is. The reason must be given. The gentle-
man who came from the Admiralty was not
told anything about it. This knowledge will
come before scientists and capitalists. Capi-
talists are always looking to see how they
can get a return for their money, and they
will wonder why Canada has done as she
has done. One of two things must be true:
either the oil does not exist in paying quan-
tities or else it does exist. It has been
proven conclusively that it does exist, as is
shown in the Blue Books of this country.
But we are handicapped by pressure from
somewhere, a hidden pressure that prevents
the development of a great industry in New
Brunswick. But there are other capital-
ists, such as those I have mentioned, the
Imperial Oil Company or the Standard Oil
Company, who have more influence than we
have, and who can bring more pressure to
bear than we can. We might as well go to
the United States at once.

I am sorry to have taken up so much
of the time of the House, but I have felt
it to be my duty. Perhaps my honourable
friend the leader of the Government will
make some statement as to why the Cus-
toms Department, as shown by the corres-
pondence, declined to let this machinery
come in. I cannot wait any longer for the
papers which I expected to be here, but I
may get another opportunity during the sit-
ting of Parliament to take this matter up
when I have them with me.

The motion was agreed to.
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TREATY OF PEACE BILL.

DISCUSSION ON THE MOTION FOR SECOND
READING—DEBATE ADJOURNED.
Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
gentlemen, I crave the indulgence of this
House, as since I adjourned the debate
eighteen hours ago, I have not had the
* time to do justice to such a mighty sub-
ject as the one with which I am going to
deal. I desire to apologize if my discourse

is not co-ordinated as it should be.

During last winter, owing to circum-
stances to which I will refer later, I read a
great deal about the League of Nations
and of the good that we might get from it.

The first question I want to ask is, why
have we in Canada been called upon to
ratify the Peace Treaty? There is another
treaty between France, England, the United
States, and Italy, a treaty of an earlier
date, and we have not been asked to ratify
it. Why is that? In considering this mat-
ter last night, I commenced to see the wolf’s
ears sticking out of the sheep’s clothing.
I see now why we are called upon to ratify
not the Peace Treaty, as I see it, but the
League of Nations Covenant. As we shall
be bound by that, we are called upon to
ratify the Treaty containing the League of
Nations. But the Treaty itself was ratified
by His Majesty the King some time ago.
If any one has any doubt on that point, I
would refer him to Hansard. The leader of
the House said that the Treaty had been
accepted by Germany, and had been ratified
© by His Majesty. That being so, the matter
was closed. Now we have before us for
second reading a Bill. The Bill is very
cleverly worded, and one would never think
an insignificant little Bill, not as big as
your hand, would contain so much. Sub-
section 3 of section 1 of the Bill says:

Any expense incurred in carrying out the

said Treaty shall be defrayed out of moneys
provided by Parliament.

That means to say that if we are called
upon by the League of Nations—and, mark
you, I am not opposed to the League of
Nations—if we are called upon to go to the
other end of the earth, by the terms of this
Bill we are authorizing the sending of men
and the finding of money to pay these men,
and so on. So, taking the Covenant of the
League of Nations and the little Bill that
we have before us, we are committing this
country absolutely, and according to many
we are signing away the very last shadow
of autonomy that we might have had. It
has been maintained for years that if we
wanted to help our country we could do
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it of our own accord; it was within the
discretion of our Parliament. But when
we have signed this solemn contract, when
we are party to the Covenant of the League
of Nations, whatever may be the decision
of the majority of that League, we have to
find money and men and to satisfy the
demands that may be made upon
us, and to honour our signature, for
it has not been the practice of the British
Empire, or of any Dominion thereof, to re-
gard a treaty as a scrap of paper. So when
we are entering into this arrangement we
should do so with our eyes open and should
know exactly what we are doing. We are
binding this country to all the requirements,
of the Covenant of the League of Nations.
The honourable member from De Sala-
berry (Hon. Mr. Béique) said, as reported
in Hansard, that he thought the ratification
of the Treaty by us was absolutely unneces-
sary. I have his very words here. And only
last night the honourable leader of the Op-
position read some most interesting com-
munications from Lord Milner. knowing
that some members here would realize that
it is unnecessary to ratify the Treaty, it
having been ratified by the King, wvord
Milner tells us, in order to propitiate us, that
it is doubtful whether the House of Com-
mons in England have an absolute right to
ratify the Treaty, but they will probably
ratify it, and therefore we might do like-
wise. It has even been suggested how we
might ratify it: “ You may pass a resolution
in both Houses, and that will be an ex-
pression of opinion that you are in favour
of ratifying the Treaty.” But, with con-
summate ability, he refrains from saying
anything about the Covenant of the League
of Nations, which accompanies the Treaty.
I take it that there is no honourable
gentleman in this House ‘who can read a
legal document better than the honourable
member from De Salaberry, and I am very
glad to see the position which he takes. The
honourable member from Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Belcourt) holds exactly the same view. It
is a misrepresentation to a certain extent—
perhraps the word is too strong—to say that
we are here to ratify the Treaty. We are
here either to approve or disapprove of the
League of Nations; that is why we are here.
The honourable member for De Lorimier
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) and the honourable
gentleman who is called the middle member
for Halifax (Hon. Mr. Roche) also spoke
in the same way. We have very often paid:
compliments to the honourable leader of
this House upon his consummate ability.
He dealt with this question very nicely.
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He knows that every word I say is
absolutely true; he did it, as usual,
in so nice a way that the Bill we
were about to swallow was almost agree-
able. And whilst we compliment him so
often, I think we must also compliment the
leader of the Opposition upon the immense
improvement which by his industry he has
effected in public life during the last few
sessions. He has given us a good example,
and last night he caused the scales to fall
from our eyes when he read that corre-
spondence. He is entitled to his share of
praise, and I am sure that every member on
this side of the House will agree with me
in offering our sincere congratulations to
him for the able manner in which he has
been discharging his duty.

The other day I happened to be in the
House of Parliament in Paris. A great deal
has been said about our hurry to ratify
the Treaty. Well, if there is a country
that should be in a hurry to ratify this
Treaty it is France, which has constant re-
lations with its neighbours.” Still I heard
a great discussion there, in which no less
a person than M. Louis Barthou, who was
once Prime Minister and has been a min-
ister in several administrations, stated that
it is very doubtful that this Treaty will
be accepted unless Article 61 of the German
constitution is amended. Article 61 of the
German constitution provides for the an-
nexation to Germany of that part of Aus-
tria that is German, and that is absolutely
against the Peace Treaty. An ultimatum
has been sent to Germany saying that un-
less Article 61 is erased from their consti-
tution, no Treaty will be made with Ger-
many.

Hon. Mr. POWER: They have agreed to
erase it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I was present in
the Chamber of Deputies of France through
the courtesy of one who was here a few
years ago, M. Viviani, who was good
enough to send me four tickets for myself
and my friends, to enable us to hear the
debafe.

Canada was asked to sign because of Ar-
ticle 10, and that article, it seems to me,
does not apply to Canada. It declares that
all the nations who are parties to the
Covenant will see to it that there is no
aggression against any territory. Great
Britain possesses the territory of the Em-
pire. I do not know that Canada has any
territory outside the British Empire. So if
there were any aggression against any part
of the British territory, it would be England,
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and not Canada, that would see to it. I
do not think that Article 10 is applicable
to Canada any more than it is applicable
to South Africa, or Australia, or New Zea-
land, or India.

Once we have signed, as I have already
said, we shall have no discretion.
Whether a war is just or unjust in
our opinion, as God gives us to see right,
we shall have to serve and pay. There is
where the wolf’s ear appears, because, while
people say you are ratifying the Treaty and
most people believe you are ratifying it,
you are instead entering into the Covenant
of the League of Nations, and in this Bill
we are providing for all the expense that
may be entailed.

We had two commissioners at Paris: the
Hon. ex-Judge Doherty, Minister of Justice,
and the Hon. Arthur Sifton, Minister of
Customs, and in the speech from the Throne
at last session it was said by the Governor
General, His Excellency the Duke of Devon-
shire, that his advisers were in Paris. Now,
that is a vexed question. I doubt very
much that this Government ever passed an
Order in Council appointing those gentle-
ment to represent Canada. I think they
were rather appointed by Orders in Council
passed by the Imperial Government, and
that they were there as Imperial representa-
tives, not as representatives of Canada,
for I do not see how they could be admitted
otherwise. We being a colony, have no
locus standi; and that is what people will
not understand—that we were not invited,
and were not in that great assemblage.
However, the Hon. Mr. Sifton and the
Hon. Mr. Doherty went in, hanging on
to the coat-tails of Mr. Lloyd George
and Mr. Bonar Law. Naturally Mr.
Lloyd George and Mr. Bonar Law were
quite pleased to bring in those who
were hanging on to their coat-tails, just as
our Catholic bishops, walking down the
aisles of our beautiful cathedrals, are
pleased to have two or three little pages
carrying their train. Our ministers were
simply hanging on to the coat-tails of the
British representatives, which I say is a
humiliating position for our people. Either
we had a right to be there or we had not;
and I do not think any constitutional law-
yer would ever say that we had a right
to be there. Therefore, it would have been
better to stay out and trust to the Govern-
ment of Great Britain and the King to
make the Treaty-as they should, and they
should stop “kidding ” us—making us be-
lieve that we are a nation and have a say.
As you have heard the honourable mem-
bers from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), De
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Salaberry (Hon, Mr. Béique), and De Lori-
mier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) state, we had
absolutely no locus standi there.

1f we had any right to be there, what
about poor little Newfoundland? You do
not see a word about Newfoundland. They
have a Government like ours and they have
a~Governor like ours. Why should they
not have been invited? Is it because
they are a small and poor country? Could
they not have come in behind some-
body? If we had any right,
Newfoundland would have had a similar
right, and Newfoundland would have been
there, you may be sure. Small communi-
ties are very jealous of any prerogative
they may have. But Newfoundland was not
represented there, and I challenge anybody
to contradict that statement. Newfoundland
being very small, she might have been
brought in, just as parents who attend
festivities of any kind may bring their
children, because the children would like
to have some ice cream and cake.

I do not intend to discuss in detail the
provisions of this Treaty; it is too long;
but there is one article, No. 246, to which
I would draw your attention. That article
reads:

Within six months from the coming into
force of the present Treaty, Germany will re-
store to His Majesty the King of the Hedjaz
the original Koran of the Caliph Othman, which
was removed from Medina by the Turkish
authorities and is stated to have been pre-
sented to the ex-Emperor William II.

Within the same period Germany will hand
over to His Britannic Majesty’'s Government
the skull of the Sultan Mkwawa which
was removed from the Protectorate of German
East Africa and taken to Germany.

This Article caused some hilarity. One
person, who has been a Cabinet minister
for many years and now occupies a high
position, was very much mortified that in
that Treaty there was not a word about
Canada or our Prime Minister, the Hon.
R. L. Borden, and yet it speaks of the King
of the Hedjaz, and the Koran, and the
Caliph Othman and also of the skull of the
Sultan Mkwawa. That ex-Cabinet minister
said: “I am very much mortified; he
thought we would do better than that.”

That gentleman was certainly not as well
posted as he should have been. This
matter is much more important than ap-
pears on the surface. If there was one
thing that England did well, it was to
restore these very same articles, which to
us appear to be laughable, for the very good
reason that the King of the Hedjaz has
in his territory the two sacred cities of
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Medina and Mecca, the goal of the pil-
grimages of the Sons of the Prophet. The
Kingdom of the Hedjaz, as everybody
knows, is to the east of the Gulf of Suez
and the Red sea, and Aden is on one side
of it and Perim on the other. As we are
all aware, King George is the greatest ruler
of Moslems that there is in the world or
probably the greatest there ever was. There
are under his absolute sway over 100,000,000
of Mahometans or Moslems. There are
67,000,000 of them in India alone. When
we read the other day of England taking
possession and holding sway over Persia,
after the Russians had retired from the
field, we realized that that was part of
this same policy, because, in order to pro-
pitiate the Mahometans, who form such a
large part, over one-quarter, of the popu-
lation of the British Empire, Great Britain
has taken a protectorate and zone of in-
fluence in that narrow part of Persia be-
tween the Persian Gulf and the Caspian
sea. That is 600 or 700 miles at the utmost.
Starting from Morocco in the west, the
Mahometans extend right across Africa and
Asia to the boundaries of China. It is all
pretty much in the same latitude. The zone
they occupy in Asia is nearly 1.000 miles
from morth to south, and it is 4,000 or 5,000
miles from east to west. In Africa their
territory is 700 or 800 miles from north to
south, and it extends all the way across
Northern Africa. This narrow strip is the
link that binds the oriental and the occi-
dental Moslems. It is a most important
territory, and there England will be
able to control her subjects on both sides;
there she will hold the sieve, and only
such news as she chooses will be allowed
to pass. By propitiating those people the
tranquility of India is assured. The 67,000,000
Mahometans of India are the richest and
the most powerful—the employers of labour,
ete.; and if Great Britain has the Ma-
hometans of India in sympathy with her,
she need never fear any trouble in India.
The Afghans are also concerned, because
Afghanistan is largely peopled by Moslems.
Let me make a prediction. The old city of
Constantinople has been in the possession
of the Turks ever since 1453, under the
name of Stamboul, and all that time it has
been the seat of ““ the Father of the Faith-
ful,” although it is not a sacred city. I
predict that the Moslems will never allow
the Turks to be driven from Constantinople,
and Covenant or no Covenant the Sultan
will remain in Constantinople, and those
who will keep him there are people whom
we know very well. I do not blame them
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for doing so, because, after all, the British
Empire must look after its own interests
just as any other empires must do.

Now, as to the skull of the Sultan Mkwa-
wa. He was a great Sultan, and he is
worshipped by the Moslems of East Africa.
He is a sort of saint. The removal of his
skull was just as if some one was to steal
from us in the province of Quebec, we
will say, the relic of Ste. Anne de Beaupré.
The whole province of Quebec would be
afire, I suppose.

As to the Koran and that particular copy
of it. The Koran was made, as we know,
by the son-in-law of Mahomet, who mar-
ried Fatima, the favourite daughter of the
Prophet, for Mahomet, like our Saviour
Jesus Christ, had never written anything
himself. When I say that our Lord never
wrote anything himself, I want to be abso-
lutely right: I think he did write once.
When the Jews were stoning an adulterous
woman he commenced writing on the sand
the sins of those who were lapidating this
woman. That is the only writing of His that
we have ever heard of Mahomet never wrote,
but when Mahomet was dead his son-in-
law, with the help of his wife Fatima, com-
menced to compose the Koran. But there
were other persons who had listened to
Mahomet, and, lo and behold, there ap-
peared four editions of ‘the Koran, and
the people did not know which was the right
one. If you read the Gospels of the Evan-
gelists St. Matthew and St. John, you will
find that they do not exactly agree as to
the details of the passion of our Lord;
there is a difference. So there was a differ-
ence in the Koran, and that would never
do, because the religion of Mahomet is a
positive religion—it is a case of positive
religion: believe or die. And it being a
positive religion, the people said: “ We
must have only one Koran.” Therefore the
Caliph Othman had the four versions
brought before him, and he said, “ Now,
we are going to settle this question,” and
after considerable deliberation one copy
was agreed upon. Then he said, * Give
me the other three copies,”” and he destroyed
them, so that there should never be any
discussion about them. And now England,
knowing how precious that original docu-
ment is, knowing that it is the Bible. for
Mzhometans, says that it must be returned
by the Kaiser to the King of the Hedjaz.

Once you approve of this Covenant of the
League of Nations, what is your position go-
ing to be? There will be other treaties;
there will be’a treaty with Austria in the
near future. I wonder if we shall be called
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upon to ratify that treaty and to have an-
other session? There will be a treaty with
Bulgaria, and I suppose we shall be called
upon to ratify that Treaty, because, if it is
a good thing to ratify one, it must be good
to ratify them all, and we shall have to
come back. Then there will be a Treaty
with Turkey, and when we ratify that we
will say that the Turks will be allowed to
remain in Constantinople, because we have
a good many f{riends amongst the Ma-
hometans. But I believe that we shall
never hear of the ratification of the other
treaties; I think we shall consider that
King George is quite able to ratify them,
and will say that it is all right for him to
do so.

I think the. honourable gentleman from
De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) made a
lapsus linguae yesterday when he said that
Canada had declared war on Germany. I
should like to know how we would go about
it. We have no- machinery to do it. How
would we do it? I suppose the nearest that
we could come to it would be to take a
street car and go to Government House and
tell the Governor General that we would
like to declare war, and ask him if he would
be good enough to let the Colonial Sec-
retary know of our wishes. What would
come back? There would be a cable: “Devon-
shire, Ottawa. Tell our children to be
quiet or we will have to go and whip them
ourselves.” why, even our own little force
of militia is only for the defence of our own
territory. We are forbidden to go outside
of Canada with them, because, forsooth, we
might embroil England in a war. Suppose
we were to send a few regiments across the
border,” what would happen? That would
be a casus belli. That is why in the British
North America Act it is laid down that our
militia can only act within the boundaries
of Canada and for the defence of our own
territories and for nothing else.

We have heard it said for years and years
that when England is at war Canada is at
war. There is a corollary to that, and it is
that when England is at peace Canada is at
peace. It should work both ways. I may
tell you that in England they are employ-
ing their time at peace; they are trading
with Germany and are making a lot of
money, and it is a good thing they are. I
suppose that we too can trade with Ger-
many if England can do it.

The honourable the middle member for
Halifax (Hon. Mr. Roche) said what I have
often said in this House lately, that Canada
iz not a nation. I am very glad that some
of the people of Canada have the courage
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te, come forward and say that we are not a
nation, but a colony. I am glad they
recognize the fact, and realize that as a
colony we shall be doing our duty if we
serve our King as we have done in the past.
We know that another blockade of Ger-
many was declared yesterday; yet we have
not been consulted. If we were a nation
they would not blockade another nation
with whom we were at peace without con-
sulting us.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: Did they consult
Brazil?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Brazil must have
been consulted. The Conference of the
representatives of the five Powers is still
sitting. The big fellows are called Powers,
and the little fellows, States, and we are
not even among the States, but are a colony
—and if anything is done the ambassadors
are there.

Now, as to the Covenant of the League
of Nations. I happen to be informed on
this point, because last winter I made a
speech in this House—I think it was in
reply to the speech from the Throne—and
for some reason or other, part of that speech
was cabled over, and it appeared in the
London Times of the 10th of March. A
gentleman by the name of Heber L. Hart,
K.C., Doctor of Law, University of London,
immediately wrote to me that he had read
my speech, and sent me a most interesting
book which I have before me. It is called
“The Bulwarks of Peace.” In this book
reference is made to several other books
relating to the Covenant of the League of
Nations. I was very much interested in
the question, and took it up. Of course,
it is very difficult to condense everything
into so short a time. It is proven in this
book that eight states are enough to have
absolute control. Seventeen hundred mil-
lion inhabitants are not necessarily con-
sulted, nor even fifty of the so-called in-
dependent states.

There is nothing new in this League of
Nations. In 1815 there was what is called
the Holy Alliance. There was a Congress
held at Vienna after the great wars of
Napoleon. The whole European world
was represented. At that time the Ameri-
cans did not take part. It was
there and then decided that there
would be no war. There was no war
for quite a while, although six months
afterwards 123,000 Frenchmen marched into
Spain—a movement that was suppressed.
If you go back to the very oldest law you
will find that Hugo Grotius in the “De Jure

Belli et Paris” advocated a congress of the
Christian Powers to enforce peace. He says
that the congress should have sufficient
strength to enforce dits powers, that the
anmies of those belonging to the congress
would provide the forces necessary ; because,
no matter how right you may be, you must
have might or the wrong-doers will have
their own way. Therefore it is necessary
for this League to have a bigger army than
those who are opposed to them, or else -
right will not prevail. This congress of the
Chrigtian Powers was to compel the Powers
to accept peace upon equitable terms. That
was.a golden sentence.

Then, coming down to 1713, L’Abbe de
Saint Pierre prepared a plan for the Duc
de Sully, who was one of the ministers of
Henry IV of France. This was a scheme
for a European league, and it comprised
ten volumes. Finding that the people did
not read the ten wvolumes, they were con-
densed into one volume, a copy of which
is to be found dn the Library here in Ottawa.
This was printed and bound in 1736, and
is in excellent condition. In that you will
find the Fourteen Points and more. You
will find exactly what ‘the United States
Senate is discussing now. It is the same
old story. Every mation that joins this
League must lose some of its sovereign
power; it must be willing to be governed,
not by its own sweet will, but by the will
of the majority. Abbe de St. Pierre made
that statement, and the same thing is true
to-day. He said that mot only would the
great houses of Europe, as he called them, be
secure against foreign invasion, but that a
king would be able to resist even civil war,
because the other nations would help him
to defeat his own subjects if they attempted
to rise up against him. After the Treaty
of Utrecht was made it was thought that
there would be no more war.

The second point was that there would be
a monthly levy on all. Under the present
treaty I do not know whether it will be a
monthly or a yearly levy that we shall have
to pay, but there will be a subsecription
levied, because someone has to pay the ex-
penses of the League of Nations. If we
sign we shall have to pay our share. In
peace-time this may mot be a very great
matter, but it may become very expensive
because of some wars in which we shall
have no say. That is a very important
point. We have no vote in these matters.
It will be decided by the Imperial
Parliament or the King whether or mot there
will be a war. We shall have no voice,
but we shall be able to die, and we shall
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be allowed to pay. That is the reason that
I have been contending that we should have
some representation, and should not go
hanging onto the coat-tails of any one else.
If there were a federation of the British
Empire we should have a vote, although we
should have to go with the majority.

Every one who entered this league away
back in 1713 renounced the right to make
war without resorting to mediation or arbi-
tration, and if any countries made war
without the consent of the League of Nations
they would have the other members of the
League fighting against them. Once we go
into this League of Nations—and that is
why we should look where we are going—
the majority will rule, even against the
British Government, and the British Gov-
ernment will consider themselves first,~and
afterwards—it will be a second preference,
as it were, for us.

The fourth point was that any one who
disobeyed any of the orders of the League
was met by the other nations, who joined
together to fight the recalcitrant state. That
is something that we should consider now,
before entering into this League of Nations.
The plenipotentiaries could make rules,
and a bare majority governed. None of the
fundamental articles could be altered except
by unanimous consent. That is almost word
for word what the President of the United
States proposed. Evidently the President of
the United States has been in our library
and has read of I’Abbe de Saint Pierre’s
plan, or else he has a copy of his own.

Coming nearer to our time, we find Kant,
the great philosopher, after having wavered
one way and the other, in 1797 also advo-
cating a congress of nations in order to r axe
the world a peaceful worla forever.

At the beginning of the eighteenth cen-
tury, at the Hague, there was another
congress, at which all the European courts
were represented. It was thought that war
would be prevented, but, unfortunately,
things did not turn out that way. Thus you
have had Grotius, Saint Pierre, and Kant.
They grasped the essential truth that in
order to prevent war the nations must act
collectively, and that war would be pre-
vented only while the nations stood to-
gether.

Now there has been a change. From the
middle ages down to 1850 it was thought
that there would be a dismemberment, and
that the states would be about equal in
size and would be distributed all over the
face of the earth. The people of the world
had seen the thirteen colonies secede from
Great Britain; they had seen Spain losing

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

her American possessions; they even
thought that Canada might become inde-
pendent and that Australia might go its
own way. But since 1850, instead of that
there has been a consolidation. The United
States are closer together now than they
ever were before; no one in Canada thinks
of seceding from the British Empire; Aus-
tralia has proved her loyalty. Instead of
the Empire breaking up, the opposite has

been the case. South Africa has come in.

But, with all that consolidation, there are
still fifty states which are independent,—
little states like Portpgal, Greece, Serbia,
Montenegro, even Bulgaria and Roumania.
Those little countries call themselves inde-
pendent, although in reality they are not
independent. The minute there is a squeal
out of them, the big country next to them
turns on them. We saw what happened to
Serbia.

There are forty-two of these little coun-
tries; thirty-seven of them have not an
average population of three-and-a-quarter
million; they are not as big as Quebec and
Ontario. What chance would they have
if they were next to Germany or any other
big country? They are at the beck and
call of the big countries nearest to them.

There are 1,734,000,000 people in the world,
according to the latest figures. The enu-
meration in China is very difficult, and
there may be an error in those figures; bat
apart from that they are pretty correct.
Of these 1,734,000,000, 1,450,000,000 belong
to the eight great Powers, and the forty-
two other states divide the balance amongst
them. Six of these Powers have ruled
Europe and the world, as far back as we
can remember. Now the United States has
come into the great world game, as has
also Japan. That makes eight great Pow-
ers. Now, with a council to act for those
eight Powers in enacting the necessary regu-
lations—and a bare majority will have
the control—you will see that five of those
Powers will rule. When it comes down to
voting, the big nations have the advantage.
It is like a joint stock company where the
majority of shares control, but instead of
shares it is population that counts. The
small countries are bunched, four or five of
them together, and are given one vote.
Now we declare that under that Covenant
of the League of Nations we are to have a
say. How can we have any say? England
will be one of the five, but the others that
will be elected can vote for somebody, and
it will not be an English person.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: It might be,
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, it will be
very surprising if the four or five cannot
find among themselves one to represent
them without having to get somebody from
outside. The honourable gentleman will
admit that there is a very long chance that
they will go outside.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But theoretically they
can do so.

Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN: Oh, in theory, yes.
Anything can be done in theory.

Hon. W. B. ROSS:
working on now.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Then, as I have
said, this is a new provision—that there
shall be no war without consent, except for
the status quo. I suppose that means that
a country would not have to consult the
League of Nations before defending itself
against any power that wanted to upset the
status quo. That country would not have
to wait to ask for permission to try to put
out the aggressor. Also, in a case of
voluntary  annexation—if one country
wanted to be annexed to another, if both
parties were agreeable—it would not be
necessary to consult the League, and the
League would not prevent that annexation.
But there is no doubt that the state
would have to obey, and the loss of sov-
ereignty is what is at the present mo-
ment disturbing so much the United States
of America, The United States Senate are
not willing that any of the prerogatives of
the United States should be in any way
diminished.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question? Would
he kindly tell us what position this country
would be in if we refused to ratify this
Treaty?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I am very glad
the honourable gentleman has asked me
that question, because I have, right here in
Hansard, answers which are much abler
than T could give myself. In the first place,
1 will quote the answer given by my leader
(Hon. Mr. Bostock):

As 1 understand the Treaty, it will be de-
cided as to exactly what quota Canada and the
other nations are to provide in men, in money,
in ships, and in other ways. As far as I
understand at the present time, we would have
been in a stronger position if Canada had not
been made a party to this League of Nations
further than she would be as a part of the
British Empire. We would then have been
able to come forward voluntarily and take our
stand at any time when the necessity arose,
exactly as we did in August, 1914. We would
be free to put forward our greatest efforts as
we felt inclined.

That is all we are

Some liberty would be left us, but, as I
said at the beginning, when we have signed
the Treaty every shadow of autonomy that
we had will be gone. 3

Here is another quotation from the speech
made by my other leader, the honourable
member from De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) :

We have assumed international obligations
without obtaining in return an international
recognition. We shall never be represented in
the council of the League, as the four repre-
sentatives we could vote for, will not be selected
from the British Empire, which will already be
one of the nine. I clearly see obligations of
great magnitude assumed by Canada under
Article 10 of the Treaty; and, since our self-
appointed Cabinet ministers had obtained the
right to appear in the Treaty and to append
their signatures to this historical document, I
will not reproach them for accepting it with
the obligations comprised therein.

I think that answers the honourable gen-
tleman pretty well.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: No.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Oh, I think not.
That is not an answer to the question.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Then I will try
to answer the question myself if the hon-
ourable gentleman does not like the an-
swers from the other members. I have the
answer here, somewhere.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY:
somewhere.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
honourable member
(Hon. Mr. Béique):

Therefore, I say that our ratification of the
Treaty is of no consequence at all. Whether
we ratify it. or whether we refuse to ratify it.
makes no difference whatever; the Treaty be-
comes effective in all its provisions.

I hope you get it

I will quote the
from De Salaberry

Does that satisfy the honourable gentle-
man?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN (reading):

I call your attention, honourable gentlemen,
to the fact that the League of Nations is part
of the Treaty, and therefore the moment the
Treaty comes into effect, we as parties to the
Treaty, being part of the British Empire, are
bound by all the provisions of the League of
Nations, which is part of the Treaty.

That must surely answer the honourable
gentleman. If it does not, then he will not
be answered.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
shall not be answered.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:

If the Dominions were not treated as separ-
ate entities, the Empire as represented by the

I am afraid I

Here is another:
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British Government, ;would alone be made con-
tributory and each of the Dominions would be
free in any given case to decide as to whether
or not it would share in the contribution,
whether in men or money, with ﬁhe British
Government.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That is hardly recon-
cilable with the proposition that it would
be all the same whether you signed it or
~did not sign it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But the honour-
able gentleman (Hon. Mr. McMeans) asked
me what position we would be in—whether
we would be in exactly the same position
whether we ratified the Treaty or not.
There is another answer coming from your
own side of the House.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But, according to the
honourable gentleman’s theory, we would
be liable, under the League of Nations,
whether we signed or did not, because the
British Government had signed.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Certainly. The
honourable gentleman does not deny that
himself. Does the honourable gentleman
deny that?

Hon. W. B. ROSS:
injure your position to sign?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: You
will get into trouble now if you go on.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: No, I don’t think
so. It is very satisfactory to attract a little
attention; it is much better than to have
members going to sleep.

Each small independent state w111 bene-
fit, but we shall benefit, because England
can take care of us as well as herself.

Then, the next thing, disarmament
would be necessary. By the Covenant of
the League of Nations no country will be
allowed to have a big army, because that
would always be a menace to the peace
of the world. ' And mot only will disar-
mament be necessary, if this League of
Nations is to work. The representatives
of the five great powers in the first place
will ask: “Why are you arming? why are

you building ships? why are you keeping -

up this big army? on whom do you want
to make war? you must stop or diminish
this armament.”” Then the representatives
of the five great powers will meet. The
other four, called in from all the 42 other
states, will not have very much to say.

Then there will be no conscription. That
will be a sore point with somebody. Con-
scription will be banished from the face ot
the earth.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: That ought to suit
you.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

In what way does it -

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: My three sons did
not wait for conscription before going to
the war. \

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: You ought to be
satisfied with that, surely.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Besides, it will
be the duty of the League of Nations to
watch over inter-statal relations and inter-
fere in them before war can be declared.
There will be set up a court of justice to
decide questions of law. If there arises
any other question than a question of law,
it will be the subject of mediation or ar-
bitration. I believe that will do an im-
mense amount of good. Although all the
British Dominions outside of the British
Isles are called into conference, we have
no locus standi, and it will do absolutely

‘no good. Here is a question I would like

to ask the honourable gentleman from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans): suppos-
ing the representatives of Great Britain
decide and vote one way and the repre-
sentatives of the British Dominions vote
the other way, what will be the effect?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
vote. ;

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I thought so, but
I wanted that point brought out.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not agree
with that proposition at all; I do mot
agree that the Overseas Dominions have
no vote or no influence. The honourable
gentleman makes a statement, but I do
not know on what he bases it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman may move the adjournment of
the debate. Copies of the Treaty are avail-
able, and if the honourable gentleman has
none I will lend him mine and he may find
out for himself.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I would not care
to move the adjournment of the debate, for
the simple reason that, as pointed out in
the House of Commons the other day, the
country is already paying too much money
for time taken up in useless argument, and
I do not intend to be a party to putting
the country to further expense.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: We have no vote
in the council at all. There is a. General
Advisory Committee composed of represen-
tatives of many states, the names of which
are all given. These are bunched together
in groups having one vote, and that makes
four that vote in the council, and we are
not in that at all. We are in another cate-
gory, by ourselves. We are in the Assembly

They have mno
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only, and if there is a general meeting of
the Assembly we may give expression to our
opinions.

Hon. Mr.
what to do.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Bear with me
for just a few momnts and I shall be fin-
ished. A representative body in which all
the nations would take part would certain-
ly, I believe, make for the welfare of the
universe, as it would be willing to grant
justice to every state; and every state, par-
ticularly the smaller ones, would receive
justice.

In the United States, as we observe, there
is a great, deal of trouble, and I am sure we
all join with the Americans in deploring
the fact that their President, Woodrow
Wilson, has been taken so ill that he has
broken down in the midst of this very im-
portant crisis.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE:
breaking down.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: In New York the
other day, Saturday, the papers, both Re-
publican and Democrat, were unanimous
in deploring the illness of the Chief Execu-
tive of the United States. The last time
that my dear lamented leader, Sir Wilfrid
Laurier, spoke in Montreal, at a very large
meeting held at the Monument National,
before the Fifth Sunday Association, he
spoke for an hour and a half and held his
audience spellbound with his unrivalled elo-

CROSBY: And advise them

They are all

quence. In the course of that address
he said that the United  States
were a  fortunate people, beeause
in their war of independence they

had George Washington, in the war between
the North and the South they had Abraham
Lincoln, and in this great world war they
had Woodrow Wilson. He said that it was
a great thing for the United States that
Providence had given them such men at the
critical periods of their history.

One word more and I conclude. Every-
body has his pet scheme, and I have mine.
The federation of the British common-
wealth of nations is an essential condition
for the maintenance of general peace. When
we have a federation of the nations in the
British Empire, and when, as I once heard
my old colleague, Sir Richard Cartwright,
say, the United States and the common-
wealth of nations of the British Empire
come together, more will have been done
for the peace of the world than anything
else that the human mind could devise.

Hon. Mr. POWER: Honourable gentle-
men, I do not rise for the purpose of ad-

dressing the House, but I wish to ask the
honourable gentleman who has just sat
down a question, in order that my present
somewhat obscured mental vision may be
enlightened. Perhaps I was mistaken, but
I undérstood the honourable gentleman in
the early part of his speech to say that
when England was at war Canada was at
war. Am I right?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. POWER: Well, for the applica-
tion of that: if under present conditions,
without this Treaty and without the League
of Nutions, Canada is always at war when
England is at war, what difference does the
Treaty or the League of Nations make?

Hoh. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Honour-
able gentlemen, this discussion seems to me
to be more or less academic, and I do not
propose to say anything generally about the
Treaty or the League of Nations. I wish, in
the few remarks that I shall make, to
speak more of our status. It has been again
and again repeated here that Canada is a
colony. As I understand it, in the eye of
constitutional law Canada mnever has been,
since it came under British rule, a colony.
A colony is usually understood to be land
which is found vacant and is taken by a
civilized nation, or land which is taken from
the aborigines. Canada was taken from the
aborigines by the French, but when
the English came to Canada the,
came ‘- as conquerors. They found here
a white Tracs, a civilized people,
and this country was ceded to them.
I am unaware of any country in history
being regarded as a colony which had come
into the possession of another country in
the same way as Canada came into Eng-
land’s possession. Alsace would not be
called a colony when the German Empire
owned it. One would not say that the
territory of Poland, which was divided
among Russia, Prussia and Austria, con-
stituted colonies. Ireland was never called
a colony. Why should Canada be called a
colony? Canada is territory annexed to the
British Empire by conquest. Blackstone is
the authority on definitions under English
law of colonies. I have not had the oppor-
tunity of consulting him for a long while,
but I think the status of Canada’' cannot
be included under any of his definitions
Australia was a colony originally.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: A Crown colony.
Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: A colony.
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: A Crown colony.
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Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: . All
colonies were Crown colonies originally.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There is quite
a distinction.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I do not
know of any colony which was not origin-
ally a Crown colony. But we will stick to
our mutton. The British North America
Act is the charter of our liberties, and
under the British North America - Act we
have authority to pass laws for the peace,
order, and good government of Canada, and
we have taken that to mean that we may
raise armies for the defence of Canada;
and, if our Government considers it in the
defense of Canada, we may send armies
abroad, as we have done on two occasions.
In fact, we sent an army to South Africa
not merely, one would think, for the defence
of Canada, but its despatch came within
the authority of Canada to do so as a
measure for the peace of this country—

to keep the Empire together. The Gov-

ernment, as I have said, can ‘raise
troops, but the Government cannot
declare war. The King alone can declare
war. The King has the sole power,
absolutely, without the intervention of
Parliament. Parliament controls the King,
because Parliament supplies the sinews of
war. I think it was Lord Grey who lately
said that the Xing would declare
war or peace upon the advice of
his ministers. That is a new practice
lately engrafted on the British constitution.
That practice was not recognized by the
British Constitution when Canada was
made a Dominion, and since Confederation
neither the British [Parliament nor the
British Government has had any authority
cr any power whatever to pass any law ot
to make any custom which is binding upon
us as a Dominion.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to ask him a question?
Could the Imperial Parliament to-morrow
repeal the British North America Act?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: The Im-
perial Parliament to-morrow cannot repeal
the British North America Act and keep
faith with Canada. The British Parliament
gave independence to the United States;
the British Parliament can revoke that and
invade the United States, of course. The
British Government has made, treaties;
they may break them. The British Govern-
ment may repeal the British North America
Act, but we would never submit to it. By
her strength, but under no constitutional

Hon, Mr. BELCOURT.

law, without our consent, may Britain
revoke the British North America Act.
We have been given a perpetual, an irre-
vocable charter just as British subjects
have been given the right of habeas corpus.
The British Parliament may take that right
away from the people of Britain; but the
people would not submit to it. Of course,
any nation may pass any law it chooses;
but whether it can enforce it is another
thing. My proposition is this: that we
have as much right to our liberty under
the British North America Act as any
part of the British people living in the
British Isles have to any liberty which
they enjoy. Are we concerned with the
ratification of this Treaty? It is conceded
that the British Parliament must confirm it.
My conception of the Parliament is this.
The British Empire is made up of a num-
ber of constituencies. We will assume that
there arc a thousand constituencies in the
British Empire; there are in England, we
will assume, 300 though there are a great
many more; in Ireland we will say there
are 60; in Scotland 50; in Canada 200; and
¢0 on. The Parliament sits in sections, and
is presided over by the King. The British
people elect their representatives to sit in
the section at Westminster which governs
those portions of the Empire which send
representatives to that section. The section
which sits in Ottawa governs that portion
of the Empire which sends representatives
to Ottawa; and so on with the other sec-
tions. All of our Acts begin: “His
Majesty, by and with the consent of
the ™Parliament of Canada,” does so
and so. In England they say that
“His Majesty, by and with the con-
sent of Parliament,” does so and so.
Parliament does not make the laws: it is
the King who makes the laws. The King
makes the law for Canada with the approval
of Parliament. In signing this League of
Nations, we are not in the Council; we are
in the Assembly. The King must go to the
Assembly first to get authority to make war
or to make peace. So the Big Four or the
Big Five go to the Assembly first, and by
and with the consent of the Assembly they
do so and so. That is the theory gf it,
whether it is the practice or now. I take
it, then, that we have only one Parliament.
Now, is Canada a unation? Canada is a
nation.
*Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to cite article 16, which
says, in part:

It shall be the duty of the Council in such
case to recommend to the several Governments
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concerned what effective military, naval or air
force the members of the League shall severally
contribute to the armed forces to be used to
protect the covenants of the League.

Does it not ultimately rest altogether with
tne Council to determine that question?

Hon. Mr. POPE: They must be unan-
imous.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: “It shall
be the duty of the Council to recommend;”
it does not say ‘“to order.”

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend did not understand my question.
My honourable friend says it rests with
the Assembly. I say it rests with the
Council to say what each Government shall
do.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Only to
recommend. That is my conception of it,
at all events. I may not be able to under-
stand the English language, but I take it
that no member of the Assembly can be
compelled by the Council to do anything
that it does not wish to do.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
friend is all wrong.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: If my
honourable friend will allow me to finish,
he may then attempt to prove that I am
all wrong.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not want
to make a speech; I simply want to put
my honourable friend right.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I cannot
stand here and be cross-examined all day.

The question is whether there is any basis
for the argument that Canada is not a
nation. Is England a nation? Is Scotland
a nation? Is Ireland a nation? Is Poland
a nation? Was Poland a nation when she
was under foreign domination? Certainly
she was a nation. A nation does not mean
an independent power, free and clear from
anybody else. When one speaks of the
nation from the legal point of view he
speaks of the British nation; but when he
speaks, as one may say, from the generic
point of view, he means the English nation.
Canada is as much a nation as is England.
When you speak from the legal point of
view it is the British nation, and it is Eng-
land, and it is the British Parliament.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Is there a Jewish
nation?

Hon. Mr.
nation.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is a nationality.

My honourable

LYNCH-STAUNTON: It is a

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: There
never was in the history of the world a con-
dition such as exists in the British nation
to-day. There never before was a nation
like the British nation. There never was
ary constitution like the British Constitu-
tion. The dependencies of France either
have representatives sitting right in the
Parliament in Paris or are what we call
Crown colonies. But we cannot argue from
the condition of any other people as to what
we must do to adapt the law to our condi-
tion. It is a new condition, and we
must, as far as we can, adapt the law
to our new Constitution. It does seem to
me, when one realizes that the King under
our Constitution rules this country with the
advice of his Parliament, that it is most
reasonable to say tnat whenever the King
declares war he declares war as the lord
over each Parliament and not the lord over
one Parliament, and that when he asks the
approval of his advisers, he must ask the
approval of his advisers in each of his Par-
liaments. It would be most incongruous if
he did not. The fact that heretofore Kings
did not do so is no reason why it should not
be done now. We know that our Constitu-
tion has widened out from precedent to
precedent. We know that our Constitution
and the method of governing the Empire
has changed without changing any statute.
In the Government of to-day one cannot
recognize the Government which existed in
England in the time of James I, or the Gov-
ernment that existed one hundred years or
fifty years ago. It is the customs of the
people, not Parliament, that have made
those changes. To-day, by practice, by new
theories, with the consent of the people of
this country, with the consent of the whole
Empire, we have declared that the Domin-
ion of Canada, when a great question in-
volving the whole Empire comes up, shell
be heard, that no question in which a self-
governing member of the Empire is inter-
ested shall be answered to affect its in-
terest without, its sanction, and that she
shall not be, as the honourable gentleman
said, a mere train-bearer.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I should like to
ask one question of the honourable gentle-
man. I quite agree with a great deal that
he has said, and I speak not by way of
criticism, but rather to obtain enlighten-
ment. The honourable gentleman has said,
very properly, I think, that formerly it
was within the power of the King to declare
war without reference to his ministers, but
that through the development of the Brit-
ish Constitution it is now admitted that
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any act of importance must be performed
under the advice of the ministry. If I
understood the honourable gentleman, that
12 the theory he expounded, and in which
1 concur. Am I correct?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I be-
lieve that, yes.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The honourable
gentleman proceeded to say that the King
declares war under the advice of his min-
isters. If we bear in mind the theory of
the honourable gentleman that the King
has different ministers for the different
parts of the Empire, when he declares’ war
under the advice of his ministers, he is
not, as I understand it, to act upon the
advice of his ministers in the Dominions,
but only upon the advice of his ministers
in England. I suppose [the honourable
gentleman will agree to that.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No, I
will not.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Does the honourable
gentleman contend that when the war was
declared against Germany the King took
the advice of his ministers in Canada?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I will
answer the honourable gentleman. I think
the development of our Constitution has
brought us to this condition. The King

" may declare a war which will involve the

United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland upon the advice of his ministers
who advise him regarding that part of the
Empire; when he declares war and intends
to call upon us for assistance, he must
obtain the approval of his ministers for the
Dominion of Canada. I think that has
been the practice, because when he declared
war in South Africa he did not ask us for
assistance until our Cabinet had approved
of it. When the recent war came on he did
not turn to Canada and say, “You must
send me troops, because my Privy Council,
sitting in London has advised me to go to
war.” No: when he declared war his voice
was heard at Ottawa. Our Cabinet, as his ad-
visers, said: “We approve of the war and
recommend Parliament to send the troops,”
and, as my honourable friend the leader of
the Government has said, not a dollar of
taxation would or could have been imposed
upon this country, not a soldier would have
donned the King’s uniform had not the
King’s advisers at Ottawa approved of his
action.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: How could they
clothe them without our money?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I am afraid the
honourable gentleman is drifting from the
declaration of war.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I do not
agree that when England declares war and
we approve that we are at war. We are at
war in theory, but not in practice.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Whethér the honour-
able gentleman admits it or not, I think it
is very plain that when England is at war
all the Dominions are at war.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: England
is never at war; it is the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: When the King of
England declares war I take it that every
part of the British Empire is at war.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: But he
never declares war until he gets the ap-
proval of his ministers.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I say when he de-
clares war every part of the British Empire
is at war.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That is
the old theory.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: That is the theory
now. The theory has changed merely in
this respect, that the King will not declare
;Nar except under the advice of his minis-
ters.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That is
the point.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: His ministers in Lon-
don.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Who says
that? ;

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I do.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I should like to have
time to say in what I agree with the honour-
able gentleman; perhaps he would be sur-
prised to see how close together we are, al-
though I cannot follow him to the extent to
which he has gone. For instance, when the
Treaty of Peace was made, suppose that we
had gone upon the theory that the King had
to act upon the advice of his ministers as
far as the United Kingdom is concerned,
upon the advice of his ministers in the Do-
minions as far as each Dominion is con-
cerned, what would have been the conse-
quence if there had been a difference be-
tween the advice given to the King by the
ministers in England, and the advice given
to him by his advisers in this Dominion?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: We would
not have sent any ‘troops.
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Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I am speaking of
the Treaty of Peace, not of troops.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Then we
would mot sign dt.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, we would not
sign it; but you would be in the same
position as if you had signed it. Would you
or would you not? I repeat: Sup-
pose all the Dominions had said, “ We
will not agree; we advise you not to sign
that Treaty; we demand another treaty
altogether,”” would the King have divided
himself? Can you contemplate such a thing
as the King makirmig one treaty for one part
of the Empire and another treaty, or half
a dozen treaties perhaps, for other parts?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That is
one of the anomalies of our Constituticn.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: One must bear that
in mind to see exactly what our position is.
I agree with the honourable gentleman when
‘he says that under the British Constitution
powers which were heretofore possessed by
the King alone are mo more possessed by
the King alone; and that through the de-
velopment of constitutional government the
people would not permit anything of that
kind or any exercise of power in that way.
T agree also with the honourable gentleman
that our Constitution has developed, al-
though it is a written Constitution. It has
developed, maybe not to the same extent as
the British Constitution, but it has de-~
veloped. I also agree with the theory that
our status is changing from day to day—
that through the .development of our Con-
stitution or the development of the British
Constitution, we acquire rights which we
did not possess before.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: We are allowed to
do so.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, I say we acquire
rights.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No, no.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The honourable
gentleman may have his own opin~
ion, but I have mline. I am ex-
pressing my opinion and mnot the
opinion of the 'onourable gentleman.
I am making a distinction. I claim that
there is such a thing as absolute power,
and there is such a thing as a constitutional
power. When we speak of absolute
power, we speak, for instance, of such
a power as that of the British Parliament
tc repeal the Canadian constitution. They
have the absolute power to do so, but they

have not what I call the constitutional
power. The repeal of a law of that kind
would be an act of oppression which would
be considered unbearable and would justify
a revolution. In the development of Brit-
ish institutions it has come to be recog-
nized that although a power may exist
absolutely, it may not exist constitutional-
ly. Therefore when we are discussing a
question of that kind we must agree uvon
the terms, as we must agree upon the term
when we use the word “nation.” If in
speaking of a nation we mean one having
absolute independence, being absolute mas-
ter of its own constitution, it is perfectly
plain that Canada is not a nation in that
sense of the word; but if we mean a coun-
try that has many of the attributes of a
nation, such as that of a fully self-governing
state, or that of being party to any Treaty
which affects or may affect directly its own
interests, Canada may in that sense be con-
sidered a nation.

The great difficulty to my mind is this
—and I would draw the attention of honour-
able gentlemen to it. The Treaty is made
by the Crown of England on the advice of
its ministers. 1t is the British Empire as
a whole which is a party to the Treaty;
it is not each of the Dominions, separate
from the United Kingdom. Then I say
without fear of contradiction—and this pro-
position has not been contradicted here
or in another place—that the moment the
Treaty is ratified by the King it is binding
upon the whole Empire. Now the difficulty -
arises as to the League of Nations. The
League of Nations being in one sense part
of the Treaty, the moment that Treaty be-
comes binding the League of Nations be-
comes effective and its Covenant is binding
upon all the Dominions. But, as regards
the League of Nations, the Dominions are
acknowledged as entities separate from the
United Kingdom; they are separate mem-
bers. Therefore the question arises, what
is the meaning of that situation, that, al-
though they are all bound by the Treaty,
vet as parties to the League of Nations they
are distinet members of that League? I
suggest that the solution is this, that the
moment the Treaty was signed, or was
ratified by the King, under the advice of
nis ministers, it became binding upon the
whole Empire, but that it was left to each
of the Dominions, as well as to the United
Kingdom, to decide whether it would re-
main in the League of Nations or would
withdraw from it. The Dominions could
not help being drawn into it, because it
was part of the Treaty, but they could avail
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themselves of the two years’ notice to with-
draw from that League. That seems to
me to be the solution of the difficulty.

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

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

THE SENATE.

Thursday, October 2, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

INTERPRETATION BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
second reading of Bill 4, an Act to amend
the Interpretation Aoct.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, the
object of this Bill is to make the Interpre-
tation Act applicable to Orders in Council
that have been passed under the War
Measures Act. There was an Order in
Council passed in pursuance of the War
Measures Act providing for the interpreta-
tion of different Orders in Council in the
same way as the Interpretation Act applies
to the statutes, As those Orders in Council
will expire upon the declaration of peace,
it is desirable that this provision should be
made by legislation, and this Bill is to
meet that situation.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: This Bill is a very
important one. It is to be read in connec-
tion with the Interpretation Act. The
Interpretation Act deals with laws and with
existing courts; but these Orders in Coun-
cil are laws in themselves, and create com-
missions and controllers for the working
out of the Orders in Council. T am not
quite sure that this amendment to the In-
terpretation Act is going to meet the case
at all. Say you have a court to-day with
jurisdiction over a matter, and you transfer
the jurisdiction to another court and
destroy the existing court, it works all
right; but where you have an Order in
Council with a controller, and you destroy
the controller and the Order in Council, T
do not know that the wording of this Bill
is wide enough to enable the courts to have
jurisdiction to carry out what is provided
for in the Order in Council.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Unlike my hon-
ourable friend, my trouble is that the word-
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE

g is too wide, T do not know just were
that Bill would lead us to. The Interpreta-
tion Act, which interprets the whole of our
legislation, is to apply to these Orders in
Council, with all the consequences, and I
for one cannot see how far-reaching this
may be. I think we ought to know a little
more about it. .

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am not
forcing it on the Chamber. It is desirable,
of course, that it should be dealt with
during the present session. It may be said
that the Orders in Council are precisely
analogous to statutes. They have all the
power and the effect of statute law. When
we legislate to-day or six months hence, we
legislate in view of the fact that there is an
Interpretation Act on the statute book,
which automatically becomes applicable to
all legislation which is passed by Parlia-
ment. The same must necessarily apply to
the Orders in Council which have been
passed; we must regard them as statute
laws for the time they are in operation;
and, inasmuch as the Order in Council
fixing an interpretation for those Orders in
Council falls to the ground with the other
Orders in Council, there must be some
continuity by which we can interpret the
laws that have been in force under the War
Measures Act. Probably we can discuss
this to very much better advantage in com-
mittee.

Hon, Mr. BELCOURT: TIs there an
Order in Council to-day which applies the
Interpretation Act to Orders in Council?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, but
there is an Order in Council dealing with
interpretation. That Order in Council of
course will fall to the ground with the
other Orders in Council. That Order in
Council, as I understand, makes the Inter-
pretation Act contained in our statutes ap-
plicable to all the Orders in Council passed
under the War Measures Act.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: We have been
making Orders in Council for five years.
Has it not occurred to the Government
before to pass an Act to make the Inter-
pretation Act apply?

Hgn. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I suppose
legislation could have been brought down
at the time the War Measures Act was
passed, providing that the Interpretation
Act would be applicable to all Orders in
Council passed from time to time; but ap-
parently the other course was pursued, of
passing an Order in Council making ap-
plicable the Interpretation Act contained
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Now, that Order in Coun-

in our statutes.
cil will exhaust itself upon the declaration
of peace.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Will the honourable
gentleman tell us where we can see that
Order in Council ?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, but
I shall be very glad to bring it down.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That Order in
Council is just as good and no worse than
the other Orders in Council, and if they are
going to be continued generally, holus
bolus, why is not this one continued with
the others?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: It cannot,
be continued, because immediately upon
the declaration of peace that Order in Coun-
cil becomes exhausted.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: So do the others.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No. I
point out that the effects of them do not.
They are not operative, but they are opera-
tive with respect to anything that may
have occurred under the Orders in Council,
just as if you repealed a statute to-day, any-
thing done previous to the repeal has full
force and effect.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Statutes which the
Orders in Council are said to be made
equal to were enforced by the ordinary
courts. But the Orders in Council were
put into force and worked out by commis-
sioners, controllers, and so on. Now, you
continue the Orders in Council, but who
is to have the jurisdiction to work them
out? Does it pass over to the courts, or
are those commissioners, controllers, and
so forth, continued in office indefinitely to
work out the Orders in Council ? That is
the point that T want to understand. I
understand the point of the honourable
gentleman from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Bel-
court) that this may be a great deal
wider than there is any necessity for.
I do not know how many Orders in Council
there are or how many commissioners or
controllers there are.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Or what their
functions are.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Or what they are, or
what are their salaries. And the question
might very well arise whether, on the day
that the Orders in Council ceased to
operate on account of the war coming to
an end, the jurisdiction under those Or-
ders in Council could not be transferred to
the ordinary courts, to wind up any obli-

gation incurred or any right existing under
them, instead of continuing these hosts of
commissioners and controllers.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: That is
a question of policy for the Government to
determine.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK : I take it, according
to what my honourable friend from Middle-
ton (Hon W, B. Ross) has said, that you
would require something of the nature of
this Bill for the purpose of interpreting
those Orders in Council. If, as the hon-
curable leader of the Government has stat-
ed, with the proclamation of peace the
interpretation Order in Council falls to the
ground, would it not be necessary to have this
measure for the purpose of interpreting the
Oxders in Council themselves when the
court is dealing with them? In that
case perhaps the honourable leader of the
Government would give us the information
before we go into committee on the Bill.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I will get
the full information.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: We would like to
have, if possible, the full information as
to the Orders in Council that are effected.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I take it,
for instance, that a commission appointed
under an Order in Council passed under
the War Measures Act would have jurisdic-
tion to complete the work upon which they
had entered, notwithstanding the exhaus-
tion of the Order in Council by reason of
the declaration of peace. The commission
would not be defunct in so far as it con-
cerned any duties they had entered upon.
They could not, however, after that time,
fhvoke the powers of the Order in Council
except to complete what duties they had
already entered upon. That would be my
interpretation of the duties of the commis-
sion.

So far as the transfer of those duties to
the covrts is concerned, the power to make
a transfer of that kind could, of course, be
conferred; but that is a question of policy
to be carried out by the Government. The
question is whether it is more desirable to
transfer those duties to the ordinary judi-
cial tribunals, or to permit the tribunals
already organized wunder the Orders in
Council to nroceed to the comnletion of the
duties which they had entered upon.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Perhaps my hon-
ourable friend could tell us how it is that
doubt has now arisen as to whether these
Orders in Council would, automatically, as
it were, be read with the Interpretation
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Act? My honourable friend has argued
that these Orders in Council are equal to
an Act of Parliament. If every Act of
Parliament has to be read with the Inter-
pretation: Act, and if those Orders in Coun-
cil are equal to an Act of Parliament, what
is the necessity for so saying? 3

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I do not
think any doubt has arisen upon it. This
is manifest, that there is an Interpreta-
tionn Act included in our statutes, which
from time to time may be amended or may
be brought up to any period of time,
whereas an Order in Council making applic-
able the Interpretation Act would become
exhausted upon the declaration of peace. I
think it is quite manifest that, with an
Interpretation Act upon our statute-books,
it is very desirable that that should apply
and have full force and effect. That is de-
sirable, not only as to the statutes con-
tained in the body of our law, but also
as to all Orders in Council having the force
of statutes.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Then I think that the
effect of wnese Orders in Council, unless
there are new Orders in Council extending
them beyond the war period, would come
to an: end.

Hon. 8ir JAMES LOUGHEED: My
recollection is that there is an Order in
Council providing that all commissions
appointed, or all officers charged with any

‘duties, shall be empowered to proceed to

the completion of the duties upon which
they have entered.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: If we could get that
Order in Council it would throw light on
the question.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I shall
try to have all that information.

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

DOMINION BY-ELECTIONS BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved
the second reading of Bill, 13, an Act to
amend the Dominion By-Elections Act,
1919.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, we
legislated last session upon this subjeect,
and in doing so we apparently failed to
give effect to a provincial statute which
is in force in British Columbia by which
there is a disqualification attaching to all
Orientals in that province. The object of

Hon .Mr. BELCOURT.

the Bill is to give effect to the provincial
statute, as to the qualification of voters
in that province.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honourable
gentlemen, this is a measure which affects
peculiarly the province from which I
come. When we were discussing the Bill
of last session, if my memory serves me
aright, I pointed out to the honourable
leader of the Government and to this House
that this very difficulty was going to occur.
We have always had in British Columbia,
rightly or wrongly, this provision in our
provincial laws—I think, on the ground
that these people are not really qualified
to understand the conditions under which
the Government of this country is carried
on. That is probably a good provision.

My honourable friend has said that this
Bill will apply to Orientals. It will apply
to Indians also.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I do not under-
stand that this affects any other province
than British Columbia.

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

NATURALIZATION BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
second reading of Bill 14, an Act to amend
the Naturalization Act, 1919.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, last
session, in dealing with the Naturalization
Act we gave exclusive jurisdiction to the
County Court in Ontario to receive appli-
cations for naturalization. It seems that
during the last fifty years the Court of
Geneéral Sessions cof the Peace in Ontario
had power to entertain applications for
naturalization. The withdrawal of author-
ity from that court was unintentional, and
if is proposed by this Bill to reinstate the
authority which they had formerly. That
:s the object of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Having had some
experience in the Court of General Sessions
of the Peace I know how desirable it is
that it should have the power to grant
naturalization certificates. As a matter of
fact, I think that the Court of General Ses-
sions of the Peace in Ontario has granted
far more certificates of that sort than the
Superior Court. It is generally to the
Court of the Sessions of the Peace that
application is made for naturalization.

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



OCTOBER 2, 1919 97

TREATY OF PEACE BILL.

FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THE MOTION
FOR THE SECOND READING—DEBATE
ADJOURNED.

The Senate resumed from October 1 con-
sideration of the motion for the second
reading of Bill 8, an Act for carrying into
effect the Treaty of Peace between His
Majesty and certain other Powers.

Hon. R. H. POPE: Honourable gentle-
men of the Senate, I do not anticipate
adding anything new to the discussion on
this Treaty, which is of world-wide impor-
tance; but I would ask as a personal grati-
fication the indulgence of this House in
order that I may express certain opinions
which I possess in reference to it.

We heard yesterday a discussion by the
honourable member from De Lanaudiére
(Hon. 'Mr. Casgrain). I had antici-
pated that after his overseas trip he would
have brought back some intelligence re-
garding the issue. I listened attentively
to his remarks with regard to the League
of Nations; and, while he put the
case of the last League very well, he
did not do it as well as is done
in a magazine article appearing in the
August issue of the Nineteenth Century,
which goes into fuller detail on this subject.
‘While it is interesting reading, as all histo-
rical writings are, yet, we have arrived
at a period at which the world pro-
poses te make history for itself, irrespective
of the precedents of the past. That
is true not only with reference to the League
of Nations, but also in the administration
of public affairs in Canada and elsewhere.
Precedents which (were absolute guides for
us to follow ten years ago have been set
aside, and for many good reasons, and to-
day we are to start forward to build for
the future, upon the new foundations of a
broader, more comprehensive democracy in
which is recognized the equality of man.

I listened to the remarks of the honourable
member from Hamilton (Hon. Mr. Lynch-
Staunton) with very deep interest; and,
while not agreeing with him altogether, I
concur in much of what he said. I noticed
that he disturbed one of the traditions of
this House, that is, the Big Four who sit
to your left, Mr. Speaker, and 'who are
supposed to possess the legal knowledge of
this Senate. MHe actually got them into a
discussion, which I would almost consider
a greater violation than a violation of the
British North America Act. These legal
minde are acute. We need them, but we do

not always need them for the purpose of
splitting hairs.
8—7

We will admit that it is

their privilege to split a hair once or twice,
but when they try to make it finer than
that, their efforts lose their effect, whether
in this House or any other place.
Honourable gentlemen have referred to
the British North America Act. That is not
a new document. It is not my intention
to read it fromr start to finish, but I find
in section 18 the words, ‘ privileges, im-
munities, and powers.”? I do not think the
legal gentlemen in this House make a
sufficient distinction between privileges and
powers. There can be no question of the
powers of the King of England in certain
directions, as was both stated and contra-
dicted by honourable gentlemen yesterday.
The King has the power to declare war with

- or without the consent of his advisers; but

no sane monarch such as occupies the
Throne of England to-day would think of
utilizing that power to declare 'war without
the approval or consent of his advisers.
The powers that we here possess are sup-
posed to be limited by the British North
America Act to those ‘‘ enjoyed and exer-
cised by the Commons House of Parliament
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland at the passing of this Act.”
If we were to look at the powers and privi-
leges exercised by the Parliament of Great
Britain and Ireland to-day, as compared
with those which they exercised when that
Act was passed, we ‘would find only a few
fundamentals left. The British Parliament
saw fit in’ 1867 to give this Dominion of

Canada a charter under which it
could govern absolutely within ~the
four corners of the Dominioh in
matters pertaining to it. We were

given that charter for all time unless we
chose to ask for amendment. It would be
very hard to make me believe, honourable
gentlemen, that we do not enjoy the same
privilege of varying our customs under
that charter as the Parliament of Great
Britain themselves enjoy. This may not
be an exact legal explanation or exposition
of the case, but I think it is practical, and
I would he very much astounded if His
Excellency the Governor General. received
word from the Parliament of England, or
from the King of England, that we here in
this Parliament of Canada were claiming
to enjoy some privilege that had not been
specially mentioned in that Act. Therefore,
I do not think that we need be concerned
in looking to the future. The future of
Canada is important. The past is re-
corded, and, I may say, is for the most
part well recorded, and that we should
be called upon to take part in this League
of Nations is not surprising. In fact. to
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me it would have been bitterly disappoint-
ing if we had not been called there. I
should have imagined that the honourable
member who has just returned from over-
seas (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) would discover
somewhere in his travels, either in England
or on the continent, the high opinion of
Canada entertained over there—the recogni-
tion of the fact that Canada, through en-
joying privileges and freedom under this
Act, did go forth to battle without awaiting
a call from the front. I should have
thought that when the honourable gentle-
man returned we would have heard from
him to that effect; but, instead of that, un-
fortunately, owing to party entanglements,
that spider’s web which you cannot see
by looking over there, but which you
realize every time certain honourable gen-
tlemen arise to speak, wrapped itself about
him and brought him back into line; so he
gaid what he did say.

Lloyd George, as Prime Minister of Eng-
land, endorsed by every leading statesman
of England, announced that we would be
called to the councils of peage—that we
would be consulted in the negotiation of
the Peace Treaty; and, honourable gentle-
men, we were called. Moreover, the Prime
Minister of Canada insisted that we should
be represented at the peace table. Some
honourable gentleman has said, “You can-
not make war.”” We do not' want to make
war; what we want to make is peace; that
is what we stand for, and that is the reason
why we made those tremendous sacrifices
on the fields of Flanders—not for war, but
for peace. To say that such a self-govern-
ing country as Canada did not avail itself
of the privilege of sending our
battalions there in the interest of
peace and civilization would be to say that
we shirked the responsibility which
devolved upon us when we inherited the
northern half, and, I may say, the better
half of the continent of America.

Again, some honourable gentlemen make
light of the League of Nations; not they
alone, but also mnewspapers, magazine
writers, philosophers—the odds and ends of
humanity.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: Preachers.

Hon. Mr. POPE: And preachers. Well,
“honourable gentlemen, let us for a moment
review it. This is not the first Treaty of
Peace, and I do not believe it will be the
last, although I hope it will be. Previously,
when Treaties of Peace were arranged in
Europe—for that is where the important
treaties of the world have been agreed to

Hon. Mr. POPE.

and signed—the monarchs were practically
all upon their thrones. You had the German
Emperor, the Czar of Russia, the King of
Greece, the Emperor of Austria-Hungary,
and so on; and when this treaty was signed
there was not a single person representing
any of the various empires or nations who
could be held responsible for the carrying
out of the terms of the treaty. But to-day,
honourable gentlemen of the Senate, those
monarchs are practically all wiped off the
face of the earth. Instead of them, we have
these diplomats who form the League of
Nations and who have fixed the national
boundaries. We have there, though not in
a permanent condition, various forms of
Government, whatever they may turn out
to be. It would be impossible to-day to
make a Treaty of Peace on the lines on
which treaties were made 50 years ago.
To have gone to war and not to have made,
in conclusion, some agreement whereby the
peace of Europe could be insured and ter-
ritorial lines of demarcation could be fixed,

would have been to waste in that
effort the lives of 60,000 Can-
adians and millions of other lives.

Therefore I say, Sir, whether the League
of Nations is to be what is prophesied for
it—and I hope it will be—or whether it is
not to consummate eternal peace, it is
well for these emperors, for these fallen
dynasties, for the world, that some organ-
ization has been created that may deal
with it with some hope at least that a
peace of permanency may be established.

My honourable friend from Halifax—I
think he is the junior member for Halifax—

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: The middle member.

Hon. Mr. POPE: When I said that I for-
got you, Sir, which shows the longevity
of the peace of Halifax. The honourable
middle member for Halifax (Hon. Mr.
Roche) said that he felt himself wandering
around in a maze, and that he would like
to know the written law by which Canada
became a mation; he would like to see the
statute. Who could make a statute?

Hon. Mr. ROCHE: I beg pardon; I did
not say that. I said that I wanted to see
the sanction and the authority. Now, quote
my words, please.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I shall be delighted,
because they are always eloquent. The
authority and the samction by which
Canada became a nation? I am going to
give it to the honourable gentleman. It
was the signing of a treaty with France
when Sir Wilfrid Laurier was leading this
Government. The change took place over
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night, and the honourable gentleman fol-

lowed Sir Wilfrid Laurier forever after.
That is an authority which he will not
dispute, surely. In a single night, like a
mushroom, we grew to nationhood.

But nationhood is not the result of a
single night; I realize that. In order to
have the attributes of nationhood it is not
necessary that there should be any legisla-
tion. It is mot mecessary that you should
have any sanction other than the true, deep
patriotism of the people when they are pre-
pared to defend their ideals against the
aggressor. When they are prepared to lay
down their lives for the defence of civili-
zation, and for their principles, they go a
long way in the direction of nationhood with-
out any particular stamp being placed
upon them by any outside government or
influence in this world. Canada has gone
in that direction until we occupy to-day
a position envied, if you like, by people
who do not want us to grow too rapid-
ly. We are occupying to-day in this
world, among the mnations, among the
thinking people, among the scientific people,
among the classical people, among the real
people, a position of nationhood, if you
so like to call it, that was never occupied
before in our history. So we should. Canada
made the sacrifice. She made it openly
and aboveboard. If we had not had the
representatives at the Peace Table, whether
Mr. Sifton or Mr. Doherty or some other
man or men, to represent us, gentlemen
on the other side of the House would have
been the first to cry out. I have read their
magazines in which they dictated articles;
I have read their papers. They laughed
at the idea of Canada having members of
its Cabinet at the Peace Table. They said
that Downing Street had always been a
bugbear to them. Why, sir, they do not
know that there has been a change in
Downing Street. They do not know that
we have told Downing Street in the last
five years things that they never knew
before. We have not only told them, but
we have demonstrated in the field of battle
and in the field of commerce things that
Downing Street never thought of. They do
not fully realize, Sir, that before this Treaty
of Peace was signed, before the League of
Nations was thought of, our representative,
the Prime Minister of Canada, was made a
Privy Counsellor and sat at the War Board
in the War Council, and that we were there
close to the machine that was operating
for the liberty of the world. Why, Downing
Street fifty years ago would no more have
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thought of that than they would have
thought of flying to the moon. And yet:
you try to tell us that we have not attained:
the status of a nation.

I do not want to say too much of the
residue of a great party; at the same time,
it does seem to me, Sir, that there should
be some moment in the history of Canada,
in the history of the world, in the history
of the civilization of this world, when those
honourable gentlemen could afford to come
out of the wilderness and darkness, and
join in a sentiment for the advancement
and glorification of the country to which
we belong. Perhaps I am asking too much.

We observe that the United States Senate
is not satisfied. We observe that they too,
for political or party purposes, are attempt-
ing to gain some advantage over President
Wilson as the representative of the Demo-
cratic party. We observe that struggle.
That is their own affair—I agree to that.
I should like to see them sign the Treaty of
Peace; I should like to see them join the
League of Nations; but let me tell the
United States’of America that if they never
sign that Treaty of Peace, if they never
join the League of Nations, there will be a
Treaty of Peace and there will be a League
of Nations, whether they are in it or out-
side of it. What is their complaint?

They say that the British Empire has too
many representatives. The honourable
gentlemen on the other side of the House
say that we have practically none. The
United States say the British Empire has
too many because it has more than the
United States. Why not? At any angle from
which we choose to look at it, it is just.
In the first place, the British Empire has
a greater population than the United States.
The British Empire has a population in
round figures of 400,000,000; the United
States has a population of 100,000,000. In
the next place, we made the greater sac-
rifice in the war. The northern half of this
continent made a greater sacrifice than the
other half. “Some honourable gentleman
says, in referring to the British Empire,
“But you are taking in India.” Yes, we
are taking in a possession that sent over
nearly a million of soldiers and paid every
dollar of their expenses and lent the Allies
millions of money besides to carry on the
war. ‘But, the United States say, they are
dark people. “Yes,” I say to them, “but what
about your negroes, what about your per-
centage of dark men whom you will not
allow to go into the same church with you,
whom you will not allow to worship the
same God in the same edifice, whom you
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will not allow in the same train with you,
and will not allow in the same schools?
Surely, under these conditions you do not
call yourselves one hundred millions of
‘people.”

Under these ecircumstances, considering
‘the sacrifices that we have made; consider-
ing that we went over there more than
‘three years -before they did, and that our
soldiers held the fort with the French and
the British and the other Allies, have we
no rights? We kept the trenches. We
waited for three long years for the people to
the south of us to be intelligently informed
that there was a great war in Europe, and
at last they came—and I am going to give
them credit for coming. I am going to say
that the great moral effect upon the French
army of the arrival of the American troops
in France was wonderful. They had been
suffering double sacrifices day by day. It
was a discouragement to the German people

and to the German army when the
Americans ‘ arrived,  mostly in British
boats—because they could mnot walk.

They were welcomed, not as a fighting
force in the trenches and in the front
line; but the American mnation never
can claim to have won the war. We were
glad to see them there for the reasons that I
have mentioned. The British Empire, with
a population of 400,000,000, whether dark-
skinned or white, sent men to the battle-
line and sent them early, and made the
sacrifice; and therefore we have the
right to greater representation at the Peace
Table if we demand it.

It is well that there should be two voices
from this great continent. It is better
that there should be two forms of Govern-
ment on this great continent; it is wise, and
in the best interests of everybody. If we
had not two voices on this continent, we
would not have had an army where it was
wanted at the right time. Two opinions
are better than one, and 1 believe that as
time goes on the American people will
come to realize that that is true.

Now, we arrive at the point of progress.
The war is ended to a very large extent.
We are now starting on for the future.
Shall it be a forward movement or a back-
ward one? Shall we have qualified patriot-
ism or whole-hearted patriotism? Which-
ever is best in the interests of this country
should prevail.

* Some gentlemen, not only in this House,
but outside of it fear the future. They seem
to be afraid of the great regponsibility that
we are about to assume. But, honourable
gentlemen, the responsibility is only such

Hon. Mr. POPE.

as it was made possible for us to assume by
the sacrifices of the boys at the front. We
are not assuming a responsibility given to
us by Parliament. We “are assuming a re-
sponsibility given to us by reason of the
sacrifice made by the boys at the front, and
by reason of the position in which they
placed Canada in comparison with the other
fighting nations of the world.

Now, I say to this House, and to this Par-
liament, and to all the Parliaments of Can-
ada: “If you are afraid to stand up and
take your position and fill the place made
for you, you should go, and we should go,
and we should not stand on the order of
our going.”” The sacrifices made for us on
the field of battle mean more than is signi-
fied to-day. You have unrest everywhere
to-day, but from that unrest will come a
consolidation of strong public opinion, and
that public opinion, if Canada is to advance
as she wishes to advance, will demand pro-
gress, broader lines of trade, and recog-

nition . of the position that was made
for us. The nations who stood fore-
most in the great struggle and who

won the greatest recognition were those
nations that had developed to the
greatest possible extent their resources,
their manufactures, and their commerce.
Germany held the world at bay because
she had done that. England sent over a
small army, but was able to withstand the
shock. Our people worked not only in
the trenches but also at home, for we had
developed our commerce; we had a national
policy which had created industrial pros-
perity and made it possible for us to send
to the allied armies munitions of inestim-
able value, manufactured by our own peo-
ple, who had never manufactured munitions
before; and they manufactured them as

- well as any other country furnishing muni-

tions, and as cheaply. So, honourable gen-
tlemen, industrial life means not only de-
velopment in time of peace, but also pro-
tection of the liberties of the world.
Under these circumstances, I say it be-
hooves Canada to realize that, with the
magnificent resources that nature has given
her, if she is to occupy the place which this
Treaty has given her, she must follow no
narrow policy. If we are to become within
fifteen years the nation which the world
expects us to be, as compared with our
present small populations, we must adopt
a broad policy—for that purpose if for no
other. I need not describe the resources
of this country. It is well known that they
are unlimited. But natural resources are
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of little avail unless you have the courage
to adopt a policy for the development of
them. Take the case of Mexico. I venture
to say that there is no territory of the
same size in the world as wealthy in natural
resources—in its soil, its minerals, etc.—
as Mexico. But, because she has not fol-
lowed a policy of development, because she
has not adopted the fundamental things
that have made for the progress of the
world, namely, industry and transportation,
Mexico stands lowest in the list of nations.
It has been proven beyond doubt that the
foundation upon which civilization has been
built is industry and transportation.
Take Central Europe. When a battle
was fought there 100 years ago, an army
of 150,000 or 200,000 was considered an im-
mense army. The areas are the same to-
day as then. There is no new-found land;
it is all the same; but the population has
continued to increase, and in the last five
years there was gathered together an army
of millions to fight on that same ground
where hundreds of thousands were fighting
as great armies a century ago. Why has
that become possible? Because of econeo-
mic and industrial development and the
development of transportation. The result
has been that it is now possible for ten
men to live where only one man lived
before.
If we are to grow and to occupy the place
which I believe we should occupy, then
I say we should look forward to unlimited
markets. We have only two industrial cen-
tres in the Empire: one is Canada and
one is England. There are 400,000,000 of
people to cater to under our own flag. Why
not have the freest possible trade and de-
velopment, industrial and otherwise, with-
in the British Empire in order that we may
expand, in order that our industries may
grow, in order that we may manufacture
more cheaply at home the products re-
quired by our own people, and that we
may draw more closely together the ties
which some honourable gentlemen in this
House, and persons outside of this House,
cannot understand. It is almost impossible
to describe in the English language that
bond which unites the various parts of the
great Empire to which we belong. It was
a puzzle, a surprise, to the Kaiser of Ger-
many, and it is a surprise even to our-
selves. It is indescribable, but we have
inherited it, we are maintaining it, and it
is producing results.
Reference is made to Article 10 of the
Peace Treaty. Article 10 says that if the
political independence or the territory of

any of the Associated Powers who are sig-
natory to this Treaty is threatened, then
the other signatories will come forward to
its defence. Who objects to that? But some
honourable gentleman says, “Oh, but it’
will involve you in all the wars of Europe.”
Honourable gentleman, this world is tied to-
gether by commerce and electricity and air
communication more closely than ever be-
fore, and we in this northern half of the
continent of America cannot sit down and
refuse to take our share of world responsi-
bility whether the nation to be defended
be a big or a little one. The peace of the
world is as much to us as it is to any of
the central powers of Europe, and we are in
duty bound, whether we like it or whether
we do not like it—we are in duty bound
as a member of the brotherhood of nations
to take our share of responsibility by con-
tributing men and money to defend and
perpetuate the civilization of the world.

I observe that there is to he an Assembly
as well as a Council. This question was
dealt with by the legal gentlemen yester-
day. The Assembly is to be the talking
place just like this Chamber, while the
Council is executive, to put into force what
has been decided upon after discussion and

has been handed down to the Council. The
Council must be unanimous. That is, in
my estimation, its weakness. The Assem-

bly may have a majority, but the Council
must be unanimous. Well, honourable
gentlemen, to say that the responsible
men of the world represe¢nting the high-
est and best in our civilization, who
are gathered together in Europe, or
anywhere else, and who bear the terrible
responsibility which rests upon every
nation they represent, are not going to be
discreet and wise and are not going to do
their best to avert war, would mean an
attempt to borrow trouble from a source
where it is not to be found. Man is a
troublemaker himself. Not only is it
guaranteeed that the Coundil shall not
exercise any power unless the members
are unanimous, but it has behind it the
promise of those powerful nations that they
will give effect to the orders of the Council.
Why should they not? The Council would
not be worth anything more than the visit
of my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Cas-
grain) overseas df it did not have that
power and authority of the best nations
of the world behind it, to warrant them in
imposing an order upon any nation that
undertook to transgress beyond reasonable
limits. I see nothing objectionable in that,
or in the fact that the Assembly is formed
by representation of all the nations, while
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the Council is not. But somebody who
wants to say something objects: “Why, we

shall never be there; England will be

there.” Then the next -minute he says:

It will always be necessary for England

to be there.”” Well, then, if it is always
necessary for England to be there, why
should we be there? It is the Empire that
will be represented.

But, honourable gentlemen, we have had
great questions before us in days gone by.
I remember the Behring Sea question. Who
prepared the brief in the Behring Sea ques-
tion? Charles Tupper, afterwards knighted
as Sir Charles Tupper. Who went as one
of our representatives? Sir John Thompson.
Who was at Washington years before that
as one of the delegates from England ? Sir
John A. Macdonald. Time and time again,
long ago, when little was known of Canada,
our representatives were delegated to under-
take high responsibilities in other lands
than this. Therefore it is not true to say
that we shall not be represented.

It is equally untrue to say that this is
a bad bargain. It is the best that could
be made by the delegates at the Peace Con-
ference in the few months that they were
there. It is not correct to say that the re-
presentation in the League of Nations will
not be broadened. There is a provision for
broadening the membership of the Assembly,
and it may be remodelled in many ways in
the interests of peace. Let us have faith.
“Oh, ye of little faith!”—have faith.

Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE: In what?

Hon. Mr. POPE: Have faith in the Em-
pire and in the eminent men who stand fo
high ideals. %

I am glad to observe also in this Treaty
of Peace that there is a special place for
the honest labourer of the world. In this
Treaty of Peace he occupies a new position.
I am glad also to be informed on undoubted
authority that the delegates from Canada,
led by the Right Hon. Sir Robert Borden,
were the prineipal agents in giving the
men of labour a place in the world’s
Treaty. That carries with it a great
responsibility on the labour men. Just as
Canada’s representation places on Canada
a greater responsibility, so the representa-
tion of labour places a greater responsi-
bility on labour, and labour must rise
equal to its responsibilities. Labour men
must appreciate that they have the same
rights, the same opportunities and bene-
fits, from the world’s Peace Treaty as
have the capitalists or any others. I am
very sympathetic with labour—so much so

Hon. Mr. POPE.

that I have bBen called socialistic in my
views. If, 20 years ago, or less, I hired a
man with a wife and a family at $1 or
$1.25 a day and said to that man, “Go to
work, feed your family, clothe them, send
your children to school, and pay your
bills,”” I did not think that man had any
advantage over the slaves who had no bills
to pay. That was my opinion and it is
my opinion still.

But that does not mean that labour has no
limitations upon the amount it may charge
for its daily efforts. The moment that labc ur
charges more than its efforts are worth,
labour gets out of employment and goes out
of business. That is bad not only for labour,
but also for every industry in the Dominion
of Canada, or the country to which that
labour belongs. Capital has to be protected
or it will not invest. A Conference took
place, I understand, in this Chamber dur-
ing our recess, and at that Conference capi-

: tal was represented on one side and labour

on the other. If I had the management of
that, I would have mixed up the members.
I would have put first a labour delegate,
then a capitalist, then another labour man,
and so on. I would not have allowed them
to sit on opposite sides. That is not good.
I tell you, the human touch is absolutely
superior to any resolutions you may pass.
I do not think it was right to allow labour
and capital to separate as they did. How-
ever, that Conference is a commencement.
Capital must distinctly understand that it
can no longer drive the man to the machine.
That cannot be done. The man who goes
to work goes intelligently, and capital must
understand, from this day forward, that all
men are born equal, and if they live right-
eous, decent lives and fulfil their duties as
citizens, they are entitled to some reward in
this world before they pass over to the great
majority.

I find, honourable gentlemen, that other
people are thinking of us. I was reading
some remarks of Sir Charles Parsons, Presi-
dent of the British Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science, in which he said in
part:

During the present trend of development in
harnessing water-power and using up the fuel
resources of the world, one cannot but realize
that, failing new and unexpected discoveries
in science, the great position of England cannot
be maintained for an indefinite period. At some
time, more or less remote, and long before the
exhaustion of our coal, the population will
gradually migrate to those countries where na-
tural resources and energy are abundant.

A gentleman who is making a scientific
study, with men and money at his disposal,
in looking over the world to ascertain where
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are the most attractive places, speaks
of our 20,000,000 horse-power, of which
about 2,000,000 horse-power is developed.
‘Well, 20,000,000 is enough, but if he
wants it we can give him 40,000,000.
If he wants the greatest untouched forests
in the centre of the world, he will find them
here. If he wants the greatest mineral
zones in the centre of the world, he will find
them here. If he wants the greatest fishery
resources in the world, he will find them
here. If he wants the best agricultural
land in the world, he will find it here in
the Dominion of Canada. It is capable of
sustaining a population twice as large as
that of all England or the British Isles.
He says that these young men of enterprise,
of keen spirit, sons of rich men and well-
informed men, will migrate to that country.
Another man, somewhere else, says that

‘for the future the centre of the Empire,

England, is mot so safe as it used to be
before the submarine and the aircraft, and
that the capital of the great Empire is no
longer safe. I hope that is not true; but,
honourable gentlemen, if it is, if the centre
of this Empire is not safe in London, then
I say, we have here one-half of a continent
belonging to the British people, and they
can plant their new capital in Canada,
where it will be safe from molestation, safe
from starvation, and will not be crippled
oy being unable to obtain fuel or power,
independently.

But somebody says, “Oh, but you will
have jealousies.” There are no jealousies
in the face of a great calamity. Jealousies
disappear; they are wiped out. If the time
ever arrives when England feel, that the
capital of the Empire is not safe in England,
it can be transferred here to Canada.
True, honourable gentlemen, there will be
none of wus. living. But we are not living
to-day for to-day’s sake. If we are here for
any purpose, it is for the future of this
country; it is to guide the development of
‘Canada so that she may become the greatest
of all the possessions under the British
flag.

Somebody said yesterday that we shall
be fit for independence. Honourable gentle-
men, we shall never be fit for more
independence than we possess to-day. We
have absolute autonomy in the matter of
civil rights; we have absolute rights in
regard to trade and commerce. We are

independent in our criminal law and every--

thing else. When the population of this
country is 100,000,000 we shall recognize
that the great centre of this Empire was
England; that England made it possible

for us to become great; that she cast round
us, when we were in our infancy, the power
of her fleet and her armies; that she took
care of us like a baby in the cradle until
we grew up to manhood and became even
greater than our sires.

Under these circumstances, honourable
gentlemen, I know of no reason why we
should falter or hesitate—why we should
think for one moment that in the League
of Nations or in any other arrangement,
Canada is not going to be represented by
Canadians; and I know of no reason under
the sun why we could not legitimately
aspire to being some day the central figure
in the greatest Empire that the world has
ever know. :

Hon. JAMES DOMVILLE: Honourable
gentlemen, I admire very much the warlike
spirit of my honourable friend. It calls up
“the spirits from the vasty deep.” But is if
necessary to call them up? According to
my ideas, Canada has done well. The ques-
tion now is as to the ratification of the
Treaty. We may fairly ask, why did not
Newfoundland sign, and why are we called
upon to sign a blank cheque? We have been
told that it would be seditious not to sign,
and no sedition would be allowed. Then
we had to back down; we were afraid of the
tower—although it is burned down, I be-
lieve. While we should honourably and
loyally carry out what is required of us, I
think we should have a higher ambition,
and the spirit I should like to see promul-
gated in Canada is not the warlike spirit.
That is all right when it is needed especially
when it is remunerative. By this fight
Canada has lost very little in money, but
she has lost much in the lives of her people.

1 do not propose to take up much of
your time; but I would like to state my
view. I would rather see Canada, through
her legislators, follow the great principle
laid down by the Master—peace and good
will on earth—peace not at the point of
the bayonet, but with liberty. We should
be doing something higher than justifying
fighting and saying that we are ready to
ficht again. I am for peace; I am for
having a happy Canada; I am for making
this country a happy home for its people
and for the immigrants who come here;
I am for the education of the children,

-and for teaching them the difference be-

tween right and wrong, whatever their de-
nomination may be. I think we should
rise superior to the warlike spirit.

Canada has done its work nobly, there
is no question about it, and we may prob-
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ably be called upon again. But I look
upon this continent as entirely apart from
Europe. On this continent there are two
great Anglo-Saxon peoples, one in the
North and one in the South. Those in the
North have, I think, a better climate and
a hardier constitution. Look at Quebec. It
was the old settlers in that province who
opened up this country. They were the
people who made Canada; it was not our
present generation, but the French voya-
geurs with their clergy. Yet at times we
are inclined to find fault with the
province of Quebec, and we raise the
question of the clergy and all sorts of
questions. But that is not what I want.
I would rather see all living together, as I
said before, in comfort and harmony. Let
us build up the two great races here—one
in the North and one in the South. There
have been brought into this hemisphere
new blood and new traditions. The old
traditions came from the East into Europe.
The people of Europe have had their diffi-
culties. Poland has for a long time fought
for her independence. We have been en-
deavourng as far as we could to clear up
the difficulties of the Danubian principali-
ties, but we have not succeeded very far,
The net result of the peace deliberations of
the English and the French—whom we have
been running down—and Italy and the
United States is that we are endeavouring
to form an alliance that may preserve peace
among those eastern races. Be that as it
may, we in Canada have nothing to do with
the East; we have nothing to do with the
traditions of Constantinople or of Greece.
We are not concerned in what they do. We
must bear in mind the fact that we have
here two Anglo-Saxon peoples who must be
educated and trained, and who must be
guided by good example, but not in the
warlike spirit. We have done with fighting.
Let us see that both political parties and
the people of the whole country do what is
best in the interests of -the Dominion. If
Canada is to become noble, if Canadians
are to become a great race, Canada must
by its actions set an example to the rest of
the world. That is what we want. There
have been too many disgraceful episodes
all round, but I shall not discuss them, for
I do not wish to throw dirty water on any-
body.
exist. There should be a new Canada. Let
the Liberals go, and let the Conservatives
go, Let there be a new party whose aim
shall be to make the country prosperous
and happy, and to set an example to the
rest of the world, and not to put us down
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE,

But let us eradicate the evils that.

on a footing with Bulgaria, Roumania, or
Serbia.

We have in Canada, as my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr, Pope) has said, great
natural resources that will make Canada a
great nation in the future. Let our public
men—teachers, preachers, or whoever they
may be—impart to the rising generation a
knowledge of the difference between right
and wrong. That would be a noble object,
instead of the heroics of olden days. We
have on this continent fresh blood,, and
newer ideas, and let us establish here a new
race, that our children may be able to say
that their fathers legislated in their in-
terests, and taught them that might is not
right.

I am now speaking to the country. I want
every man who desires to do right to listen
to- my words. We in the Senate are now
passing this Bill, as we must do, although
we know very little about it. If we were
to say anything against it, we should be
considered unpatriotic. The best thing that
we can do is to pass it. If there is no other
effect, our statesmen who went to Europe
have come back with gilded wings, and
they look on Canada, not as they did when
as boys they were following the plough,
or something else. They have gone over-
seas, and have come back showing learning
and feeling their superiority as statesmen
and as Canadians. They are willing to
reward anybody in Canada who plays the
game of holding up the flag.

We may have to fight anywhere in the
world, although we may not be directly
concerned. There should be a federation
of all the British colonies—if you choose
to call them so. Those banded together
should be strong enough to set at naught
any nations or any combination. Canada
should be strong enough to do what is
right. Our great difficulty is that there
have been too many questions about French
and English and Irish. All those disputes
should disappear. We should remember
that France made Canada; France sent
over to Quebec her best blood—and the
good work they did was improved
upon by others who came afterwards.
To-day we are ' fighting on the side of
France, and for France; we are fighting, no
doubt, in order that by our coalition with
that great nation and the United States
we may bring about world peace. For the
moment the situation is quiet; but if any-
body were to tell me that war is over, I
should doubt it very much. How can war
be over? Prior to 1914 we thought there
would be no more great war, but difficulties
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arose in the Balkans and war broke out.
Where are we to-day? In the very same
position. =~ 'What have we gained by the
war? Nothing except that we have shown
the superiority of thosé nations that have
been allied over the barbarians, and we
have cemented the bonds of driendship
amongst the Allies and are now doing all
that is possible to prevent future wars.
The question of Poland has been settled;
but there still remains the Russian situa-
tion, and possibly the time is mot far off
‘when another war may break out. I hope
it will not. - There is @ rumour circulating—
I do not know how correct it may be—that
France will not ratify the Treaty. It is
only a flying rumour, but France has not
ratified the Treaty yet. If France does not
ratify it, where are we going to be, in
spite of all our protestations of loyalty and
patriotism? There will have to be further
expenditure of money and a further con-
tribution of the lives of our young men.

In our predictions as to the future of the
Empire and the destiny of the world, I
think that we are going too far, and, as I
have already suggested, we are not follow-
ing out the mprecepts of the Master—our
humble Master, who went through the world
trying to reclaim it. Nineteen hundred
yvears have passed, and I am afraid that
civilization is not much better now than it
was then. Something is wrong; what is it?
It is the training of the people—the way
they are brought up. There is no fear of
the moral law, or anything else, because,
come what may, offenders have friends at
court who will pull them through. .
I did not intend to say anything. I de-
sire to congratulate my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Pope) on his speech, although
there was in it a great deal of blood and
thunder. Still, it was all right, and it will
read well. All speeches read better than
they are delivered. But let us consider
public opinion. It matters little what
we say in our beautiful speeches; what
will be said by the mothers of those who
sacrificed their lives? Will they be pleased
to hear that we are preparing for another
war—that we glory in our fighting ability
and are getting ready again? No, I am
satisfied that the mothers throughout this
Dominion will pray to God that we are
done with fighting and that we are not pre-
paring for more, but are setting 'to work,
with honest purpose, for the welfare of
Canada.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: I must offer a

double apology for making any observations
at this stage. My first apology I must offer

to my friend from Compton (Hon. Mr.
Pope), that gentlemen on this side of the
House—or on the other side, for that
matter—should be allowed to make observa-
tions which he, properly or improperly,
describes as hair-splitting performances. It
is rather unfortunate that the House, at
this sitting, at all events, has had to put up-
with hair-splitting on the one hand, and on
the other with noise and bluster and
bumptiousness, interspersed with much
party spirit and party rancour, such as we
have had an exhibition of this afternoon:;
and the House will have to choose between
the hair-splitting and this bumptiousness
which I have just described. For that rea-
son I must apologize.

I apologize also because I have not had
time to prepare my remarks. I may say
at once that I had not intended taking
part in this debate. I am in favour of the
League of Nations; I have always been in
favour of such a league. I entirely concur
in the remarks which have fallen from the
honourable- leader of the Government and
from wother honourable members of this
House in support of the League of Nations.
But there have arisen during the debate
questions which to my mind are of vital
importance to Canada, which ought to be
faced by every member of this House, and
upon which every member should give his
opinion, whatever it may be, even if he
must run the risk of being called a hair-
splitter.

Now. I cannot help thinking—and I think
honourable gentlemen will agree with me
when they look over the discussions which
have appeared in the press, not only of
Canada but also of the United States and
other parts of the world—that a great deal
of loose talk has been indulged in, in
the consideration of this Treaty. Time
and again words have been used that have
not the s'gnificance which has been
attached to them by mewspaper writers and
speakers. Yesterday we heard a great deal
about the word “nation”. My honourable
friend from Hamilton, (Hon. Mr. Lynch-
Staunton) dealt with that word as if a
nation meant a state. But there is all the
difference in the world between a state
and a nation, and, unless we can agree to
give words their proper significance in dis-
cussing a theoretical or academic subject
such as that which we discussed yesterday,
we are bound to go astray. Let us call
things by their proper names, and let us
give words the meaning which belongs to
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them. Then we shall arrive at the proper
conclusions. :
What is a nation? ‘“Nation’’ is synony-
mous with ‘“nationality.” We know there
may be half-a-dozen or two dozen or more
nations comprised in one state, and that
is the case with the British Empire. The
Empire composed of the British Isles,
India, Canada, and the rest of the Do-
minions and colonies, is one state, in which
we find many nations. What is a state?
A state is an organized community pos-
sessing sovereign power independently of
the rest of the world, and being
recognized as such by the other states
of the world. . Now, is there any one
in this House or anywhere who would
geriously argue for one moment that proper
language as being used in describing Canada
as a nation, meaning thereby a state. We
are not a state. We are a nation, one of
the many nations forming the British Em-
pire; but we are not a state, and, unless
and until we obtain power to make treaties
directly with other nations, ‘we shall not be
a state, so recognized by other states. Of
course, they will not treat with us unless
they do recognize us as a sovereign state.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Would the hon-
ourable gertleman give us a definition of
“ nation”? He has given us a definition
of a state.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think the most
apt way to describe a nation is to say what
a nation is, and I cannot do it any better
than by saying * nation” is synonymous
with “ nationality.”” Take, for instance, the
French people: France, as distinct from
Great Britain, is one nation composing one
state. There is only one nation, or one
nationality, in France: it is the French
people; and the French republic is a state.
But in the British Empire, to which we
belong, there are many nations, but there
is only one state.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: I am afraid we are
down to hair-splitting now.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Here is another
honourable gentleman objecting to my giv-
ing names their proper significance. He
calls it hair-splitting. Of course, if ‘we may
not do that, if we are going to continue
talking in a loose way, or indefinitely, in
discussing very nice questions, such as the
present one, we shall go wrong. My hon-
ourable friend is the last man who
should object that we are hair-splitting
in discussing a matter of this kind. He is
himself a litterateur, a man knowing both

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

languages thoroughly, and who prides him-
self on that knowledge. I think he is the
last man who should take any one to task
for giving words their proper significance.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: I was answering the
remark of the honourable gentleman when
he said that we on this side were hair-
splitting.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend agrees with me.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: I was simply send-
ing the ball back were it should go.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend did not quite follow what I said.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not desire to
interrupt the honourable gentleman; but,
while he is defining the difference between
“nations” and ‘“‘states’”’ would he also give
us his views as to the difference between a
nation and a colony. I gathered from argu-
ments advanced on the other side of the
House yesterday that Canada is not a self-
governing nation, but she occupies rather
the status of a colony, and that is where
I would like to see the distinction drawn.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: “Nation” and
““colony” are not terms that have any rela-
tion to one another; they are distinct and
different terms, and are applicable to dis-
tinctly different things. But it is rather diffi-
cult for me to understand exactly what my
honourable friend means, If he dsks me
whether I look upon Canada as a colony
or not, I would say yes, it is a colony:

Canada is one of the colonies of Great
Britain.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That is where
we differ.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There are different
kinds of colonies, and the definition I am
making has been recognized all along
as the constitutional one. There is the
colony, there is the Crown colony, and
there is the colony which is even lower
than the Crown colony, which has no gov-
ofnment of its own, but is wholly and
completely administered from London. We
are a self-governing colony—an autonomous
colony.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Does the honour-
able gentleman see any difference between
that and a self-governing nation?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Of course, a self-
governing nation is recognized as such by
the rest of the states, as a self-governing
state is recognized as such by the other
sovereign states of the world. We cannot
make any treaties. -
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Hon. Mr. CROSBY: Yes, we can. We have
made treaties.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I say we have
no power or authority to make any treaty.
Tt is true that on one or two occasions—for
instance, in the case of the treaty made
with France—we were allowed to negotiate
the treaty ourselves: but we had no power
to do so.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY:
and Paterson do?®

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Wait a moment.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: I do not think the
honourable gentleman can enlighten any
of us by giving us his ideas about the
meaning of the word ‘“nation” or anything
of that kind. Let him go on with his
argument.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The British Am-
bassador to France took part in that Treaty,
and he signed with Brodeur and Fielding.
The British Ambassador did that; we did
not do it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think I ought
to be treated with a little more politeness.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: I was not intending
to treat my honourable friend with any-
thing but politeness; but there is no use
in bandying words across the floor, and if
my honourable friend has a view different
from ours as to what is a colony or a na-
tion, let him go on and tell us what he has
to say. 4

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But my honour-
able friend from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Mc-
Means) pul to me a question, very politely,
and quite properly, and I answered it as
best [ could; and why any honourable
member should find fault with me for
doing sc is something T cannot understand.

The other point I want to make with
1iegard to this Treaty is that whether we
approve or do mnot approve it makes
absolutely no difference. And here again
I must call attention to the loose language
we have been using in regard to that. What
the Parliament of Canada is asked to do
is not to ratify the Treaty: Canada is called
upon to approve it. The ratification has
been made by the Imperial Parliament. The
Treaty has been ratified by Great Britain.
We are simply asked to say whether we
approve or disapprove; and whether we
approve or disapprove makes absolutely
no difference whatever.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER:
asked?

What did Fielding

Why then are we

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT': If to-day the Par-
liament of Canada were to disapprove of the
Treaty the Parliament of Canada would be
bound by it to just the same extent as if it
did approve, because the Treaty has been
ratified by Great Britain, and that ratifica-
tion is not only for the British Isles but
also for Canada, Australia, and the rest of
the Empire. And yet we have heard talk
about the necessity for our approval, and
the statement that the Treaty will not
amount to anything so far as we are con-
cerned unless we do approve of it.
That is all humbug. The Treaty does exist
and will exist because Great Britain
has ratified it, and we are bound by every
provision contained in it, not only with
regard to making peace with Germany, but
also as members of the League of Nations.
By ratifying the Treaty Great Britain has
made us members of the League, whether,
again I say, we approve or disapprove.

Another subject about which a good deal of
misapprehension has arisen is that which
concerns the working of the machinery de-
vised for carrying out the provisions of the
Treaty. The work of the League of Nations
is entrusted to an Assembly. As signatories,
Canada and the rest of the Dominions, as
well as the Imperial authorities, are mem-
bers of the Assembly. Canada will have its
representative in the Assembly and will
have the right of discussion and deliberation
and voting. Our representative there will
have the right to take part in the election
of four of the members who will compose
the Council. The Council is the executive,
which, as was stated by my honourable
friend from Compton (Hon. Mr. Pope), is
the body which will administer the affairs
of the League. The Council is composed of
nine members, five of whom are representa-
tives of the five great powers. They will per-
manently constitute five out of the nine
members of the Council. The other four
members will be elected by the whole As-
sembly. It is possible, but it is a mere pos-
sibility, and is certainly not a probability,
England having already one member in the
Council, that it may fall to the lot of
Canada to have a Canadian elected as one
of the four. You must remember that there
will be in this Assembly the representatives
of thirty-two nations; and it is not at all
likely that a representative ot Canada will
be elected as one of the four members of
the Council.

Now, let us see just what is the corollary
of that situation. By approving the Treaty
we become morally bound to do the things
which the Council may recommend to the
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various members of the League to perform.
In other words, we give to the world,
through the League of Nations, a moral
undertaking to carry out those obligations
which we would otherwise, theoretically at
all events, be liable to perform at the behest
of the Parliament at Westminster. What T
mean is this: Whether we approve of this
Treaty, or do not approve of it, if the Coun-
cil in a year or two should decide and
recommend to the British Empire to con-
wivute a certain number of men and a cer-
tain amount of money towards putting down
an aggression upon the territory of one of
the members of the League, we, as a com-
ponent part of the Empire, could
be theoretically—and I want to draw
honourable gentlemen’s attention par-
ticularly to the word ° theoretically ’—
called upon by Great Britain to contribute
a share of the burden which the Council
might call upon the Imperial Government
to assume.

Let me illustrate in other words what I
mean. Suppose that in two years the
Council should declare that, because Ger-
many had again committed an aggression
upon French soil, ‘Great Britain should
confribute, say, a million men and a
certain sum of money—it does not matter
what—towards putting down this aggression
by one member of the League against the
territory of another member. Theoretically,
there is nothing to prevent Great Britain
from saying to Canada: ‘You, as a part
of the Empire, are called upon to contribute
your share of this; your share will be 100,-
000 men and $500,000,000.”” Theoretically
Great Britain can do that, and we must
obey the law or rebel: there would be no
other alternative.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Rebel
against what?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Against the Em-
pire—secede from the Empire. Otherwise
we would have to obey. My honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton) has not
followed what I said. I say that if the
Council were to decree that Great Britain,
in the circumstances I have described,
must contribute a sum of money and a
certain number of men, then, theoretically,
Great Britain could apportion that con-
tribution among the different parts of the
Empire, by legislation enacted at West-
minster, and we would have to obey the
law or do the other thing—rebel.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Where
do you find that in the Treaty?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not find that
there. I am looking at the question from
the constitutional point of view. I know
the Constitution of this country, and that
is where I find it, and not in the Treaty.
We must interpret this Treaty and its
effects in the light of the Constitutions
under which we live—the Constitution of
the British Emplre and our own Constitu-
tion.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: But that
is not what you are doing.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend does not agree with me. I am sorry,
but I cannot help it. What I am driving
as is this. By approving of this Treaty we
have taken upon ourselves a moral obliga-
tion to do that which we are under consti-
tutional obligation to do. That is what I
mean.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If my honourable
friends will look a little more carefully at
the description of the signatories to this
Treaty, they will see there perhaps not
absolutely conclusive proof of what I say,
but very strong corroborative evidence.
How is the FEmpire described?—His
Majesty the King of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland and of the
British Dominions beyond the Seas, Em-
peror of India.” There is the one state
which is the signatory; there are not
different states in the British Empire,
but just the one state, the British Empire.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Will the honourable
gentleman allow me a question? In the
case of a difference between Great Britain
and the League Council, what will be our
position towards the Empire and our posi-
tion towards the League?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Of course, that is
quite a conceivable situation, although it is
hardly probable. One could imagine, for
instance, some difficulty between Great
Britain and the United States, and we
should have either to rebel—secede from the
Empire and join the American union in
their right, or else to fight against the
American republic. There would be mno
alternative for us.

I asked my honourable friend from
Hamilton (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton)
vesterday if the British Parliament could
not to-morrow wholly repeal the British
North America Act. My honourable friend
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is too good a constitutional lawyer to have
denied the proposition.. He said yes, that
the Parliament at Westminster could do it,
but they would not do it. I agree with my
honourable friend. It is not at all likely—
it is I think, the last thing in the world that
would happen—for the British Parliament
to repeal the British North America Act.
Yet their power to do so is absolutely
undeniable. My honourable friend must
admit that,

There is another matter which, I think,
we must try to put right, and I am trying
to do so in my humbte way, though I may
not be succeeding. I think these are vital
questions, which should elicit a declaration
of opinion from every member of Parlia-
ment. A good deal was said yesterday by
the honourable gentleman from Hamilton
(Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton) and the honour-
able gentleman from De Salaberry (Hon.
Mr. Béique) in regard to constitutional
development. Now, I say, with all due
respect, that those words ‘constitutional
development’” are a misnomer so far as
‘Canada is concerned. They are not ap-
plicable to Canada at all: they have no
place in Canada. You cannot talk of the
constitutional development of Canada for
the simple Treason that we have a written

congtitution. “Constitutional development”

is a term which, of course, has significance
in England, because the constitution of
‘Great Britain is a constitution which is
made from day to day: it is the people of
England, Scotland and Ireland, as repre-
sented ‘at Westminster, who daily make
the British constitution. It is what the
King decides upon, with the consent of the
representatives assembled in the Houses
of Parliament at Westminster, that makes
the constitution. There, of course, consti-
tutional development is recognized. We all
know in what it consists—simply in the
King having from time to time to give up
some of the royal prerogatives and in Par-
Tiament being vested with them. Every
time there has been constitutional develop-
ment it meant that the King had to yield
a little more.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And the House of
T.ords. )

‘Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Constitutional
development in Great Britain is something
that we can understand; but constitutional
development in Canada is something which
I, at all events, cannot understand.

When we talk about constitutional de-
velopment we must remember not only
what are our relations with Great Britain
from the constitutional standpoint, but

also what are our relations among our-
selves as members of the Canadian Fed-
eration. There are nine provinces in Can-
ada, and any change in the British North
America Act would require not only an
Act of the Imperial Parliament, but also
the consent of every one of the nine prov-
inces. What is the Federal Constitution?
Is it anything else than a partnership
agreement among the original provinces
which were autonomous provinces at the
time, and those which have been taken in
since?

You cannot change any partnership agree-
ment without the consent of all partners. I
can imagine what my thonourable friend
from Hamilton (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton)
would say to me if, after making an agree-
ment of partnership with him, I should
go to him within a week or ten days
and talk to him of constitutional
development, and ask him if, in the
light of things that had happened
since, our agreement should not be amend-
ed. There might be a great many con-
vincing reasons for amending it, but if I
were to assert that I had the power to
change that agreement because of subse-
quent events, I am sure my honourable
friend would not accept my proposition.
And so it is with the federal pact—the
partnership agreement between the pro-
vinces of Canada. We cannot talk of con-
stitutional development which would mean
any serious change in the relations estab-
lished not only between Great Britain and
ourselves, but also among ourselves as
members of this Canadian Federation.

A great deal has been said and repeated
about our improved status, our increased
autonomy, and so on. Well, I fail to see
in what respect our autonomy has been
affected, either for better or for worse.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Neither
is it. It is only being explained to be
larger-than we used to think it was.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 cannot speak

as to what my honourable friend used to
think.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Does r.ot the honour-
able gentleman think that, in the making
of ‘commercial treaties, there has been
some development,” and that we really
have more power than we had before?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No. We have not
one iota of power more than we had, but

- we have been allowed by the Imperial Par-

liament to do certain things which we could
not exact from the Imperial Parliament.
In other words, we have been allowed to
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negotiate, for instance, a treaty with
France. We had no power to do that and
could not insist on being allowed that privi-
lege. That French treaty, for instance, has
been denounced. Great Britain could now
say to us: “No, this time you will not nego-
tiate the Treaty, but we shall do it our-
selves.” We have no more power now than
we had before.

Hon. Mr. POIRIER: Is not that in the
nature of constitutional development?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No. It is not
constitutional development at all. It is
simply a recognition by the Imperial
authorities that we should be allowed to do
certain things which, under our Constitu-
tion, we have mot the power to do. We
should not attempt to say anything more
than that. By

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But the British
ambassador signed that French treaty
anyway, and then made it valid. They let
the children scribble behind them.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: One of the
reasons that I desired to take part in this
debate was in order that I might place
on Hansard, with little or no comment,
certain parts of the Treaty which Canada
is now called upon to approve, and which
has been ratified by Great Britain, and, I
think, by Italy, and has been approved by
Australia and New Zealand.

Hon. Mr. POWER: To-day’s despatches
say by France.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: By France. The
Treaty contains provisions on which, by
giving it our approval, we place the stamp
of recognition. I want to call attention
particularly to the article contained in the
Treaty between the TUnited States of
America, the British Empire, France, Italy
and Japan, and Poland, signed at Versailles
on the 28th of June. Among other things I
find in this Treaty certain articles which I
wish to place on Hansard. They are articles
8, 9, and 10, and they read as follows:

8. Polish nationals who belong to racial,
religious, or linguistic minorities shall enjoy
the same treatment and security in law and in
fact as the other Polish nationals. In parti-
cular they shall have an equal right to establish,
manage and control at their own expense,
charitable, religious, and social institutions,
schools and other educational establishments,
with the right to use their own language and to
exercise their religion freely therein.

9. Poland will provide in the public educa-
tional system in towns and districts in which
a considerable proportion of Polish nationals of
other than-Polish speech are residents adequate
facilities for ensuring that in the primary

schools the instruction shall be given to the’

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

~record the following facts.

children of such Polish nationals through the
medium of their own language. This provision
shall not prevent the Polish Government from
making the teaching of the Polish language
obligatory in the said schools.

In towns and districts where there is a con-
siderable proportion of Polish nationals belong-
ing to racial, religious linguistic minorities,
these minorities shall be assured an equitable
share in the enjoyment and application of the
sums which may be provided out of public
funds under the state, municipal or other bud-
get, for educational, religious or charitable pur-
poses.

The provisions of this Article shall apply to
Polish citizens of German speech only in that
part of Poland which was German territory on
August 1, 1914,

10. Educational committees appointed locally
by the Jewish communities of Poland, will, sub-
ject to the general control of the Stale, provide
for the distribution of the proportional share
of public funds allocated to Jewish schools in
accordance with Article 9, and for the organiza-
tion and management of these schools.

The provisions of Article 9 concerning the
use of languages in schools shall apply to these
schools. : - g

Parallel with these articles I want to
In the pro-
vinee of Ontario, within the last few years,
the school trustees of school No. 14 of the
township of Lancaster, in the county of
Glengarry, were fined $500 each and costs
or in default imprisonment, for having per-
mitted 45 French children out of a. total
attendance of 47 pupils in that school to
be taught the Catechism in French for ten
minutes. In the city of Windsor the Depart-
ment of Education of this province has re-
fused to two schools—one in which 656 per
cent of the children are French Canadians,
and another, in whic¢h they represent 85
per cent— the right to teach a single word
of French at any time on any subject. In
Plantagenet, within a short distance of
Ottawa, in the year 1914 or 1915, I am not
sure which, the Department of Education
refused a teacher permission to teach
French in a school where all the children

in attendance were French Canadians.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Shame; shame.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: During the past
six years, in contrast with  what has been
done with Poland, the legislature of the pro-
vince of Ontario has withheld from the bi-
lingual schools their share of the annual
grant voted for educational purposes. I
make no comment. I desire simply to place
these facts on Hansard.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Trés bien.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I have only a

* few more words to say. I am in every re-

spect heartily in favour of the League of
Nations. I rejoice that at last the world
has found an opportunity of endeavouring
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to establish world peace. I may say for my-
self that when I was younger and had more
illusions than I have to-day, I had dreamed
of Canada as a British democratic common-
wealth practicing entirely the arts of peace
and ignoring altogether the arts of war. I
had hoped that the development of Can-
ada’s magnificent resources would not be in-
terrupted by war either within or without;
but, like many others, I received a rude
shock. We have passed through five years
of the worst war that ever afflicted the
world and we had disunion in our own
land. I rejoice, let me repeat, that the
time has come when the world at last
realizes that peace is the only thing upon
this earth that is worth fighting for.

To show what a believer I have all along
been in the desire to establish and main-
tain peace in the world, I may be permitted
to indulge in some personal reminiscences.
In the year 1906, on the first day of the
session, in another place, to which I then
belonged, I moved an address, the purpose
of which was that His Majesty King Ed-
ward and the Queen might be invited to
visit Canada. My object in doing so, I may
explain, was that I had hoped and believed
that the coming of King Edward, the great
peacemaker, to Canada, would also very
likely involve a visit on his part to the
United States; and at that time the Presi-
dent of the American Republic was devot-
ing a great deal of his time, his talents
and his energies to the establishment of
world peace. It occurred to me that a
visit to Canada by the great King who had
done so much to bring about the entente
cordiale would perhaps lead to an exten-
sion of that entente cordiale, and we might
thereby obtain, what had been so long de-
sired by the world at large— peace. I
therefore moved that His Majesty and the
Queen should be invited to visit Canada.
The address was passed unanimously and
with great enthusiasm, not only by the
Commons, but by this honourable House
as well. I would like to be permitted to
read some of the observations which I
then made in the House of Commons—and
honourable gentlemen will bear in mind
that this was 1n 1906:

Mr. Speaker, since the visit of his Royal
Highness the Prince of Wales in 1860 to Canada
and to the great and friendly American Republic
to the south proved to be so interesting, so im-
portant, so gratifying, how much more im-
portant, how much more gratifying, hcw much
more interesting, how much more pregnant
with lasting, wide, far reaching, great and

beneficent results would not be to-day the pre-
sence of him who has since become the Sove-
reign of the British Empire, on this continent of

North America, whose progress and develop-
ment have cause the admiration and wonder-
ment of the universe and which has achieved
so much for the cause of democratic institu-
tions and liberty.

When His Majesty ascended the Throne, Mr.
Speaker, who believed that the “entente cor-
diale,”” such as it exists to-day, was probable
or even possible? And if to-day the French
Republic and the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Ireland and its possessions all over
the world are found allied in such a close, such
a cordial, such a lasting alliance, it is conceded
that it is due mainly to the wonderful tact, to
the ever unerring judgment, to the genius, to
the intense love of humanity, and the earnest
Gesire for peace, of His Majesty. Have we not
good reason to hope and to believe, Mr. Speaker,
that His Majesty is not content to rest on the
laurels, however great, which the world has so
freely accorded to him, and that His Majesty
will continue to devote his genius ani1 his all-
powerful influence in the cause of humanity
until he has finally attained the realization of
that so long and so ardently cherished hope of
mankind, “peace and good will to all men.”

And, Sir, may we not be permitted also to
indulge the hope and the belief that a visit of
His Majesty, the noble King of England, to that
other noble and very distinguished man and
statesman, the President of the United States,
whose own efforts, whose own successes in the
cause of peace among the nations, have gained
for him likewise the gratitude and the admira-
tion of the world, would afford an opportunity
and the means of rendering more intimate and
more cordial even the relations which exist to-
day between the American Republic and our
Mother Country? Nay, Mr. Speaker, may we not
be permitted to indulge the hope and the belief
that such a visit at this time would be the
means of enlarging the scope of the entente
cordiale so as to secure the mighty co-operation
of the United States of America in the accom-
plishment of its great aim and its noble object?
For if, Mr. Speaker, we are able to rejoice in
an alliance between the republic of France and
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland and its possessions all over the world,
may we not hope to see that alliance extended
S0 as to embrace the republic of the United
States of America and that empire in the far
east whose national emblem so typically and so
truthfully symbolizes its recent brilliant ex-
ploits and its foremost progress, an alliance be-
tween the foremost nations of Europe, the two
greatest nations of America, and the only true
great nation of Asia, an alliance encircling the
world, whose aim and motto would be universal
peace, with all that these magic words imply
for humanity?

Honourable gentlemen will recollect the
situation which existed 13 years ago. I
may be allowed to boast that I foresaw
that an alliance such as this, to insure the
peace of the world, involved an alliance
with Japan.

The time must come, may we not think the
time has come, when the enlightened nations of
the world will put an end to military armament
and cease paying to the devils of war the tri-
bute of its best blood and of its best money?
The nations of Europe have too long been
staggering under the load, the heavy load of
militarism. There is everywhere a desire, a de-
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mand, for peace. Why, Sir, the very atmosphere
is to-day filled with that fragrant air of peace.
‘The noble King of England and the ncble Pre-
sident of the United States have devoted them-
selves to the cause of peace, they are both
thorough believers in, and have constantly and
with maintained success preached, the gospel
of peace. May we not to-day indulge in peace.
May we not to-day indulge in the hope that
their recent brilliant successes are but the
augury of universal peace in the very near
future? Some may think and some may say,
Mr. Speaker, that this is but a dream, though
a very happy dream, still but a dream and an
illusion. My answer is that dreams are not un-
frequently followed by realization,  und that
what seems to-day to be an illusion to some
may to-morrow be turned into a reality; my
answer is that but a very few years ago the
.entente cordiale was nothing but a dream, but
to-day it is a living and vigorous reality.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I have very
much pleasure, and I deem it a very great pri-
vilege and a very great honour to be allowed
to move the resolution which I now place in
your hands.

This address, as I have said, was passed
by both Houses and received the strong
.endorsation of every city in Canada,
and copies of the debates and the resolu-
tions were sent over in the usual way to
the Colonial Office. I doubt very much
that His Majesty King Edward ever saw
anything of them. I am afraid the matter
was strangled in the Colonial Office, where
unfortunately on so many occasions want
of vision has prevented the right thing
from being done. I happened to be in
England shortly afterwards, and was told
by gentlemen whose principal occupa-
tion in life is to manufacture and, measure
red tape, that the thing was utterly absurd—
that the idea of the King leaving his king-
dom to make a visit to the different
Dominions and Colonies was absolutely

out of the question.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: He went to India
with his wife.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: He went not only
tq India but also to France and other coun-
tries, and if he could go to foreign countries
why could he not come to parts of his own
country? However, that was not done. I
cannot help expressing my deep regret
—and this is the first occasion on which
I have permitted myself to do so—that
so little consideration was given at that
time to the unanimous and enthusiastic
addresses voted by these two Houses.

I believe that if they had been heeded, -

if King Edward had been allowed by
his advisers to visit Canada and the
United States at that time, the horrible
war through which we have passed would
not have occurred. If Great Britain, France
and the United States had formed an.al-

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

liance in 1906 for the maintenance and pre-
servation of peace, would Germany have
dared to throw out the brand of war? I
say that if what Canada wanted at that
time had been done, there is every reason
to believe that we should have averted the
horrible atrocities and the incalculable
losses of the last five years.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Is the honourable
horrible atrocties and the incalculable
losses of the last five years.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Quite. Germany
was preparing for forty years, but Germany
would have hesitated a long time if Ger-
many had known that the United States,
France, Great Britain and Japan had
formed an alliance for defensive purposes.
In spite of all the preparations she had
made, Germany would not have declared
war. I indulge in these personal reminis-
censes, not for the sake of vain glory, but
for the purpose of convincing my honour-
able friends that when I say I am in
favour of this League of Nations I am
thoroughly sincere, as I have been for many
years. ; ;

I have been all my life—and I do not
deny it—an advocate of peace: I always
have been a pacifist. ‘“Si vis pacem, para
pacem,”” has been my motto. I have
never admitted the maxim, “Si vis pacem,
para bellum.” Yet that did not prevent
me, when war was declared by Great
Britain against Germany, from at once and
thereafter doing everything that lay in
my power to help in Canada’s war efforts.
I have been as strong for this war as any
body has been, simply because I felt that
Canada owed a duty to'the world, for this
was a war against war, as I have said on
many occasions.

My honourable {friend from Compton
(Hon. Mr. Pope) said this afternoon—and
this is cne of the things in which T agree
with him—that, because or her present po-
sition, because of her aspirations, because
of what Canada hopes to be in the future,
she cannot consistently desinterest herself
to-day of world affairs. The time is past
when we cculd play the part of isolation.
Canada hopes to be in a short time one of
the states of the world—one of the sovereign
states, perhaps, or at ali events one oi the
absolutely independent Dominions in the
British Empire. Whethar we are indepen-
dent, or whether we remain as a component
part of the Empire, for myself I cannot
see any alternative, for the moment at all
events: we must take an interest in what
is going on in the world. We cannot dis-
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- interest ourselves of world affairs or con-

cerns. For that reason I am heartily in
favour of the League of Nations. And if
ever the occasion should arise—I pray God
it never may—the Canadian Parliament
should be ready with its money and its
men to assist in preserving the peace of
the world. I believe that we are under
that obligation just as much as the nations
which have joined the League, and perhaps
we are under a greater obligation and a
greater incentive. It is only by refusing
to have anything to do with militarism
that this country of ours can prosper
and become a great Power.

For these reasons I am strongly in favour
of the Treaty which is now before the House.
1 shall have, as I would have had at any
time within the last twenty years, the
greatest possible pleasure in voting for a
measure which I hope will, in a certain
degree at all events, establish and maintain
the peace of the world. I am not, however,
without some doubt or apprehension as to
just how the League of Nations is going
to work out, as to its ability to establish
and maintain peace. Notwithstanding that
peace has been made with Germany, there
are many very ugly international questions
which have yet to be solved. ‘I think 1
owe it to myself to say that I am alarmed
when I see that both Great Britain and the
United States have engaged, and are con-
tinuing to engage, in a sort of rivalry as
to which is going to possess the biggest
navy. In the light of the words which we
find in this Treaty of Peace, wherein dis-
armament is advocated as one of the great-
est necessities, I confess I am alarmed when
I see this kind of rivalry between the two
greatest Powers in the League. I am
speaking out, as I think it is the right and
the duty of every Canadian to speak out
in matters of this kind. We are to-day
members of that League of Nations, and
we are jointly responsible for the actions
of that League; and we ought to speak out
in Parliament, because we shall probably
not have many opportunities for speaking
within the T.eague itself. I have all my
life hoped to see world peace established.
T must say that I fear that, unless the
League of Nations practices what it
preaches, it is not going to have the success
which it ought to have. At all events, for
my part, T am prepared to trust the League
of Nations for the time being, and I am
prepared to advocate that Canada should
do everything possible to help the League
in performing the task which it has set for
itself. Ii from time to time we find that
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it has strayed from the right path, that
it has not done its duty, the Parliament
of (Canada will have the wright to
protest or to make representations.
With that reservation, I have, as I say,
very much pleasure in giving my hearty
support to the League.

Hon. J. G. TURRIFF: I will delay the
House but very few minutes in discussing
this question. Usually I am in sympathy
with the opinions advanced by my friends
opposite; but 1 must confess that, in con-
nection with this debate on the Treaty of
Peace, more particularly the discussion in
another place, I am altogether out of sym-
pathy with the carping criticism against the
Treaty. To my mind it is a good Treaty.
It may not be perfect. Perhaps under the
circumstances it could not be perfect. The
greatest objections urged have been against
the League of Nations. I am very glad
indeed to hear my honourable friend who
has just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Belcourt)
say that he is absolutely in favour of the
League. There is no doubt in my mind that
it is the best and greatest effort that has
been made to bring about peace for the
future, and if anything can be done by the
Empire or by Canada to further that aim,
it is our duty to do it.

I think also, honourable gentlemen, that
we have every right to be a party to that
Treaty of Peace. We have paid a tremen-
dous price in money and a much greater
price in' blood.

The greatest criticism that I have heard
regarding the Treaty of Peace and the
League of Nations is that under them we are
losing somewhat of our autonomy. I will
not attempt any hair-splitting, which has
been mentioned to-day, as to our position
in the Empire. I think it has been a fairly
satisfactory position—so satisfactory that I,
for one, do not want to see it changed at
all. I do not want to see any closer rela-
tions within the Empire. Could Canada
have done more than she has done in this
war if we had been bound more closely by
further agreements? I do not think it would
have been possible. There is no doubt that
in joining this League of Nations we sacri-
ficed somewhat of our autonomy; but is
there a single nation subscribing to the
Covenant of the Leagueé whiclr does not
sacrifice some of its autonomy in agreeing
to be bound by the Council appointed by
the different nations constituting the
League? France is doing so, the United
States does the same, and Italy does the
same. Why should there be any objection
on our part?
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There is one thing, honourable gentlemen,
which I have not heard mentioned: that we

" gain by this League of Nations. We live

right alongside a nation ten or twelve times
as large as we are, and twelve times as
rich and powerful. While our relations
are excellent to-day, and the very best of
feeling prevails between the two countries,
the day may come when the situation may
change. Under that League of Nations we
have the absolute protection of the United
States as well as that of other members of
the League of Nations. I think that is
something worth while that may stand us
in good stead in the future.. Moreover, if
we can prevent war, if we can maintain
peace in the world for a hundred years, as
we have maintained it with our neighbours
to the south, will not that be something
worth while?

Another thing, honourable gentlemen.
Suppose that we had not been eonnected
with Great Britain in any manner what-
ever. Suppose we had been an inde-
pendent country, with any kind of gov-
ernment that you might name, and that we
had taken part in the war as we did;
would there have been the slightest question
of our approving that Treaty of Peace and
the League of Nations? I do not believe
there would have been the slightest objec-
tion to it. Now, if that is the position that
Canada would have taken if she had been
absolutely independent, why should we
hesitate to approve of the Treaty of Peace
and of becoming a member of the League
of Nations because we are a mation within
the British Empire?

To my mind, honourable gentlemen, this

is the greatest forward step that has ever

been takem by the nations of the world,
and I have every hope that it will be sue:
cessful. There will be difficulties in the
way. Human nature cannot be changed all
at once. The readiest way of settling a
difficulty is with your fists. There is un-
doubtedly a general tendency to fight if
things go wrong, and in the past, when
difficulties occurred between nations they
were settled by war. But now a League
of Nations is being formed which will be
so strong that there will be no inducement
to any member of the League to break the
rules or to bring on a war, and I think
we may look forward to mations being able
to settle their differences by arbitration
through the League, instead of by the
arbitrament of the sword. Difficulties may
arise, but those difficulties arise but to be
overcome. Consider the difficulties with
which the delegates at the Paris Confer-
Hon. Mr, TURRIFF.,

ence had to contend. The difficulties that
loomed up seemed at times to be almost
insuperable; but they have been met, and
by a concession here or a concession there
the delegates have arrived at a pretty good
result. I am sure that if every member of
the League of Nations“will do what is near-
ly right, the effect will be very satisfactory.
We may not prevent all wars in the future.
As has been stated by my honourable friend
from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), there
seems to be, I am sorry to say, a disposi-
tion among many members of the League
to keep on arming. The tendency may end
when the League has been in existence for
a while. I do not see how the world can
continue to bear the tremendous cost of
the upkeep of armies and navies. All the
nations that have participated in the war,
our own with the rest, have borrowed money
nearly to their limit, and the question is
how the debt is going to be paid off. That
difficulty may have the very good effect of
preventing the nations from going into fur-
ther extravagance. We are now trying to
float a loan in order to keep things going.
To my mind, honourable gentlemen; the
Government will have a very good reason
to retrench if they do not get all the money
they want, and I think that is about the
only thing that will make them retrench.
I do not think we should be a bit better
off if the other side were in power. When
a country has had to proceed in an extrava-
gant way, as we have had to do during the
war, retrenchment is a most difficult
matter. The other nations are feeling the
effects just as much as we are; so I hope
the result will be a reduction iz the size

-and strength of the armies and navies of

the world.

In conclusion, honourable gentlemen, I
desire to say that I am heartily in sym-
pathy with and heartily support the Treaty
of Peace and the League of Nations, and
I look forward to a better time in the
future than the world has ever seen in
the past.

Hon. L. McMEANS: Honourable gentle-
men, I do not intend to take up the time
of the House for more than a few minutes.
I have listened with a great deal of
pleasure and with some profit to myself to-
the debate which has taken place upon t}_le
constitutional aspect and the position in
which Canada has been placed.

I must say at the outset that I fully agree
with the honourable member from Hamilton
(Hon. Mr., Lynch-Staunton) in his state-
ment that the constitutiion of this country
is undergoing a gradual change. The state-
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ment has also been made that there is
shortly to be held an Imperial Conference,
in which any difficulty in this respect may
be removed, and Canada will receive such
consideration there as will remove all
questions as to what her standing shall be
in the future.

The honourable gentleman from De La-
naudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain), in the course
of the speech which he delivered yesterday
afternoon, seemed to be attempting at
great length to prove that Canada was not
a nation, that she had no right to be re-
presented at the Conference in Paris; and,
in support of those statements, he said that
this was also the view of the honourable
member from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt),
the honourable member from De Salaberry
(Hon. Mr. Béique), and the honourable
member from De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand). A statement of his that seemed
to me very extraordinary was that the com-
missioners of Canada had no standing there
at all. He would lead this honourable body
to believe that the representation of Can-
ada was simply a stage-play and meant
nothing whatever. He went the length of
even saying that the two commissioners
representing Canada 'were in .a position
similar to that of two page-boys walking
behind Lloyd George and hanging onto his
coat tails, or similar to the position of
pages in his own church carrying the gown
of the church dignitary who immediately
preceded them. He even questioned that
those gentlemen had been appointed as the
representatives of Canada; he said they
were appointed as Imperial representatives.
Now, in order to contradict a statement of
that kind and to give to this honourable
House. a clear proof that the honourable
gentleman was absolutely wrong in his re-
marks, I shall read from the commission
which was issued by the King to the pleni-
potentiaries representing the Dominion of
Canada. This is what it says::

The commission issued to each Canadian re-
presentative recounts that ‘“We have judged it
expedient to invest a fit person with full power
to conduct the said discussion on our part in
respect of our Dominion of Canada ;” and there-
fore of each representative it is stated that
“We name, make, constitute and appocint him
our undoubted Commissioner, procurator and
plenipotentiary in respect of our Dominion of
Canada, giving him all manner of power to
treat, adjust and concluae” the necessary
treaties, “and to sign for Us, and in Our name
in respect of Our Dominion of Canada, every-
thing so agreed upon and concluded and to do
and transact all such other matters as may ap-
pertain thereto in as simple manner and form

and with equal force and efficacy as We Our-
selves could do, if personally present.”

S—81

For the opinion of the honourable gentle-
man from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) I
have the greatest respect. He enjoys the
reputation of being a constitutional lawyer
of some standing in this country. He
apparently takes the opposite view. I quite
agree with the statements made by the hon-
ourable member for De Salaberry (Homn.
Mr. Béique) that the King—

Hon Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend permit me to interrupt him? I
do not know just exactly what he means,
and I think his words may lead to misap-
prehension, when he says that I take the
opposite view. Opposite to what?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That is, that the
representatives of Canada had no standing
whatsoever at the Peace Conference at Paris
as representing the Dominion of Canada.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend misunderstood me entirely.

. Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Then I must
apologize.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I had no inten-
tion whatever of saying that, and I do not
think I said anything that could by the
greatest violence be construed as having
that meaning.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I must apologize
to the honourable gentleman, but the state-
ment of the honourable gentleman from
De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain), as re-
ported in Hansard, was that the honour-
able gentleman from Ottawa concurred in
his view.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I never ex-
pressed any view on that question before
to-day.

Hon. Mr. MdMEANS: It seems strange
to me, honourable gentlemen, that in this
honourable body, when we discuss the posi-
tion occupied by Canada in the eyes of
the world, we find honourable members be-
littling Canada’s status, whereas in the
Senate of the United States we find senators
claiming that Canada is an autonomous
nation with full power to act on her own
behalf in every particular. I say that be-
cause, if there was any remark made in
this Senate that I regretted, it was a state-
ment made by the honourable gentleman
from De Lanaudiére in belittling the com-
missioners from Canada and the standing
of Canada in the face of the world. As
I have already stated, I agree with the
contention of the honourable member from
De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique) that the
King can make war constitutionally and
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theoretically, and that he can make peace
constitutionally and theoretically; but his
power is no more than theoretical, and in
practice the King cannot make war and can-
not make peace that will bind the Domin-
ion of Canada. I think the honourable
gentleman from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Bel-
court), with all his experience in matters
_of that kind, will agree with that state-
ment. :

Now let us see what was said in the
United States Senate about this. I am quot-
ing from the press of Monday, September 1:

Senator Knox: May I say this: I was not pre-
sent at the meeting when Mr. Miller testified.
The fact is that while it is technically true, as
the President says, that the British self-govern-
ing colonies deal diplomatically through the
British Foreign Office, it is only true in a most
technical sense. They are absolutely autono-
mous, even in their diplomatic dealings, as to
matters that affect them. For instance, I re-
member that when the Canadian reciprocity
agreement was negotiated in 1911 the celegates
were sent to negotiate the agreement from
Canada. Great Britain did not appear at the
hearings or conferences at all, and in every
sense Canada was just as autonomous in con-

. ducting her international negotiations as she
would have been if she had been an absolutely
independent government,

We have apparently to go over to the
United States to learn that we in Canada
have some standing in the eyes of the
world. I am glad the honourable gentle-
man from De Lanaudiére has just come in.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I have been in-
formed:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I say that we have
to go over to the United States to learn
that in the eyes of the civilized world we
have some standing and our coantry re-
ceives recognition as having an indepen-
dent, autonomous government, whereas in
the opinion of the honourable c¢entleman

from De Lanaudiére we are merely a colony
and have no standing at all.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: International
standing.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: And ns right to
be taken into consideration one way or
the other. What surprises me is that the
honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére
was ab one time, before the war at least,
a very fervent admirer and devotea follow-
cer of Sir Wilfrid Laurier. S8ir Wilfrid
Laurier was a great Canadian and a great
statesman, and what will perhaps endear
him to the hearts of his fellow-countrymen
is the fact that from 1906 or 1907 to 1911
he fought strenuously for the rights of Can-
ada so that she could claim to be a nation
If T were to judge by the remarks of the

Hon. Mr. McMEANS,.

honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére,
I might suppose that he had gone tiack c¢n
his formed opinions: I might supposz it
was some deep dyed-in-the-wool Tory from
away back prior to 1867 who had made
those statements.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right—
the Family Compact.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The work which
had been carried on by Sir Wilfrid
Laurier up to 1911 has since that time been |
continued by Sir Robert Borden, and 1
think that when the history of this
Conference comes to be written the
greatest credit will be given to. Sir
Robert Borden for the stand that he
took in demanding that Canada have
an independent standing at the Peace
Conference that took place in Paris.
Does any one mean to say that Canada,
after spending a billion and a half of
dollars, and after raising 500,000 men, and
when 60,000 of her sons lie buried in France,
would have no right to be represented at
the Paris Conference. Surely no one would
for a moment seriously support a statement
of that kind.

I have nothing further to say. I did not
intend to make any remarks. A discussion
of the constitutional development of Can-
ada would involve a great deal of study.
But the institution is evolving; it is
gradually working up from what is was
prior to the war, and changes in it are
taking place. With the greatest deference
to my honourable friend from Ottawa (Hon.
Mr. Belcourt), I do not at all consider that
the British North America is so binding
upon us that it cannot be evclved in a
parliamentary sense. What I mean is this.~
Under the British North America Act we
have the same rights and the same powers

, as the Parliament of Great Britain, and

every power surrendered by the Crown
changes the constitution of Canada to that
extent. I regret that I was not in a position
to give this matter more time; but I desired
to record my objection to the position taken
by the honourable gentleman from De La-
naudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) in which
I think he was not justified. I do hope
that when he went over to Paris and saw
so many important people there, and
learned about the Sultan’s skull and about
the Koran, and all those things, he did not
express to the people of France and to the
people of Great Britain or to the Sultan
of that country where the Koran was lost,
the same sentiments as he has voiced in
this House.
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Hon. Mr. BLAIN: Honourable gentle-
men, on behalf of the junior member for
Halifax, I beg to move the adjournment
of the debate.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Blain, the debate
was adjourned.
BOARD OF COMMERCE BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 12, an Act to amend The Board of
Commerce Act.—Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

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

THE SENATE.

Friday, October 3, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

HALIFAX GRAVING DOCK.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DENNIS moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for all
papers, letters, telegrams, between any official
or department of the Government and any per-
son, firm or corporation between December 7,
1918, and July 1, 1919, and reports thereon, in
connection with the expropriation of the Hali-
fax graving dock.

The motion was agreed to.

SESSIONAL PAPER No. 254.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue that a
copy of Sessional Paper No. 254 be laid upon
the table of this Chamber.

The motion was agreed to.

MACHINERY FOR OIL PRODUCTION.
MOTION FOR RETURN.
Hon. Mr. DOMVILLE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for
copies of the correspondence received from and
sent to, during the years 1918 and 1919, Louis
Simpson, Industrial Engineer of Ottawa, and
the late Commissioner of Customs, with respect
to the free admission into Canada of certain
machinery required for the establishment of
the new industry for the recovery of oil and
certain by-products from shale be laid upon
the table of this Chamber.

He said: This is the correspondence which
has been exchanged on the subject which
we discussed here the other day, and I

would like to have that laid on the Table
so that there would be no misunderstanding.

The motion was agreed to.

TREATY OF PEACE BILL.
SECOND READING.

The Senate resumed from October 2 the
consideration of the motion for the second
reading of Bill 3, an Act for carrying into
effect the Treaty of Peace between His
Majesty and certain other Powers.

Hon. A. B. CROSBY: I thank the hon-
ourable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)
for his applause. I hope he will applaud
when I have finished. Anybody can ap-
plaud before I begin. I -desire to ask the
indulgence of the House for a few moments
on this very important matter, because 1
feel that it is only fair and reasonable that
every member of this House who desires
should have an opportunity of expressing
his opinion and giving the reasons' why he
votes in favour of this Treaty or the reason
why he votes against it. If he votes against
it, it is particularly desirable that he should
give his reasons for so doing.

I regret to say that, owing to circum-
stances over whi¢h I had no control, I had
not the privilege of being present when the
Treaty resolution was passed by this
House. Looking over the record, I find
that on that occasion the House divided on
the resolution, and I regret very much to
observe that it divided in a partisan way.
Now, honourable gentlemen, if there is one
matter that has conmie before this House at
any time since the year of Confederation,
and into which partisan politics should not
have entered, it is the question of this
Peace Treaty. We did have some differ-
ences regarding the method of carrying on
the war. I-am happy to say that we were
all desirous of winning the war; -but there
were doubts in the minds of some persons
as to how we could best proceed, and it
was only natural that we should differ,
though we all had the one object in view.
It was natural that there should be differ-
ences regarding conscription as compared
with the volunteer system. There was room
for difference of opinion there. But, hon-
nurable gentlemen, I can see no possible
reason why we should differ on this ques-
tion of the Peace Treaty, and therefore I
regret to find, as I have said, that the House
was divided. If there was to be a division,
the récord of it should have been taken,
because this is and will continue to be a
matter of very great importance for many
vears to come. It will be a matter of his-
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tory, so it would have been but fair and
reasonable to record the division, and I
trust that when a vote is taken on this Bill
the division will be recorded. What does
the division mean? It means purely and
simply that we divide on partisan lines,
and there is no possible excuse for that.
Every man who voted against the resolu-

tion should have been recorded as voting .

against the world’s Peace Treaty.

I desire to say a few words regarding
some of the statements which have been
'made here. For instance, the honourable
leader of the Opposition rose in his place
:and read all the correspondence that had
been exchanged between the Imperial Coun-
cil and our Privy Council in Canada.
When he had read the correspondence I
thought that if ever I was to hear eloquence
from him I should hear it on that-occasion.
I expected him to laud our Premier
and endorse his attitude for having
brought Canada to the notice of the Im-
perial Government and for having demand-
ed the recognition of Canada’s rights as
we would expect him to do. No man would
have accused the Prime Minister sooner
than my honourable friend if he had failed
to demand the recognition of Canada’s dig-
nified position. Therefore I say that when
the honourable leader of the Opposition had
read that correspondence I expected from
him an eloquent tribute to our Prime Min-
ister. However, that will be given later,
I have no doubt. :

The honourable gentleman who followed
him, the -honourable gentleman from De
Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), was very
much exercised about our having no right
to be over there. He did say that the
Peace Treaty could be ratified and go into
effect without any action. on our part.
Everybody knows that. We know that the
King has great powers if he chooses to ex-
ercise them, hut we know also that the
King does not exercise all his powers. My
‘honourable friend said at the same time
that the British constitution was an un-
written constitution. Is it any more so
than ours? Are we not developing our con-
stitution just as the people of the British
Isles are developing theirs? Will any man
tell me that Canada to-day stands in the
same position with relation to the Imperial
Government as she stood five years after
the passing of the British North America
Act, -or 10 years, or 15, or 20?7 Now, after
80 years of (Confederation, where: do we
stand? In a perfectly independent posi-
tion. There is no question whatever about
our independence.

Hon. Mr. 'CROSBY.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: What about the
veto?

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: I will veto my hon-
ourable friend in good time, before I get
through he may be sure of that—if he will
only have a little patience.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hurry up. I have
to take the train soon.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: If my honourable
friend has to leave, I feel almost like asking
this House to adjourn this debate so that
I may say what I have to say to my hon-
ourable friend when he is here. I never
go behind any man’s back when I have to
say anything about him. Therefore, if my
honourable friend has to retire before my
time is up, the House might give me an-
other opportunity; otherwise I shall have
to refer to my honourable friend’s speech
in his absence. I have a good deal to say
about that.

Let me deal first with the remarks of the
honourable gentleman from De Lorimier
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand)—I do not know
whether that is the place he represents or
not. My honourable friend seemed very
much excited about the standing of Canada.
I do not think there is any man more
anxious than he was t6 know where Canada
stood. He said that she did declare war.
Well, I was glad to hear him say that, and
I am going to tell him how she declared
war. He did not seem to understand how
she did it. He does not seem to take as
much interest in ‘Canadian affairs as one
would think, to look at him. He was very
loud in his remarks about the declaration
of war. The honourable gentleman on his
right, who seems to know everything and
who thinks he does too, told him we did not
declare war, but he still kept saying we
did.

As to the honourable gentleman who re-
presents Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), I de-
gire to say to him that I had no intention
whatever of being discourteous to him, and
he must not be too thin-skinned. When
we say a word or two to him, he must not
feel that he is the only member here who
has feelings. We all have feelings; but when
things are said on one side or the other we
must take them in good part; we must
receive them in the proper spirit.
If I say anything offensive to my honour-
able friend, it is not because of 2a% personal
feeling that 1 have :r: the matter, but be-
cause we differ in regard to the affairs which
we discuss here. I have no intention of say-
ing anything offensive to anybody. My hon-
ourable friend said that we declared war,
and the honourable gentleman to his right
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(Hon. Mr. Casgrain), who seems to think
that he should always be taken as correct,
has denied that. But we did declare war.
The honourable member from Montreal
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain) asked: “How could
we?”” My honourable friend from De Lori-
mier answered: ‘“ But we did; of course, it
was a question of fact. I think I could lay
my hand on the official Gazette.” I do not
know whether he is groping for it yet, but
I think he would be groping for a long time.

The honourable gentleman from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt), in this House yester-
day afternoon, said that we were a nation;
but the day before he stood up and said
that Canada was not a nation. I am going
to quote from Hansard, so that I shall quote
him correctly:

Hon. Mr. Belcourt: We had not yet dis-
covered that we were a nation.

Yesterday he told us that we were one,
so that settles the question of nationality.
I hope there will be no more questions so
far as that is concerned.

Now, I will tell the honourable gentleman
from De Lorimer (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) how
we declared war. A gentleman who has so
much to do with the public and who is so
anxious to convince the public would do well
to bear this in mind. As soon as Britain
declared war, the Premier of this country
sent a telegram to the Premier of Great
Britain and told him that every man and
every dollar in ‘Canada was behind him.
Everybody knows that is the way in which
we declared war. It is the same to-
day; we are prepared when the British
Empire takes up anything to back it
up. We were not called upon or asked
to contribute. Our Prime Minister went over
there, and told them what we were willing
to do. I do not care who the Premier is for
the time being, as Prime Minister he is
worthy of the confidence of the people of
Canada, not because he is a Liberal or a
Conservative, but because he is the Prime
Minister, and any man who does not stand
behind him is not a friend of this country.
When our Premier spoke he spoke for this
country, and spoke as the people of this
country desired him to speak; therefore we
made the declaration. I hope that will
make my honourable friend’s mind easy on
that point.

Now I come to my other honourable
friend. He got up and told us that last win-
ter, for some reason he was going to give
afterwards, he had read an awful lot about
this Peace Treaty. I said to myself, *“ Now
we are going to have something worth lis-

tening to.” But, as I said on one occasion,
that gentleman is far nicer to look at than
to listen to. But it would be no compli-
ment to my honourable friend to say that on
this occasion he was nicer to look at than
to listen to when he made his speech, be-
cause it would not make any difference
what he looked like, he would look better
than his speech. To look at him one would
expect that he would be dignified and de-
corous in discussing matters of great and
national importance in this House. If he
has that dignity, it is only in appearance,
as we shall see when we read the speech
which he made here on Wednesday.

Now, I want to refer to that speech. I am
not going to go over all he said, because
I would be detaining the House too long,
and I want to get him away as soon as pos-
sible—I do not suppose any of us will miss
him much.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I shall miss my
train the first thing you know.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: If I have to go back
to some other things the House will excuse
me.

My honourable friend told us that ne had
been among the French deputies. Well, he
must have had himself pretty well camou-
flaged if he expressed the same opinion over
there that he has expressed here, or I am
afraid he would not have got back.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I will read the
speech in Hansard.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: There is no use in
going away yet; there is a train at hali-
past six, it is a night train, it is our own
train, and the honourable gentleman ought
to patronize it.

It is going to be exceedingly difficult,
honourable gentlemen, to deal with my
honourable friend now that he has gone.
The honourable gentleman made a very
long speech. He told us that he had been
in France and had got into the House of
Deputies. He told us that during the
winter he had read a great deal about the
Peace Treaty ‘and had followed it very
closely. Indeed, he led us to believe that
there was nothing in it that he did not
thoroughly understand. He wanted us to
know that before he spoke—of course, he
would not tell us after he spoke, because
then we all knew that he did not know
anything about it. :

He then talked about skulls and coat-
tails, and one thing and another, and he
referred to his late lamented leader, whom
we all lament, who had said on-one notable
occasion in the city of Montreal that the
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United States had been fortunate in the
three great crises of its history, in having
had three great men at its head—Washing-
ton, Lincoln and Wilson. He agreed with

+his late lamented leader, but he did not

laud Wilson. What has Wilson been
doing? Wilson has been going from one
end of the United States to the other try-

ing to tell the people what this Treaty "

means. Wilson has been giving valuable
time on the other side of the water® and
on this side to this Treaty. Is my honour-
able friend going to fight against Wilson’s
view of it? He says Wilgon is a great man.
What does he mean by that? Does he mean
that he himself is too small to follow
Wilson, or does he mean to tell us that he
does not understand the question? He lauds
Wilson in every possible way he can, and
vet he indicates to us that he is not going
to vote for this Treaty. I do not believe
he will have the courage to stay in this
House and keep his seat when this Bill has
been passed. I will take care that he will
have to do one thing or the other. T will
take good care that every honourable gen-
tleman in this House records his stand in
this matter, whether he is for or against
the Treaty, because I do not believe that
any man has a right to sit in this
House and allow it to be said that this
Bill was carried on division. . What
does a division mean? Every one here
knows that it means a party vote,
pure and simple. If other honourable
gentlemen in this House are satisfied to
have an important question of this kind go
on division I am not. If everything that
honourable gentlemen have said about this
Treaty is true, would it harm any of us to
stand up here as British subjeots and en-
dorse this Treaty? Britain has endorsed it,
and it is her Treaty. If it is her Treaty it
is our Treaty. Who will say that we should
not stand up and endorse that Treaty with
all our might? Can any paltry excuse be
advanced for not doing so?

The honourable gentleman from Winnipeg
(Hon. Mr. McMeans) read a proclamation
here. My honourable friend opposite said
there was no proclamation; but my honour-
able friend from Winnipeg read it in the
House yesterday, and you will find it in
Hansard, so I shall not take the time to
read it. Our Prime Minister was called’ by
the King of the country—theoretically by
the King, and actually by the British
Counecil.

The honqurable gentleman from Montreal
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain) dug up some skulls.
Well, honourable gentlemen, if he had gone

Hon. Mr. CROSBY.

digging for brains it would have been more
in his line, and I would have prayed hard
that he would be able to dig up some in
order to be able to grasp the meaning and
importance of this Treaty. He said: “ We
do not care about Borden: he is only a Con-
servative.”” Why, gentlemen, he-is only a
man who has sacrificed every personal and
other interest so as to place Canada in the
best position to put forth.her best efforts
to win the war. That is what he has done.
Some gentlemen might think he should
have gone about it in another way, but he
acted according to his best judgment, and
he had the support of the people of the
country. He sacrificed everything, party
politiecs and all, to the winning of the war,
and his efforts were not in vain.

My honourable friend said that Sir Robert
Borden was in London hanging onto the
coat-tails of others. Is that a dignified way
for any honourable gentleman to speak of
the Premier of Canada? Whose coat-tails
did he hang on to? I say he stood abreast of
the best men there; I say Lloyd George will
say the same thing, President Wilson will
say the same thing; Premier Clemenceau
will say the same thing; but the honourable
gentleman from Montreal says differently.
I say that he stood abreast with the others
there as our men stood side by side in the
trenches in Flanders. He held the position
which our meh held in the trenches. fight-
ing for the freedom of this country and the
freedom of the world. Had he not a right to
occupy the position made for him by our
soldiers, by the 60,000 of the best blood of
this country who went over to France and
sacrificed their lives for this- peace? And
vet my honourable friend said he was hang-
ing on to coat-tails, :

The honourable gentleman said that he
had been reading all about this Treaty.
Well, his remarks would indicate that the
more he reads about a thing the less he
knows about it. If he had been studying
the affairs of Canada, if he had been follow-
ing what our troops were doing, he would
not have dared to get up in this House—
pardon me, perhaps I should not use that
word—but I say at least it would not have’
been decorous for the honourable gentle-
man to get up in this House and criticise
the Premier of the country in the way he
has done. The people of this country have
endorsed the Premier to the very limit. I
do not care what you may say about a
vote here or there, and I think I can show
it by the record.

Whatever may be our political differences,
let us have a united vote on this peace
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question. Who among us did not pray for
peace? Who is there among us who, up to
the eleventh of November, 1918, was not
praying and wishing that peace would
come? Those of us who had friends and
connections there all prayed for it, and we
all had friends there. Where will you find
the man who was not praying for that
peace? Yet to-day we are stumbling about
debating whether or not we will ratify it.
I feel confident that there is mot a man in
this House who will stand up and vote
against this Bill.

I regret, Mr. Speaker and honourable
gentlemen, that my honourable friend is not
here, because T want to say that my honour-
able friend would be better employed stand-
ing on the street-corners selling a commod-
ity that requires to be well roasted before
it is palatable than in making such speeches
as he has made. I say that because it is
Parliamentary, and is as near as I can get
to expressing my opinion of any man who
stands up in this House to belittle the
Premier and the leader of the people on
such an occasion. If this were an ordinary
election campaign, wherein the two sides
were'arrayed one against the other, I could
quite understand one doing his best to get
votes; but when he comes into this House
it is a different matter. I do not care
whether he calls himself a British French-
man or a French Britisher; France and
Britain are joined together, and are doing
all they can to give effect to this Treaty.
That 'being so, why do you find a man
standing up in this House and declaring
himself in such a way as the honourable
gentleman has done? There is only one
reason and that is that the spirit of
partisanship is so strong in him that it
would be impossible for him to do justice
on any occasion.

Honourable gentlemen on the other side
of the House no doubt feel that there may
be certain expenses incurred if we pass this
Bill. What does that mean? What is to
be our contribution? We shall not be asked
to contribute .any more pro rata than the
other nations in the League. We shall be
asked to contribute omnly our fair share,
and is there any man in Canada who does
not want to do that? Is there any man in
Canada who does not want the Treaty rati-
fied and want it to continue in force for all
time? How can that be if it has not got
the endorsement of the best people in the

world? Has it not got the endorsement
of the English-speaking people? Has
it mnot got the endorsement of the

French-speaking people of France, and

the French-speaking people of this country?
In referring to the English-speaking people
I should have mentioned also the French.
We have those two peoples united; what
more can you expect? What more guarantee
can my honourable friend from De Lori-
mier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) want? What
more could be expected by the honourable
gentleman from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr.
Casgrain), or any other honourable mem-
ber of this House, or any one outside of
this House, whether he is a Britisher, or
a Frenchman; or whoever he may be?
The only man that might differ on this
point would be the Sinn Feiner, and we
have none of those in Canada; at least, I
do not think we have; we do not want any
of them anyway—that is my judgment; and
I desire to say here that I consider myself
as good an Irishman as there is in Canada.

I take back' water to no man in seeking

to obtain for Ireland her rights in the
right way. I do not think she should seek
for them in any other way or that she
should take advantage of anybody in order
to get her rights. If she plays the game
properly she will get her rights. Every-
body who plays the game fairly will get
his rights. I do not want to be misunder-

- stood in making these statements.. No man

is prouder that he belongs to the Irish race
than I am, and when it comes to discussing
the question of Ireland I am prepared to
take that position.

My honourable friend the middle mem-
ber for Halifax (Hon. Mr. Roche), as he
has been described, made a very patriotic
speech. He said we are going to stand by
the King, and I know that he will stand
by the King, without any doubt. I know
that he will vote with the King, that he
will vote with the Parliament of Great
Britain, with the Union Government, and
with everybody who supports this Bill.
That is how he will vote, because that
is what he has said he will do, and I never
knew of the honourable gentleman going
bhack on any statement that he had made.
I have heard him make statements which
I did not like and which I tried to refute,
but there is one thing that I can say of

‘him, and that is that he never made a

statement that he went back upon. There-
fore I know how he will vote. I would
like to see the vote of every honourable
gentleman in this House recorded. Al-
though the House was not wunanimous

regarding the resolution, I hope that
it will unanimously endorse this Bill.
Let us not quibble about, a few cents. The

present Government has no mandate to
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continue in power forever; and my hon-
ourable friends opposite feel that at the
very first opportunity the present Govern-
ment will be put out of business. I say
that there is no guarantee that the present
Government will be permanent. There will
be other Governments in this country; but
whoever holds the reins of power in this
country, whichever party may be placed on
the treasury benches, we can trust them to
deal with what is provided for in this Bill
in a fair way.

We are in this league. We have heard
talk about Canada being a nation. I am
not going to discuss that question, for we
have heard it discussed by the legal gentle-
men. Of course, in many things, I do not
think very much of their opinions. The
longer they discussed this question the
more complicated it became, as T have al-
ways told you would be the case whenever
lawyers discuss any point. We are in the
British Empire—why?  Because we want
to be there. Otherwise we would not want
to be a part of the Empire. There would
be nothing to hold us if we did not desire
to remain. There is no honourable gentle-
man who has taken part in politics at any
time during the last fifty years who does
not know that there have been times when

the British Government did not care where

we were—whether we went over to the
United States or where we went, because
we were so much trouble. But that is not
the case to-day. Our present relations have
been brought about by our love of the Brit-
ish flag and British institutions. Our rela-
tions to-day are better than ever before, al-
though we have been developing our con-
stitions, as some honourable gentleman has
said. I contend that he was perfectly right
in that, and that we have an unwritten
constitution just as much as the people of the
British Isles have. Reference has been made
to the British North America Act, but what
does the British North America Act do for
us? It tells us how to govern this country
and how the powers are divided between
the Dominion and the provinces, but it
has nothing to do with our Imperial affairs,
and we can deal with them in any manner
we please. We are united with the British
Empire today because of our love for Brit-
ish institutions, just as a man and a woman
are united who have pledged themselves
to each other. The Dominion of Canada, I
say, is part of the British Empire because
of that same love, that desire to stand by
the British flag, and I say, “ Whom God
hath joined together let no man put
asunder.”” We stand for British eonnec-
Hon. Mr. CROSBY.

tion, the British flag, and the Peace
Treaty.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill

was read the second time.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY : Mr. Speaker, 1 under-
stand that you have declared the motion
carried unanimously.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Yes.

Hon. Mr. CROSBY: Unanimously?
my speech was not in vain.

NAVIGABLE WATERS PROTECTION
BILL.

CONSIDERED* IN COMMITTEE.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into Committee on Bill 11,
an Act to amend the Navigable Waters Pro-
tection Act. Hon. Mr. Daniel in the Chair.

On section l—section of Act respecting
removal of unauthorized works to apply to
works built before 24th May, 1918:

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Mr.
Chairman, I beg to move that in section 1,
new subsection 3, the word ‘“tidal”’ be in-
serted between the words ‘‘navigable’” and
“waters,” in order that this Bill may not
be taken to apply to small wharves and
docks built innocently on inland streams
and lakes, where there is no reason for their
being disturbed. I wish the Bill to make
clear that it does not refer to fresh water
navigation.

Hon. Mr. POWER: That is, that it would
not apply to navigation on the Great Lakes?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: It would
not apply to the Great Lakes. I believe
that the Government is satisfied that that
amendment should be made.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK : Would you read the
amendment, so that we might understand it?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I may
say that I discussed this matter with the
Deputy Minister of Justice to-day, and
after the discussion he authorized me to
state that it would be satisfactory to him
and to the Government to have the Bill
amended as I have indicated.

The CHAIRMAN: I will read the section
as amended :

Then

(3) The provisions of this section shall apply
and be deemed to have applied to any works
constructed, built or placed in, upon, over,
under, through or across any navigable tidal
water at any time before the twenty-fourth
day of May, one thousand nine hundred and
eighteen, in like manner and to the same ex-
tent as they apply to any work thereafter so
constructed, built or placed.
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Hon. Mr. POWER: I should like to ask
the minister in charge of the Bill if the Act
which we are amending applies only to tidal
waters.

Hop. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, this
applies to all navigable waters.: But, nwing
to certain objections raised by my honour-
able friend from Hamilton (Hon. Mr.
Lynch-Staunton), I suggested that he should
see the Minister of Public Works, who has
charge of this Bill in the Commons, and
the honourable gentleman informed me that
not only did he see the Minister of Public
Works, but he was referred by that honour-
able gentleman to the Deputy Minister of
Justice, Mr. Newcombe, who suggested that
the amendment would meet the require-
ments of the Bill, and stated that the pur-
pose of the Bill was that no tidal waters
should be impeded! I consequently accept
the statement of my honourable friend from
Hamilton that it should be amended ac-
cordingly.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I really do not see
why there should be a distinction between
the Great Lakes, for instance, and the At-
lantic ocean. In the province of Nova
Scotia there are, as everybody knows, a
great many tidal harbours and in a good
many cases there have been erections put
up in these tidal harbours, in some cases
before the union of the colonies. Under the
wording of this Bill, as I understand it, the
‘Government would be in a position to pull
down or destroy those erections which ex-
isted at the time of Confederation.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I think that while
it is very well to have the enactment apply
to erections that have taken place since the
passage of the Act forbidding these en-
croachments on navigable waters, "yet
where the structure was in existence before
Confederation we should not undertake to
authorize the Government to destroy it.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Will the
honourable gentleman allow me to explain?
The original Act provides that in the case
of any structure built before 1899 applica-
tion may be made for approval to the Gov-
ernor in Council. That has been done for
the purpose of protecting the structures,
because it has been decided that unless
they have approval some members of the
public might induce the Attorney General
to give his consent to an indictment being
brought against the person who ‘had put
those structures in public waters. It was
provided in the original Act that wherever

a structure had theretofore been built, an
application could be made to the Governor
in Council for an order validating that Act.

Hon. Mr. POWER: That diminishes the
objection, of course.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That
takes away the objection mentioned by the
honourable gentleman from Halifax, as to
what was done before Confederation.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman tell us the object of this
legislation? It would appear to me that
this is a change from what was evidently
the policy two years ago, and I would think
that there is probably some concrete case
which the Department of Public Works or
the Minister of Justice wishes to deal with.
This is a matter which affects a good many
localities on the different coast lines, and
is a matter of considerable importance. I
would like to know exactly what is the ob-
ject of the legislation?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I may
say that I spoke to the Minister of Public
Works on the subject, and he said he had
ho specific instance in view, although he
was aware of certain structures having been
built without  authority, which should be
removed. At the present time, I 'presume,
that would involve the intervention of the
courts; whereas under the amendment that
procedure will be very largely dispensed
with. Furthermore, the Bill, as I read it,
is simply declaratory of the law. Assuming
that there is an obstruction such as is men-
tioned by my honourable friend from Vie-
toria (Hon. Mr. Barnard), if it had been
placed there wrongly, without the authority
of the Crown, it is manifest that the position
of the wrongdoer would not be changed by
reason of this legislation. He could not
have secured, except directly through the
Crown, the right to occupy lands on
which he should not have trespassed. I do
not see that this Bill can in any way affect
cases of that kind. If a man has been a
trespasser, he is still a trespasser, notwith-
standing the legislation.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My difficulty, Mr.
Chairman, is that this amendment destroys
the substance of the statute, chapter 115.
Let us read section 5, which it is proposed
to amend: 2

Any bridge to which this part applies, which
is built upon a site not approved by the Gover-
nor in Council, or which is not built in accord-
ance with plans so approved, or which, having
been so built, is not maintained in accordance
with such plans, may, in so far as the same
interferes with navigation, be lawfully removed
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and destroyed under the authorlt) of the Gov-
ernor in Council. -

I say the amendment now proposed de-
stroys the whole effect of the statute ir} S0
far as concerns bridges built on non-tidal
waters. :

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Of course it does.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : The pres-
ent Act does not apply to things that had
been theretofore done.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The present Act
is what I have read.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: But the
honourable gentleman, I think, is under a
misapprehension. The present Bill is in-
tended to apply, and does apply, to struc-
tures made after its enactment.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: After what enact-

ment?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: This Bill
applies to structures made before the enact-
ment and does not apply to any structures
made after the enactment came into force.
It is quite clear.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: In order
that there may be no doubt upon the ques-
tion, I shall have the Committet rise and
report progress.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Perhdps my hon-
ourable friend will allow me to make my
statement clear,

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes, and
then the Committee will rise and I shall
have to look into this question.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What I mean is
this. If T understand the object of this Bill
and the provision which it is now proposed
to add, which is subsection 3, it will have
the ‘effect of taking out of the statute every
non-tidal bridge erected in Canada, whether
built with or without approval. In other
words, the section is tantamount to saying
that chapter 115 shall not apply to the past
or for the future to any bridge erected over
non-tidal waters. I do not know whether
my honourable friend from British Colum-
bia (Hon. Mr. Barnard) agrees with me or
not, but from what he said I think this
point was running through his mind. I do
not think there is any doubt that that is
what it means.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: This in-
formation was conveyed to me by my hon-
ourable friend from Hamilton (Hon. Mr.
Lynch-Staunton) just as we entered upon

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

the session, and I think it is better that
the Committee should rise and ask leave
to sit again. When the question came up
before the Commons, apparently it was not
discussed at any length.

Hon. Mr, BELCOURT: If a concrete case
exists which the statute is intended to
remove, it seems to me it would be the
honest thing to deal with that case and nof
interfere with a statute of this importance.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Unless there is a
class of cases.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I quite agree with
the remarks the honourable gentleman from
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt). There arg
two subsections in the section which it is
proposed to amend, and to those it is pro-
posed to add a third. So that the pro-
visions of the first two subsections will not
apply to non-tidal waters. That, of course,
is really sweeping away a very great por-
tion of the existing law.

Progress was reported.

DOMINION BY-ELECTIONS BILL.

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE AND
. REPORTED.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into Committee on Bill 13,
an Act to amend the Dominion By-Elec-
tions Aect, 1919. Hon. Mr. Blain in the
Chair.

The Bill was reported without amend-
ment.

.

NATURALIZATION BILL.

CONSIDERED IN ‘COMMITTEE AND
REPORTED.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into Committee on Bill 14,
an Act to amend the Naturalization Act.
1919. Hon. Mr. Thompson in the Chair.

The Bill was reported without amend-
ment.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday at
3 p.m.

THE SENATE.

Tuesday, October 7, 1919.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
OIL-PRODUCING MACHINERY.
MOTION.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER (for Hon. Mr. Dom-
ville) moved:
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That, in the opinion of this House, Tariff
Item No. 460 of the Customs Tariff, 1907, and
amendments, should be so amended as to in-
move any uncertainty or doubt as to whether
the machinery used for the mining and retort-
ing of Oil Shales may, under the said Item No.
460, be imported into Canada without the pay-
ment of duty and war tax, and will inquire if it
is the intention of the Government to make
such an amendment.

Hon. Mr. NICHOLLS: T would be quite ir
favour of the resolution if it were worded in
such a way as to comply with that clause of
the Customs Act which it is sought to inter-
pret, and which makes provision for the
importation free of duty of certain articles
when not manufactured in Canada; but I
rather object to passing in a perfunctory
way a resolution, under the guise of an in-
terpretation of a clause in the Tariff Act,
which would have a bearing on the whole
tariff.

I would move in amendment that the
words ““ when not manufactured in Can-

ada ” be inserted after the words * war
tax.” )

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: It is not the inten-
tion to have machinery imported to compete
with machinery already manufactured in
Canada. If the machinery required were
manufactured in Canada the desire of the
people going into this enterprise would be
to purchase Canadian manufactured ma-
chinery. The item in the tariff says that
these things should be imported free of duty
when not manufactured in Canada; yet, by
a ruling of the Customs Department, the
duty is exacted, and this motion is only in
order to make it clear that in such cases
that impost should not be levied.

Hon. Mr. NICHOLLS: I quite understand
the intention of my honourable friend, and
I am quite in sympathy with him; but at
the same time this resolution is drawn in
such a way that it is misleading; because,
if it were carried into effect, such machinery
could be imported into Canada whether
manufactured in Canada or otherwise. The
words of the Customs Act specifically men-
tion mining and other classes of machinery
which may be imported free of duty when
not manufactured in Canada. If the hon-
ourable gentleman would agree to the
amendment I think the resolution would
meet with the approval of all.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: I do not think it is
necessary, but I agree to it.

The motion, amended as proposed, was
agreed to. i

PETROLEUM OR HYDRO-CARBON OILS.
MOTION.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER (for Hon. Mr. Dom-
ville) moved:

That, in the opinion of this House, Tariff
Item No. 1017 of the Customs Tariff 1907, and
amendments, should be so amended as to in-
clude therein, after the word ‘ distribution,” the
words, “or for the transmission of Petroleum
or Hydro-Carbon Oils,” and will inquire if it
is the intention of the Government to make such
an amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

SMOKY RIVER COAL AREAS.
: MOTION AND DISCUSSION.
Hon. GEORGE H. BRADBURY moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
copy of the Order in Council cancelling the
leases to certain coal areas in the province of
Alberta, standing in the name of A. T. Shilling-
ton and C. A. Barnard. ~

He said: Honourable gentlemen, I make
this motion, not so much for the purpose
of securing a copy of the Order in Council,
as for the purpose of drawing the attention
of the House and the Government to the
importance of conserving this coal area for
the people of Canada. I hold in my hand
a statement furnished to me by the Con-
servation Commission, giving the approxi-
mate estimate of the total probable coal re-
serve of Canada by D. B. Dowling of the
Geological Survey. Honourable gentlemen
will realize that Dr. Dowling is, or ought
to be, the best authority in Canada on its
coal resources, as he has devoted years of
his time in studying and prospecting the
different coal areas of the country. The fig-
ures are very illuminating and encouraging.
They are so enormous as to be almost start-
ling. When I say to thic Hovee that Can-
ada has, according to Dr. Dowling, coal de-
posits amounting to 1,234,269,310,000 metric
tons—in other words, Canada has coal
enough to supply the civilized world with
fuel for generations to come—this ought to
be, and I am sure is, a very pleasing state-
ment, and one that should make every
Canadian realize what our great national re-
sources mean. The figures are very illum-
inating in that they show the immense
body of coal that we have; they startled
me when I read them. Honourable gentle-

Jnen perhaps will be surprised to know that
we have over a trillion tons of coal in Can-
ada. That is an immense figure, and pretty
hard to grasp.

I am going to place on record the esti-
mates that Mr. Dowling has given of the
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probable coal reserves in the different pro-
vinces, which are as follows:

Approximate estimate of total probable
coal reserves for Canada:

Provinces or Total Metric
Districts. Tons.

Nova: Seotianiise vt 9,718,968,000
New Brunswick .. .. .. 151,000,000
OBATIO. . s o aviies 25,000,000
Manitoba . v.. ioisis s> 160,000,000
Saskatchewan .. .. .. 59,812,000,000
AIBErta o e n e 1,072,627,400,000
British Columbia .. 76,034,942,000
Xukon .o o s 4,940,000,000
Northwest Terrltones . 4,800,000,000
Arctic Islands . 6,000,000,000

Grand total .. .. .. 1,234,269,310,000

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Do I understand the
honourable gentleman to say that there is
coal in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: Yes.
Hon. Mr. WATSON: I never heard of it.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: There is, ac-
cording to the estimate which has been
given to me by the Conservation Commis-
sion, 25,000,000 tons of, I presume, lignite.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: I suppose that is a
guess.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: The honourable
gentleman (Hon. Mr. Watson) has ques-
tioned the return by the Conservation Com-
mission made by Mr. Dowling, one of the
most competent men in Canada to speak on
this subject.

These figures, as I have said, are very
illuminating. They show that we have
1,234,000,000,000 tons of coal. In other
words, Canada has coal enough to supply
the civilized world with fuel for generations
to come. This ought to be, and I am sure
is, a very pleasing statement to be able to
make to this House, and one that should
make every Canadian realize what our great
natural resources mean to this country; and
coal is only one of -our great natural re-
sources.

Possessing, as we do, these enormous coal
deposits, it is humiliating to realize that we
are depending almost entirely on the United
States for our domestic coal, and for a
large amount of our steam coal. We im-
ported last year from the United States
$70,592,357 worth of coal. I submit, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that it is anything but
satisfactory, in view of our own enormous
resources, that we are sending so large a
sum of money out of this country annually

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY,

for coal. It should and can be retained
in Canada to help in the development of
our own resources. According to the Cus-
toms Department statistics for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1917, the total quan-
tity of anthracite coal which passed the
ports of Fort William and Port Arthur into
the western provinces was 505,715 tons,
valued at $3,054,915. The total imports of
anthracite coal into Canada were 5,320,198
tons, valued at $28,109,586, for the calendar
year 1917. The total imports of bituminous
round and run-of-mine coal for the same
year wag 12,407,486 tons, valued at $33,712,-
894; while the imports of bituminous slack,
passing over a three-quarter inch screen, for
the corresponding period were 3,129,776 tons,
valued at $8,739,877. It is estimated that 50
per cent of the coal requirements of the
western provinces is supplied from the
United States mines, and that the value of
the imports of coal into Fort William, Port
Arthur and Manitoba amounts to some
$14,000,000 to $18,000,000 annually.

For example, 500,000 tons of hard coal
are imported yearly into Winnipeg and the
western provinces, although there are 100,-
000,000 tons of high-grade anthracite coal
and hundreds of millions of tons of first-
class bituminous coal all lying undeveloped
in what is known as the Hoppe leases
north' of Edmonton.

Regarding the quality of this coal, com-
parison of an average sample of coal from
what is known as the Hoppe leases with
run of mine from the best-known producing
mines in the United States would indicate
the very high quality of the coal from the
Hoppe area and its exceptional thermal

. value.

Data on American coal from reports of United
States testing plant:

Carbon. Ash. B.T.U.
Anthracite, Pennsylvania. 75.2 16.3 12,472

Connellsv me A 74.3 10.4 13,406
New River, We':t ergmxa 83.6 5. 14,857
Pocahontas i 83.6 6.9 14,733
Hoppe Alberta, Canada.. 79 2.3 14,870

The value of a coal, other -conditions
being equal, is dependent upon its thermal
value—the British thermal units. The coal
from what is known as the Hoppe leases.
taking this standard, is evidently of better
quality than fhe other coals, as mnoted.
This coal that I am urging the Government
to open up is probably of the highest
quality and contains the greatest thermal
of any coal deposit in the West, not ex-
cepting the Alaska deposit.

But Alberta contains, in addition to
these great ‘deposits, billions of tons
of high-grade bituminous coal. It does
seem to me ridiculous that the west-
ern provinees should be depending for
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coal on the United States. Instead of
being in this humiliating position, we
should be large exporters of coal to all the
states lying adjacent-to our western pro-
vinces—Montana, Dakota, Minnesota—
where there is a market for millions of
tons. The fact that we are not producing
in those great western provinces enough
coal for our own use is, I contend, any-
thing but flattering to Canadian foresight
and enterprise. We should realize that
Canada contains one of the greatest coal
reserves in the world—at least one triilion
tons, as I stated before, of anthracite and
bituminous, the anthracite being equal or
nearly equal in hardness to Pennsylvania
coal. According to Mr. Dowling, we have
over one trillion tons of bituminous coal,
and, as I pointed out a moment ago, a
large percentage of this immense coal de-
posit is of very high grade. The fact that
we are depending on the United States for
our annual coal supply, to carry on our
great industries and to keep our people
from perishing during the long, cold win-
ters, is not only absurd; it is almost
criminal that such a condition exists in
Canada at the present time. I claim, hon-
ourable gentlemen, it is high time that
the Government of Canads awakened to
the real position which Canada occupies
in this respect, and realized the necessity
of developing immediately some of our great
coal resources which would enable our

people to obtain an abundance of coal at -

reasonable prices. Canada faces a serious
situation to-day. It is getting more diffi-
cult year by year to secure supplies from
our American cousins, and the prices keep
soaring until to-day it taxes the ingenuity

of hundreds of thousands of our citizens.

to procure money enough to provide coal
to keep their families warm during-the
winter months. In addition 'to this fact, we
are faced with another very serious aspect
of the situation. The American coal pro-
ducers, * who, after all, are only human
and are in the business for what money
they can make, may at any time find a
better market for their coal than Canada—
and perhaps the time is not far dis-
tant. Just as soon as this occurs,
we would be left without a ton of
American coal, and under present con-
ditions the suffering would be intolerable.

Simply because we have neglected entirely
to develop our own great coal re-
sources, we are left absolutely at the
mercy of the TUnited States coal pro-
ducers. Surely this is not a wise or sane
position for Canada to be in, especially
when we can produce all the coal

we require for our own use, and millions
of tons for export purposes, if we take hold
of the situation in a businesslike way. It
all depends, honourable gentlemen, on the
application of business methods to this
great industry, and I trust we may prevail
upon the present Government to apply
those business methods. I sometimes feel
that most of our Governments have lacked
the business initiative that is necessary
to develop -our great mnatural resources.
When-I look back over what has taken
place, or what has been neglected, during
the last 25 or 30 years, I cannot but come
to the conclusion that our different Govern-
ments have lacked the experience of busi-
ness men, who would be able to handle a
situation of this kind.

Last year this Chamber, by its prompt
action, saved the country a most valuable
coal area, in interfering in what was sup-
posed to be done, or had practieally been
done, by one of the departments of the
Government, in leasing some 18,000 acres
of perhaps the most valuable coal area on
this continent. After a thorough investiga-
tion, it was demonstrated beyond doubt that
the leases never should have been granted.
Consequently the Minister of the Interior,
responsible to the people of Canada for the
conduct of the department which has con-
trol of the coal lands, cancelled the leases
and reserved the coal deposits for the Crown,
on the advice of this House and on the
evidence taken before your committee. It
does seem a great pity that this policy of
reserving the coal for the Crown had not
been adopted years ago, when other great
coal areas had been allowed to pass out of
the possession of the Crown into the hands
of private individuals. It is a notorious
fact that hundreds of thousands of very
valuable coal areas have been alienated
from the Crown and are now held by specu-
lators, who are not developing them to any
great extent, or who, where they are devel-
oping the properties, are exacting the pound
of flesh in almost every instance from the
people who depend upon the products of
these mines for industries or for domestic
purposes.

I have one case in mind—a large coal
mine operating 60 miles from a prosperous
Alberta town, which is forced by the coal
producers to pay $9 a ton for coal. Is there
any honourable gentleman in this room who
believes that that is an honest price? Does
not any honourable gentleman feel that
that would be almost extortion?

Hon. Mr. BOYER: The high
living. :

cost of
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Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: That is for bitu-
minous coal lying within 60 miles of the
town of Red Deer, which is paying, I am
informed on good authority, $9.50 per ton.
This is what is taking place under private
ownership, and that is why I say that the
Governments in years gone by have not been
as active as I believe they ought to- have
been in protecting the interest of the pub-
lic by conserving these great coal areas
for the people.

After all, honourable gentlemen, these
coal areas belong to the people of Canada
and not to the Government. They are as
essential to the comfort and the happiness
of the people as are food and raiment. Con-
sequently it is the imperative duty of the
Government not only to congerve these re-
sources, but also to develop them, so that
the people may receive the product at the
lowest possible price, and in abundance.

My purpose, honourable gentlemen, in
bringing this matter before the House is to
urge the Government to take immediate
action in developing that great coal area
known as the Hoppe leases, lying some 200
miles north of Edmonton. These leases, as
I said a moment ago, were taken over by
the Crown last session through the action
and by the advice of this House. It is esti-
mated by experts that at least 100,000,000
tons of high-grade anthracite coal is con-
tained in this area, and can be mined at a
cost not exceeding 50 cents per ton. In ad-
dition to this, it is estimated that we have
fully 400,000,000 tons of high-grade bitumin-
ous coal lying in this same area. This sure-
ly emphasizes the immense value of this
great coal deposit, and the wisdom of the
action of this House last session. Of this
immense deposit, 100,000,000 tons of high-
grade anthracite, superior in heating quality
to the average anthracite imported from the
United States, is available. Twenty-five per
cent of all this great deposit can be mined
and placed in the hoppers at the railways
ready for shipment, for a sum not exceed-
ing 50 cents per ton, according to my in-
formation. I may say that the estimate
given to me by a man who, I be-
lieve, knows the situation, was 30 cents a
ton, but I have exceeded that estimate by
20 cenfs a ton, and I believe that my esti-
mate is really excessive. I know there are
honourable gentlemen in this room who
have had something to do with mines and
who have had to delve down hundreds of
feet into the earth to find coal, and who
would hardly realize that this is possible.
But this is a gravity proposition. The coal
is lying up on the hills. All the coal that

Hon. Mr. BOYER.

is mined comes down hill. T any
informed by Dr. Hoppe, the original dis-
coverer of these mines, that every ton of
this coal will come down hill. There will
be no pumping of water and no hoisting of
coal, and no timber required. So the coal
can be delivered in the hoppers at fifty
cents a ton.

The same authority informs me that he
received an estimate from the Canadian
Northern railway—it is, of course, a. pre-
war estimate—that this coal could be de-
livered in Vancouver for $2.50 per ton rail-
way haulage. This means that this coal
could be delivered to the city of Vancouver
for a cost of about $3 per ton, and as far
east as the city of Winnipeg for $4.50 a ton.
This, of course, is the actual cost without
provision for interest and profit; but, after
allowing liberally for all this, I contend
that this coal could be sold all over the
three western provinces for one-half what
the people are paying for coal at the present
time.

The saving to Saskatchewan and Alberta
would be much greater, on account of the
fact that imported American coal has a
much longer haul, which increases the cost
to the Saskatchewan and Alberta users of
hard coal. If the people of Manitoba and
Saskatchewan can buy their hard coal for
one-half of what they are paying for it at
the present time, and have been paying for
it, what a boon it would be! They import
over 500,000 tons of hard coal each year. 1
claim that they can save fully $7 a ton,
which would mean a direct saving to the
people of $3,500,000 annually. This refers
only to the hard coal. On the bituminous
coal that comes into the western country,
including the head of the lakes, the saving
would be much greater because of the
greater quantity. So it would be a reason-

‘able estimate to say that if the Govern-

ment opened up this great property on a
business basis and supplied the coal to the
three western provinces and to the head of
the lakes, at the cheapest possible cost,
we could save to those provi:ngeg directly

. §7,000,000 or $8,000,000 a year and give

them an abundance of coal, All this
goes to show the mecessity of immediate
action on the part of the Government
in developing this great coal deposit which
must be opened in the interest of the people
at the earliest possible moment.

To accomplish this would require a con-
siderable outlay. There would have to be
built seventy miles of railway, from the
present National Railway System at or near
Entrance, in Alberta, into what is known
as the Hoppe leases. It is estimated by



OCTOBER 7, 1919

129

railway authorities that the railway would
cost from $15,000 to $20,000 per mile. To
put it at the outside figure, $20,000 a mile,
that would mean an expenditure of $1,400,-
000 for the railway. In addition to that, Dr.
Hoppe, who is, I believe, a good authority
on this question, assures me that this
property can be opened up so as to deliver
in the hoppers 1,000,000 tons of coal annually
for an expenditure not exceeding $200,000.
That would make a total outlay of about
$1,600,000 to make this great coal deposit
a working mine, to provide a railroad, and
make available for the people of the three
great western provinces an abundance of
highgrade coal at one-half the present cost.
- I contend, honourable gentlemen, that
the Government could well afford to advance
this money. Say it cost $2,000,000. The
Government could recoup itself in two or
three years if it desired to do so, and could
still furnish to the people of these three
western provinces an abundance of high-
grade coal at one-half the cost that the
people of the West are paying for coal
to-day. )

Hon. Mr." DAVID: Could the honourable
gentleman say whether or not it would be
expedient to modify the tariff in order to
encourage the coal industry?

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: That, of course,
would be a question for the Government
to decide. I.do not think there is any duty
on hard coal anyway. I think it comes in
free. g

Another important factor is the financial
condition of Canada. The balance of trade
is very heavily against us at the present
time, affecting our exchange to the extent
of nearly five per cent. The development
of this great coal property would make it
unnecessary to import one ton of coal into
these three western provinces,) including
the head of the Great Lakes, thereby sav-
ing between $18,000,000 and $20,000,000 an-
nually, which goes out of Canada to pay
for the coal of these western districts. This
in itself would materially assist in correct-
ing the balance of trade.

But, in addition to keeping this large
amount of money at home, we ought to
develop a great export trade in coal to the
United States lying along our southern
boundaries—Minnesota, Dakota and Mon-
tana—where there is a market for a million
tons of coal annually; and I am satisfied
we could supply a large percentage of this
demand, and in doing so build up a great
industry in Alberta that would employ
thousands of men and incidentally create
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a large home market for the products of
the farm and the factory.

In view of all these facts, I have no
hesitation in wurging the Government to
cause this 70 miles of railway to be con-
structed at the earliest possible date, and
this great coal property developed, with
ample provision for the supplying of an
abundance of coal to the western provinces

-and preparing for a large export trade

which lies at our door. I am firmly of the
opinion that an export trade in coal could
be developed, which would more than offset
the great balance of trade which appears
against us at the present time in Canada.

Honourable gentlemen, this, to my mind,
is a very important question. It is a ques-
tion that affects the comfort of thousands
and hundreds of thousands of people all
over this country. I am firmly of the
opinion, now that we control those great
railway systems, the Canadian Northern
and the Transcontinental, that it would be
possible, once these great coal properties
are operated under business methods by
the Government, to send this coal as far
east as Montreal and to sell it at prices
that would make it practically impossible
for American coal to come into our markets.
As I pointed out a few moments ago, we
are to-day occupying a very dangerous posi-
tion. We are living in almost a fool’s
paradise. We are at the mercy of the coal
producers of the United States, year after
year. That this should be so is humilia-
ting to a great country like this, when we
know that we could supply at least our
great western provinces with an abundance
of first-class coal.

If the coal areas of the lower provinces
had been developed in the interests of the
masses of the people instead of in the in-
terests of private individuals, there; is no
reason why that coal should not have been *
shipped west as far as Ontario, and in that
way have taken the place of a large amount
of American coal. That this has not been
done is due to the policy of all govern-
ments up to the present time. I do trust,
honourable gentlemen, that we are going
to have a change. I am very hopeful that
the action of the Minister of the Interior
in cancelling these leases and reserving
these great Hoppe coal areas for the Crown
is an indication that the Government in-
tends to hold these great coal reserves for
the people of Canada and not hand them out
to private individuals.

As I pointed out, these natural resources
belong to the people of this country, and
should be developed for the people and in

REVISED EDITION



130

SENATE

the interests of the people. If theresis any-
thing that is more needed than fuel, I
should like some honourable gentlemen to
tell me what it is. Fuel is just as necessary
to the peace and prosperity of the people
of this country as is the wheat that is taken
off our western farms. Why should we
place this great natural resource in the
hands of private individuals, who secure

the coal areas for a song, and develop them-

for the purpose of exacting their pound of
flesh from the people of Canada? Can any
one tell me or suggest for a moment that
these great western properties are worked
with a view of giving the masses of the
people coal at reasonable prices? That
would not be a business proposition.
These mines are worked to give to the
stockholders the biggest possible divi-
dends. I contend that in this country
we have reached the stage when we should
ask the Government to intervene. I was
told in the other House when I was pleading
along these lines in another matter that I
was advocating paternalism—that I was
asking the Government to become the
parent of some industry. In my opinion
the time has come when we have got to have
a paternal Government, a Government pre-
pared to take hold of any of the great re-
sources of this country and develop them
for the people, instead of allowing an in-
dividual or a company to secure and con-
trol what has become an absolute necessity
of life.

A great hue and cry has recently been
raised all over this country because the
packers have been allowed to control the
meat markets and inflate the prices of many
things that are mecessary for human sus-
tenance. Coal is just as necessary to the
lives of the people as the meats and other
products that ~these people have been
dealing in. The same argument applies to
everything used by the human family in
Canada.

With these remarks I am going to allow

this question o rest, and shall ask
this Chamber to take some notice of the
serious position which we in Canada occupy
at the present time. I claim, honourable gen-
tlemen, that if this mine is properly de-
veloped and business methods are applied
to it, the people of Manitoba, Saskatchewan
and Alberta will secure anthracite coal at
one-half of the price of coal to-day. I do
not think there is any question about that,
and I have gone into the matter very care-
fully. But beyond all that is the outstand-
ing fact that we are at the present time at
the mercy of the coal producers on the
Hon. Mr. BRADBURY.

-in such a way that it will

other side of the line. I believe that the
United States have been generous to the
people of Canada, and that there has been
a fair distribution of coal. I am told thal
this coal is selling in Regina for $17 or $13
a ton, and I believe it is selling in this city
for something like $12 a ton. In some
places, I am told, it is selling for as high
as $20 a ton. Honourable gentlemen will
realize that under such circumstances it is
utterly impossible for poor people to buy
this coal. The history of Alberta, Sas-
katchewan, and Northern Manitoba has
been that hundreds of our farmers have
suffered indescribable hardships from lack
of fuel. People have been known to be com-
pelled to burn their outbuildings and even
their furniture in order to keep their chil-
dren from freezing; and all this in spite of
the fact that we have the greatest coal de-
posits in the world right at the doors of
these people who are almost perishing.
This is not flattering to any government.
It is not flattering to the foresight of the
past governments who should have foreseen

what was  possible at the time
they were constructing those great
railways, and should have conserved

all these great coal areas and opened them
up in such a way that the people of the
western provinces could have secured coal
at the minimum cost. Surely I am not ask-
ing too much in the interests of the masses
of the people that our natural resources,
which belong to the people, should be con-
served for their benefit—those resources
which were placed where they are by some
great Power and for some good purpose.
Surely that purpose was not that some in-
dividuals should become millionaires while
the poor should freeze for the want of fuel.
I have no hesitation in urging that this
matter be pressed home to the Government
see that the
time has come for the development of these
great coal areas. I would not confine this
development to one area alone, I would ask
the Government to develop other areas and
to put coal on the market so that the people
of the West could secure it at a mini-
mum cost. I know that as soon as it is
suggested that the Government should pro-
duce coal the private corporations will raise
a howl, and say that they are unable to
compete with the Government. All I can
say is that every private company that is’
in that position should go out of business.
This coal should be sold to the people at
the lowest possible cost, without any regard
to the companies who are operating mines
in the West to-day. The people’s necessi-
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ties in this regard must be the first con-
sideration.

Hon. GEORGE W. FOWLER: Honour-
able gentlemen, like most men of deeply
philosophic mind, the honourable gentle-
man is woefully deficient in logic. Like
others who are strong supporters of new
economic theories, he bases his argument
upon very few facts.

The honourable gentleman has spoken
about the crime it has been that this par-
ticular mine in this particular locality of
the Dominion has not been opened up. He
has charged everybody in sight except him-
self with laches in this matter. This mine
that has not been sending forth its product
broadcast over the wide plains of the North-
west was in the course of being developed
by a strong combination, and the little
children that he depicts as weeping from
cold and hunger in the hamlets of Saskat-
chewan”would have had that cause of grief
removed if this strong company or com-
bination that was prepared to take this mine
and develop it had been allowed to go to
work. But this was prevented very largely
by the eloquence of my honourable iriend,
and this vast treasure that was deposited
underneath ‘the ground during the eons of
the past still remains undeveloped, and
still the small Saskatchewan child eries for
coal.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: I am well satis-
fied with my achievement.

Hon. Mr. POWER: The honourable gen-
tleman says that the Government should
do this. My honourable friend is a strong
advocate of government ownership.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: Not always.

Hon. Mr. FOWLER: My honourable

friend compares the importance of coal to.

the importance of wheat. Because it is just
as important that the public should be kept
warm as that they should be fed, my hon-
ourable friend says that the Government
should operate the mines and warm the
people. If my honourable friend is logical,
as he ought to be, all the wheat farms of
this country should be operated by the Gov-
ernment. It is just as important that that
which produces food should be operated by
the Government as that which produces
warmth. Yet my honourable friend, I think,
will not go quite so far as that, because
then his position would appear as ridicu-
lous as it really is.

My honourable friend speaks about how
easy it is to operate this coal mine, be-
cause of its peculiar situation. Why, it
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would almost operate automatically. Ac-
cording to my honourable friend, a sort of
lodestone might be arranged outside the
mine which would draw out the mineral.
My honourable friend seems to think that
that is the only case of a coal mine being
located in the side of a hill; and in that he
shows his ignorance. My honourable friend
should know that in any hilly country that
is where coal mines are located. The situ-
ation of this coal mine is not different from
that of others. I have never seen it, neither
has he, so we have an equal knowledge in
that regard. ‘

I had once some stock in a coal mine.
We had the same conditions as those which:
my honourable friend claims exist in this
case, but we did not find that we could
mine the coal for nothing. We did not find
it so cheap to mine as my honourable
friend says it would be—and when he deals
with the Miners’ Federation, he will find-
his fifty cents multiplied by at least four.
That is the difficulty of the situation. You
can compose a beautiful story if you manu-
facture your facts as you go along; bub
when you are confined to reality, your story
is quite a different thing. Now, it seems
to me that this Government has on its
hands, in the operation of the railways
which it has taken over, sufficient to occu-
py it for some time; and, until this Gov-
ernment, or any other Government that
may succeed it, has demonstrated to the
people of Canada that government owner-
ship as regards railways is an absolute suc-
cess, I think we had better wait rather
than expect the Government to operate the
coal mines or the wheat fields of this coun-
try or any other thing. I believe in gov-
ernment supervision of all these great
enterprises, but I do not believe in gov-
ernment ownership and government opera-
tion.

Hon. EDWARD MICHENER: Honour-
able gentlemen, I would like, in support
of the motion, to add a few words to what
has already been said by the honourable
member who had introduced this important
question. The honourable member from
Selkirk (Hon. Mr. Bradbury) has submit-
ted to this House some very interesting
data which should, I think, command the
earnest attention of this honourable body
as well as the immediate consideration of
the Government. The honourable member
gave us some figures as to the coal areas
and reserves of our Dominion. He stated
that the province of Alberta alone had one
trillion tons of coal. This bald statement
does not in itself convey a very adequate
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idea of the immense coal reserves of that
province. On a former occasion it was my
privilege to say that in the province of
Alberta, the province which I have the
honour to represent in 'this honourable
Chamber, we have 85 per cent of the coal
reserves of the Dominion of Canada, over
50 per cent of the coal reserves of the Brit-
ish Empire and 15 per cent of the coal
reserves of the world. We have in the pro-
vince of Alberta alone such a quantity of
coal that it would take 100,000 miners,
working 300 days a year and mining an
average of five tons each, over 6,000 years
to exhaust the coal reserves of the pro-
vince.

The honourable member from Selkirk has
brought this question to the attention of
the House, and I hope of the Government,
at a very opportune time. I observe that
one of the recommendations submitted by
the Great War Veterans’ Association to the
Committee of the House of Commons
for consideration refers tio the develop-
ment of our natural resources. The
arguments which have been advanced
by both of the honourable gentlemen who
have spoken before me on this question
involved the broad issue of government
ownership or government control of our
natural resources. The honourable mem-
ber from Sussex (Hon. Mr. Fowler) spoke
on the opposite side; but I think his speech
but accentuated the importance of the
question which the honourable member for
Selkirk has brought to our attention. The
honourable gentleman from New Brunswick
criticised the logic of the honourable mem-
ber who introduced the question; but per-
haps his own logic was somewhat fallacious.
The honourable member from Sussex
said that the people of Canada have on
their hands to-day a great railway problem,
and that it was sufficient for the Govern-
ment to solve that great problem before
undertaking any other enterprise. Now,
honourable gentlemen, I submit that if the
Government, would undertake the opening
up and development of some of our great
natural wealth in Western Canada it would
help to solve at the same time the problem
of our railways. We have, as you know,
two transcontinental lines now controlled
by the Dominion Government and running
all the way to the Pacific. For a large part
of that distance there is not productive
traffic; and, in order to make these great
national highways profitable and productive
to the people of Canada, we must create
traffic for them. The coal area in northern
Alberta contains the highest grade of coal
4¢hat has yet been discovered in the Dom-

Hon. Mr. MICHENER.

inion of Canada. It is an anthracite grade.
1 submit, honourable gentlemen, that if the
Government did undertake to open up this
coal area and to bring the coal for distri-
bution, not only to the western provinces
but also to Ontario and Quebec, a great
part of the railway problem which is now
upon our hands would be solved. By the
creating of traffic for our national high-
ways, not only would this problem be
solved, but coal would be brought to the
people of Ontario and of Quebec much more
cheaply than they are getting it from the
United States to-day.

We will say for the purposes of argument
that the figures submitted by the honour-
able member who introduced the subject,
as to the cost of mining coal on the Smoky
river, are too low; that the mining would
cost more than 50 cents per ton. I under-
stand that the property is situated most
favourably for low cost of mining. But we
will say that it would cost one dollar a
ton to mine the coal, and another dollar
a ton to load it on board the -cars.
As the honourable gentleman stated,
the mines are only 60 or 70 miles from
the Canadian National railways west of Ed-
monton. We could put the coal on board
the cars for $2 per ton, at about 100 miles
on the other side of Edmonton. Let us allow
$6 per ton for carriage, which, assuming
that there are on the average 40 tons of coal
to the car, would make $240 per car. As we
have low gradients on both our national
railways, we could carry a large number of
cars, and the coal brought from that area,
even though it were hauled a long distance,
would supply a very remunerative traffic
for our great national railways, and would
at the same time Bring the coal down to
Ontario at a much lower price than we have
to pay at the present time for Pennsylvania
coal. The $2 a ton which it would cost to
put the coal on board the cars and the $6
for bringing it to Ontario would make $8,
and, if the overhead charges are placed at
$1, the cost to the consumer in Ontario
would be $9 a ton. I understand that to-day
the price paid in the city of Ottawa for
Pennsylvania coal is $12 a ton. So there
would be a saving of $3 per ton to the
people of Ontario; there would be a pro-
fitable traffic created for our national rail-
ways; and you would be to a certain extent
settling the unrest in the country by de-
veloping our own resources for our own
people and keeping the money in our own
country instead of sending it out. I sub-
mit, honourable gentlemen, that it does’
seem improvident for the Dominion of Can-
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* ada, possessing as it does such a large per-
centage of the coal reserves of the world, to
be importing coal at such a high price from
the people of another country.

This whole question of government owner-
ship is, as I have said, a very broad ques-
tion, and one which needs to be very care-
fully examined, and I do believe that, if the
Government would undertake something of
a constructive character along the lines of
the development of our great natural assets,
we should solve to quite a large extent the
unrest in the country to-day. The people
would see that the Government of the coun-
try was earnestly desirous of doing some-
thing in their interest. It would provide
employment in Canada for our surplus
labour, and it would at the same time reduce
considerably the cost of living by reducing
the cost of one of the essential commodities
of the people of this country.

Personally I am somewhat of a believer
in public ownership and development of
our resources, in theory; but I do not
believe that it would be practicable or ad-
visable for the Government to undertake
the development of our coal areas, that is,
to take over all the coal development of
Canada. I do believe that if the Govern-
ment would operate some of our coal -areas
it would provide a healthy competition with
the private concerns which are now oper-
ating coal mines in Canada, and would
have the good effect of regulating the price
of coal and making it more reasonable to
the consumer. I believe it is a good thing
for the Government to create a healthy
competition in various lines of industry
for the public good; and, if the Govern-
ment would undertake in the near future
the development of such a coal area as has
been spoken of by the honourable member
from Selkirk, the effect would be, generally
speaking, very beneficial to Canada, in
the way of reducing the cost of living,
developing our natural resources, creating
wealth to pay off our public debt, keeping
our money in our own country, providing
employment for labour, providing traffic
for our great national railways, and thus
helping to a considerable extent in the
solution of the railway problem, and last,
but not least, in allaying the unrest in the
country. I believe that some such construc-
tive measure on the part of the Government
of the day would be of great benefit in the
development of industry and would not

affect, as my honourable friend from Sussex’

(Hon. Mr. Fowler) seemed to ihink, the
private interests which have undertaken
the development of coal mining in Canada.

It would provide a healthy competition,
and would thus regulate to a reasonable
extent the price which the people have to
pay for coal. There is no doubt, honour-
able gentlemen, that, in some instances at
least, we are paying too high for our coal
to-day. I believe that it is a rather danger-
ous policy to appoint commissions to regu-
late the prices of commodities. It inter-
feres with the law of supply and demand,
it throws out of balance the laws of trade
and commerce, and it is bound to entangle
and hamper and jeopardize the financial
interests of the country. I believe it is more
reasonable ‘that the prices of coal and
other commodities should be regulated
by the Government offering a healthy
competition along different lines of develop-
ment, rather than by the unnatural restric-
tions of a commission interfering with the
natural laws of trade and of supply and
demand.

So, viewing this question from whatever
standpoint we may, I believe the time has
come and is now opportune for the develop-
ment of the great assets of Canada. While
it may not be desirable or advisable, as I
say, to undertake in any broad way gov-
ernment ownership and development of our
great resources, yet I believe that the Gov-
ernment could well afford to undertake the
development of some of our great natural
assets in the interest of the people of
Canada.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honourable
gentlemen, I have listened with a great deal
of interest to the speeches that have been
made by the honourable gentlemen who
have spoken on this matter. I think that the
information that has been given to us by the
honourable member from Selkirk (Hon. Mr.
Bradbury) is very valuable, and shows us
that we have great resources in coal in this
Dominion of Canada. The great difficulty
that I have found with regard to this ques-
tion of development has been, especially in
the case of coal, that the enormous re-
sources of the -country have made it very
difficult to bring about the development.
Private enterprises, in prospecting, have
discovered coal in a large number of places.
After it has been discovered in one place
other coal deposits of a higher quality have
been discovered elsewhere. That has mili-
tated against the opening up of wvarious
mines.

The question of the regulation of the price
of coal is not a new one. Governments in
this country have been trying to deal with
it for a good many years past. Honourable
gentlemen will remember that a special ar-
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rangement was made with the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company respecting the
Crowsnest coal development, for the regu-
lation of the rates on the railway. When
those coal lands were turned over to private
interests a large area was reserved to the
Government in order thatif the price of coal
became exorbitant, it might be regulated in
some way by Government development. It
was thought wise that the Government
should be in a position to take over coal
lands and develop them, in order to place
coal on the market in competition with
private owners.

" Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: Will the honour-
able gentleman permit me just one ques-
tion: Does the honourable gentleman hap-
pen to know whether that coal reserve to
which he refers stilt remains in the Crown?

Hon. Mr BOSTOCK: I could not answer‘
that question at the time, but I should
imagine that it does.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: I hope it does.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I never heard of it
being parted with. I should hope that it
still remains in the Crown. As I under-
stand, there is a large area of valuable bitu-
minous coal. It was, I think; a wise move
on the part of the Government to retain it.

In regard to this particular area which
my honourable friend from Selkirk has
dealt with, during the inquiry last session

it was ‘developed that very valuable coal’

was to be found. We all know that in the
West and in Ontario coal of that quality
is very desirable and is'in great demand.
To my mind, however, the question is
whether it is advisable for the Government
to take hold of the development of these
areas. At the present time the Government
railway is the nearest railway to these par-
ticular deposits, and the iquestion which I
think the Government should seriously con-
sider is the building of a road into that
part of the country for the purpose not only
of supplying their own roads with that class
of coal, which I understand is most valu-
able for the purpose, but also with the idea
of placing this coal on the market for the
benefit of the public. But I think the Gov-
ernment should be very careful in dealing
with the question of taking hold of the actual
development of these areas, because what
would apply to coal to-day might at some
other time apply to some other mineral re-
source of this country, and the Govern-
ment might find themselves confronted with
Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK.

demands in every direction to take action °
towards ‘the development of the resources
of the country, and I do not think it is
really a function of the Government to do
that kind of work. If they were to under-
take work of that kind, I think they would
be interfering very greatly with the enter-
prise of the people, and the result, instead
of being for the benefit of the people, might
be to the disadvantage of the whole country.
It would appear to me that the proper policy
for the Government to pursue would be
to exercise control over the mines, a con-
trol which they could exercise by reason
of the fact that at the present time they
have the railway in their own hands. By
that means they could give the people the
benefit of a low rate on the railway and to
a great extent should be able to control
the cost of production of coal at the pit’s
mouth. But I do not think that the coun-
try is prepared for any such policy as that
of the Government actually operating the
coal mines or undertaking other work of a
similar nature in connection with the nat-
ural resources of the country.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I ask the
honourable gentleman from Selkirk if he
has any information as to the quantity of
coal used by the Government of ‘Canada,
or to what extent they are purchasers in
the coal markets?

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: In reply to the
honourable gentleman from Winnipeg
(Hon. Mr. McMeans), I may say I
have not that information but I

know that a tremendous amount of coal
is required by the Government railways
in the West alone. I understand that when
the Government took over the Canadian
Northern railway there were some (coal
mines operated for the benefit of that road.
I do not know whether or not the Govern-
ment secured those coal mines; I think
at the present moment the Government is
purchasing every ton of coal used on those
systems. If that is so, it emphasizes more
than anything else what I have been trying
to bring to the attention of the House,
namely, the necessity in the public interest
of the Government opening up some of
these great deposits. It does seem to me
that it is more than ridiculous that we
should have a transcontinental railway run-
ning through coal areas, and still be pur-
chasing coal from private individuals for
the operation of that railway.

The motion was agreed to.
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PRIVATE BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 16, an Act respecting the North
Empire Fire Insurance Company.—Hon.
Mr. Turriff.

THE CANADA GRAIN BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 17, an Act to amend the Canada
Grain Act.—Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

MILITIA BILL.

FIRST READING.

Bill 19, an Act to amend the Militia Act.
—Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

WHEAT CROP GUARANTEE BILL.
FIRST READING.

Bill 20, an Act to continue in force the
powers of the Board of Grain Supervisors
of Canada so that it may conclude its busi-
ness, and to continue in force a guarantee
given by the Governor in Council with
respect to the 1918 wheat crop.—Hon. Sir
James Lougheed.

DIVORCE BILL.
FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD READINGS.
Bill B, an Act for the relief of Millie
Wettlaufer.—Mr. Gordon.
DOMINION BY-ELECTIONS BILL.
THIRD READING.

Bill 13, an Act to amend the Dominion
By-Elections Act, 1919.—Hon. Sir James
Lougheed.

NATURALIZATION BILL.

THIRD READING.

Bill 14, an Act to amend the Naturaliza-
tion Act, 1919.—Hon. Sir James Lougheed.

INTERPRETATION BILL.
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into Committee on Bill 4,
an Act to amend the Interpretation Act.
Hon. Mr. Bradbury in the Chair.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Can my honourable
friend say if he has the Orders in Council
that he promised to bring down to the
House?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I have
some Orders in Council. When this subject
was up a few days ago I think I promised

that I would bring down a copy of the
Order in Council by which the Interpreta-
tion Act as we have it on the statute-book
was made applicable to the Orders in Coun-
cil passed under the War Measures Act.
I hold in my hand that Order in Council
which reads as follows: ;

His Excellency the Governor General in Coun-
cil, under and by virtue of the authority con-
ferred by the War Measures Act, 1914, is
pleased on the recommendation of the Minister
of Justice to order and doth hereby order and
declare that every provision-of the Intepreta- -
tion Act, Revised Statutes of Canada, 1906,
shall extend and apply to every order and regu-
lation heretofore or hereafter passed by the
Governor in Council in execution of the powers
conferred by the War Measures Act, 1914, ex-
cept in so far as any such provision (a) is in-
consistent with the intent or object of such
order or regulation, or (b) would give to any
word, expression or clause of any such order or
regulation an interpretation repugnant to the
subject matter or the context, or (c¢) is in any
such order or regulation declared not applic-
able thereto.

As I mentioned the other day, upon, the
declaration of peace this Order in Council
will cease to exist, and therefore there will
be no rule of interpretation applicable to
the Orders in Council which have to-day
been passed.

The honourable gentleman from Middle-
ton pointed out the desirability of consider-
ing any proceedings that had been insti-
tuted by way of inquiry and action under
any of the Orders in Council. In reply to
him I may say that probably the only com-
mission that really entrenches upon what
I might term private interests would be
the commission appointed to inquire into
the paper and pulp business. Last session
we pasged substantive legislation by which
the jurisdiction of that commission has
been continued; therefore provision has al-
ready been made for that condition: Under
the circumstances I can see no objection
that can be raised to the Interpretation Act
practically taking the place of or super-
seding the Order in Council to which I
have just referred.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I assume that the
object of the Bill is to apply the Inter-
pretation Act only for the time during
which these Orders in Council, by virtue
of the powers derived from the War
Measures Act, can last; and there is no
intention of making Orders in Council sim-
ilar to these?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Section 8 of the
Interpretation Act provides:
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Any Act may be amended, altered, or re-
pealed by an Act passed in the same session of
Parliament.

If you substitute the words “ Order in
Council ? for the word ‘“Act?” you would
have the strange anomaly that any Order
in Council might be amended, altered, or
repealed, which, manifestly, would not be
the intention.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:
would be by Parliament itself.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No,
think so.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:

Any Act may be amended, altered, or re-
pealed by an Act passed in the same session of
Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes; but by this
Bill you are providing that the Council
shall have the powers that Parliament has;
so in that case it is quite clear that the
present Orders in Council, though made
only to last during the war, might to-mor-
row be altered, amended, or repealed by the
Governor in Council.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: It seems
to me that it is quite manifest that these
Orders in Council cannot be continued
after the declaration of peace, except in so
far as, say, under the Interpretation
Act a continuing act is being per-
formed in pursuance of the power em-
bodied in ‘the Order in Council itself.
But let us assume for the moment that
these are Acts of Parliament. Is there any
good reason why this should not be done?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Well, unless it is
intended to continue indefinitely—

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, it is
not intended; it is simply to give continu-
ance to any Act that of nécessity is in
the course of performance under the Orders
in Council.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I dare say that
is the object, but I am afraid the language
used would earry us much farther than that.
If this Bill passes, then the Governor in
Council may amend, alter, or repeal any of
these Orders in Council and substitute
therefor anything he chooses.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Well,
these substitutions should operate only
during the life of the War Measures Act.
The War Measures Act itself falls to the
ground upon the declaration of peace.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That may be so.
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

That

I do not

It says:

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentle-
men, I have no objection to this Bill so far
as it goes, and I would have no further ob-
jection to it if the Government are sure
that there is no Order in Council involved
other than the one that was dealt with by
statute last winter—that is, the one in re-
lation to paper—and that no injustice may
be done to any subject on account of his
remedy being taken away although his
right remained in existence. But I do not
see any reason why there should not be
added to this Bill the clause which I am
about to suggest. I would in the first place
refer honourable members to the last half
of section 5 of the War Measures Act, which
provides: .

But any and all proceedings instituted or
commenced by or under the authority of the
Governor in ‘Council before the issue of said
last-mentioned proclamation—

That is, the proclamation of peace—

—the continuance of which he may authorize,
may be carried on and concluded as if the said
proclamation had not issued.

The statutes under this Act are dealt with
by the judges. When rights and obliga-
tions are continued that have existed under
a law which has been repealed, they are
dealt with by the courts. Now, under Or-
ders in Council there may be rights and
obligations arising that have to be de-
termined, or may be determined, by
commissions. What I see is that it is just
possible that one of these Orders in Coun-
cil might be continued under that section
5. and then, at some later date, the com-
mission might cease to act. For instance
the commissioner might die and there whuld
be no person appointed to fill his place.
Furthermore, some rights and obligatious
ave created without the appointment of
commissions, or the commissioners are ap-
pointed by a separate Order in Council.
Such Orders in Council might drop, and I
can see the possibility of a man having a
right under one of these Orders in Council
which you are by this new Bill continuing,
and yet having nowhere to go to obtain his
remedy. That is quite possible, in my
view, although we have the assurance of
the Government of the day that there are’
no cases such as these. But I do not know
that, and what I would suggest to the Gov-
ernment would be to add this provision.
It will not interfere in any case that is now
provided for. It will serve as a blanket
clause to cover any possible loophole that
there may be in existing legislation, in
order to give a remedy to a man who would
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not have it otherwise. I would suggest
that the following clause be added:

And the Exchequer Court of Canada shall
have power and jurisdiction, on petition, to
inquire into and determine (in cases where
there is no existing provision for compensation)
what sums ought in reason and fairness to be
paid out of public funds to persons in respect
of loss incurred or damage sustained by reason
of interference with their property through the
exercise by the Crown of its rights and duties
under such orders and regulations.

I may say that in England a commission
was appointed by an Order in Council, the
greater part of the language of which is
contained in this suggested amendment of
mine. Over there, as in Canada, they have
a great many statutes providing methods
of assessing compensation when property
is taken; but it was seen that under the
confusion created by the war and owing to
the arbitrary steps that had to be taken
in defence of the realin, there might be cases
for which none of the existing acts pro-
vided compensation. They constituted a
commission. The only substantial difference
there may be between the English com-

. pensation measure and this amendment of

mine is that in England the commission
is authorized simply to assess damages
and to report. I do not think that that is
quite suitable to our circumstances. I
think it is far better to give the Ex-
chequer Court jurisdiction, and let
the Exchequer Court determine the
matter. I feel inclined, then, to move:
that this clause which I have suggested be
added to the Bill. If the Government are
not quite ready to deal with that to-day per-
haps it could stand over,

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I am not
prepared to say that the Government will
reject any suggestion which is made along
this line; but provision has already been
made under section 7 of the War Measures
Act whereby any property, or the use there-
of, may be compensated for by reference to
the Exchequer Court. To what extent this
would create a new obligation as against the
Crown I am not prepared at the moment to
say. One would have to be more or less
familiar with the many transactions which
have taken place in pursuance of the powers
contained in the War Measures Act before
being able to pronounce with any intelli-
gence upon the scope of the amendment
which has been: moved by my honourable

. friend. I am quite satisfied that the Com-

mittee rise and report progress, and that we
make inquiry into the. soundness of the
proposal which he has made. Inasmuch as
it is not intended to interfere with the

clause before us, I should like the House
to pass upon this clause. Then the Com-
mittee can rise. We can give consideration
to this proposed amendment when the Bill
is before the Committee at its next sitting.

Hon. Mr. POWER: There are one or two
things that occur to me with respect to this
clause as we have it here. The proposed
clause reads:

Every provision of the Interpretation: Aet
shall extend and apply to every order and
regulation heretofore or hereafter passed by
the Governor in Council—

As I understand it, the object of this
clause as we have it is to provide that as to
the Orders in Council passed under the
authority of the War Measures Act the pro-
visions of the Interpretation Act shall apply;
but the Committee will see that under the
wording of this clause those provisions will
apply to other Orders in Council that have
no connection whatsoever—

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes, but.
the honourable member has not read far
enough. Let him read the following words:

—by the Governor in Council in the execution
of any powers delegated by statute.

That is the qualification.

Hon. Mr. POWER: Yes, I had noticed
that, and I was going to refer to it: “In
the execution of any powers delegated by
statute.” There may be, and there have
been, various powers delegated to the Gov-
ernor in Council by statute; but, as I un-
derstand, the desire of the Government
is that the powers delegated by the War
Measures Act are the only ones to be cov-
ered by this enactment, and I think that
in order to make that clear this clause
should be amended so as to substitute for
the words ““ delegated by statute ” the
words ‘‘ delegated by the War Measures
Act.” Then no question could arise as to
whether the power was delegated by the
War Measures Act or by some other statute.
When you say ° heretofore’’ there is no
restriction: ‘‘Every provision shall extend
and apply to every order and regulation
heretofore or hereafter passed by the Gov-
ernor in Council in the execution of any
powers delegated by statute.”” I think that
you should restrict that to the powers dele-
gated by the War Measures Act.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: T think the honour-
able gentleman will find that there are
a great many Orders in Council that were
passed by virtue of other statutes, quite
independently of the War Measures Act.

Hon. Mr. POWER: That may be.
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Hon. W. B. ROSS: And there may be
more need for this legislation with respect
to them with respect to Orders in Council
passed under the War Measures Act.

Hon. ARTHUR BOYER: Could we not
try to agree upon something which would
give this Bill a more angelic countenance?
Line 13 contains the words * or would give
to any word, expression, or clause thereof
an interpretation repugnant.” | Is that word
“ repugnant ~’ generally used in law?

Hon. W. B. ROSS:

Hon. Mr. BOYER: I had never seen it
used for such a purpose as this.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED:
used very frequently in the statutes.

Hon. Mr. BOYER: Very" well, if the
lawyers are satisfied.

It is a good word.

It is

Section 1 was agreed to.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Committee rose and reported progress.

BOARD OF COMMERCE BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved the
second reading of Bill 12, an Act to amend
The Board of Commerce Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, it will
probably be recalled that at the last ses-
sion of Parliament we passed an Act for
the constitution of a Board of Commerce.
It was then provided that the salaries of
the members of the board should be fixed
by Order in Council. It is thought un-
desirable to do this—that they should be
fixed by statute. The principal provision
of this Bill is 'that which fixes those sal-
aries. The other sections have to do very
largely, if not altogether, with procedure.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK: Honourable
gentlemen, as I understand it, this is a
Bill amending a Bill which we passed in
the dying hours of last session. The ori-
ginal Bill was a rather long one, with
several clauses. Its purpose was the
creation of a board known as the Board of
Commerce. This board has been sitting
now for some time, trying to arrive at a
golution of the question of the high cost
of living. I have noticed that the board
has come in for considerable criticism in
various parts of the country, as to the
action the board has taken, especially in
trying to fix prices. On looking at this
Bill, which we now have had more time
to study than we had at last session when
it was introduced here, we find that the
board is largely overridden by the Gov-

Hon. Mr. POWER.

ernment: Any order that it makes can be
rescinded or amended by the Government.
So the powers of the board are entirely
under government control and the useful-
ness of the board in determining questions
of prices and the high cost of living is, ¥
think, limited very much to inquiring into
such questions. Of course, ‘the board may
fix the price of any article; but the Gov-
ernment can immediately rescind or amend
the order. I doubt that the work of this
board is doing very much good.- In the
present condition of the country we should
probably be able to obtain better results
for the people by leaving the question of
prices to the natural law of supply and
demand. Whenever you ‘try to interfere
with those laws you find,” I think, that
considerable difficulty and hardship occur,
by reason of the fact that you cannot pro-
vide for every case, for when you are fixing
the price of one article you do not -see
what the effect of that is going to be on a
large number of other articles.

One good feature of this Bill is that,
whereas in the statute of last session it

was left to the Governor in Council to fix |

the salaries, they are now to be fixed by
statute, and we are to have an opportunity
of knowing exactly what the salaries are.

Another question that has been raised
in regard to this matter is, where the or-
ders of the board are to be registered, so
that the public may know what they are.
In looking over the Act of last session, I
do not see that it contains any provision
making it necessary for those orders to
be registered in any particular place. I
presume that the honourable leader of the
Gtovernment can tell us where the head
office is supposed to be located, and that
in accordance with the ordinary custom,
the orders of the board will be registered
with the secretary at the head office, wher-
ever it is.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Under
section 42 of the Act provision is made
for general rules, and the head office will
be at Ottawa.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: That is the posi-
tion at the present time?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes.
Under section 15 of the Act the secretary
shall reside in the city of Ottawa.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: When we are con-
sidering the matter in committee I should
like my honourable friend to produce the
instructions issued by the Government to
this board, if such exist.
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Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes.

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

THE TREATY OF PEACE BILL.
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into committee on Bill 3,
an Act for carrying into effect the Treaty
of Peace between His Majesty and certain
other powers. Hon. Mr. Boyer in the Chair.

On the preamble:

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: A sug-
gestion was made when this Bill came up
for second reading, that it should be more
comprehensive than it is, and should be
made to apply to the other treaties which
necessarily will have to be negotiated with
different enemy countries. A treaty has
already been signed between the Allies and
Austria, and treaties. are also being nego-
tiated at the present time with different
enemy countries. I therefore ask that the
House concur in the following amendment,
namely, that in the recital of the Bill the
following should appear:

And whereas a Treaty of Peace between the
Allied and Associated Powers and Austria has
since been signed, on behalf of His Majesty
acting for Canada, by the plenipotentiaries
therein named; and whereas other treaties of
peace between the Allies
Powers or some of them and the other nations
with whom His Majesty is or has been at war
may be signed on behalf of His Majesty acting
for Canada.

And that where the word ““treaty’ appears
the plural form, ‘ treaties,”” should be sub-
stituted. This will give the necessary
authority to the Government to do what is
specified therein as to other treaties that
may be negotiated from time to time, and
thus obviate the necessity of again calling
Parliament for the purpose of considering
a Bill ratifying those treaties.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: In that way I pre-
sume we shall be impliedly agreeing to these
treaties? The Government has no intention
of bringing down a resolution asking us
to approve of the treaties?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The Gov-
ernment would only be too glad to bring
down those treaties and to give Parliament
the fullest information on the subject.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not suppose
it matters so very much whether the treat-
ies for the next year or the next twenty
years are provided for in the fashion which
my honourable friend now suggests. These
treaties have been or are going to be rati-
fied by the British Parliament, and we.

and Associated

especially on this side of the House, who
want to be consistent and logical, claim
that any approval on our part is like the
fifth wheel to a coach. The treaties with
all the other peoples with whom we have
been at war are approved of in anticipa-
tion, and I think it is a dose that it is
almost impossible to swallow to ask Par-
liament to approve in advance of treaties
of which they know nothing—treaties which
have not even been put before us, let alone
considered, and some of which I do not
think have been reduced to writing. Per-
sonally I do not care, because I think it
matters not at all whether we approve or
do not approve, because that is a function
which is going to be exercised by the Brit-
ish Parliament with all the binding effects
that ratification implies. Has this amend-
ment gone through the Commons?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No, this
is an amendment to the Bill, but it is being
introduced at the instance of the Govern-
ment, and of course will go back to the
Commons, and the preamble will be accept-
ed by the Commons. If the position taken
by my honourable friend is constitutionally
correct, that it is not necessary that these
treaties should be submitted to Parliament
for ratification, but in any event would be
ratified, then no harm is done.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Except that T
think it is putting Parliament in a very
ridiculous position. I strongly object, not
because it affects the matter, but because
it affects the dignity of Parliament. If it
were a matter of Canadian concern only,
it would not be so serious; but we are
going to be quoted all over the civilized
world as having approved in advance a
treaty that we have not seen.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I understand from
the leader of the Government that the
Treaty with Austria has actually been
signed in Europe.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Can my honourable
friend say what other treaties this will
cover?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: It would
cover the Treaty with Turkey and the
Treaty with Bulgaria. I am unaware at
the present moment what other enemy
countries it is necessary to negotiate treat-
ies with; but whatever treaties are entered
into growing out of the recent struggle, this
Bill of course would apply to.

The amendment was agreed to, and the
preamble, as amended, was agreed to.

Subsection 1 of section 1 was agreed to.
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On subsection 2 of section 1—Orders in
Council may be revoked, ete.:

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I should like to
ask the leader of the Government in re-
gard to this matter. It seems to me that
it is rather doubtful whether the second
part of that clause applies to the Orders in
Council provided for in the first part. The
second part reads: :

Any Order in Council made under this Act
may provide for the imposition by summary
process or otherwise of penalties in respect of
breaches of the provisions thereof, and shall be
laid before Parliament.

It would appear as if an Order in Coun-
cil which did not provide for the imposition
by summary process, and so on, was not
included. There might be Orders in Coun-
cil which would not have those provisions
in them.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: This only
makes provision that that particular Order
in Council shall be laid before Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I do not see why
we should provide in one case and not in
the other? Under the usual procedure Or-
ders in Council are laid before Parliament.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Oh, yes.
I suppose it is on account of the rather ex-
traordinary provision that is made as to the
imposition of fines and penalties.

Subsection 2 of section 1 was agreed to.
Subsection 3 of section 1 was agreed to.
On section 2—short title:

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Before we finish with
this Bill, I should like to ask the leader of
the Government a question about the War
Measures Act. Section 4 of the War Mea-
sures Act says:

The issue of a proclamation by His Majesty
or under the authority of the Governor in
Council shall be conclusive evidence that war,
invasion, or insurrection, real or apprehended,
exists or has existed for any period of time
therein stated, and of its continuance until by
the issue of a further proclamation it is de-
clared that the war, invasion, or insurrection,
no longer exists.

Then, section 5 says:

It is hereby declared that war has continu-
ously existed since the 4th day of August, 1914,
and shall be deemed to exist until the Governor
in Council by proclamation published in the
Canada Gazette declares that it no longer
exists. .

When these peace treaties are signed and
ratified and exchanged, first with Germany
and then with Austria, what becomes of the
War Measures Act? I am not so sure that sec-
tion 4 or the first part of section 5 will become

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED.

inoperative the moment the exchange of
ratifications takes place. It would be a
peculiar situation if Parliament adjourned
and peace were declared at Paris, and we
still had a statute keeping us at war. . I
have never for a ‘moment challenged the
right of the Dominion Parliament, under
the defence power conferred on it by the
British North America Act, to take all steps
that were mnecessary for the defence of
Canada, and to enact the War Measures
Act; but I think it would be safe for the
Government to insert a clause in this Bill
providing that on the ratification of peace
the Governor in Council should immediate-
ly have power to rescind sections 4 and 5
of the War Measure Act or declare them
to be no longer in force.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It would be sim-
pler to say that the War Measures Act
would have no effect.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That would be an-
other way of accomplishing the same end.
Of course, you can sit down and cavil at
some of these treaties; but I am mnot taking
any technical objection at all, but we owe
it to the people of Canada to guide them
and to clear the slate as much as possible
from all legal difficulties. I think the people
ought to be told distinctly when our war
legislation is at an end and wheh we are

" at peace.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Does mnot my
honourable friend . think the proclamation
of peace by the Imperial authorities will
have the effect of at once destroying the
War Measures Act?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Assuming that thiat is
so, there are a lot of people who will hold
another opinion or who will be in doubt
about it. That is a thing which I say
should not exist. Even assuming that that
is go, there is mo reason why the War
Measures Act should not be blotted out and
done with. Why should business men be
sent to their lawyers to ask as to whether
this thing still exists or not? 'Why not tell
them once for all?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: I can tell
my honourable friend what the attitude of
the Government upon the subject is, and it
is the only logical one that can be taken.
It is that, until a proclamation is issued
by the Imperial Government that the war
is over, the proclamation here will not issuc
It is proposed immediately that proclama-
tion is issued that a proclamation will be
issued here by the Governor in Council.
It would be an anomaly for Canada to issue
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a proclamation that the war was over while
the Empire was still at war. The Empire
will continue to be at war until the issue
of the proclamation by the Imperial Gov-
ernment. Therefore the issue of a proclama-
tion by Canada would be an assertion by
Canada of a fact that really did not exist.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do  not
think the honourable gentleman has
dealt with the point really raised

by the honourable gentleman from Middle-
ton (Hon. W. B. Ross). The honourable
gentleman from Middleton has not ex-
pressed an opinion one way or the other
as to whether a proclamation by the Im-
perial authorities would act as a proclama-
tion for us. It may be his opinion, but
he has not said 'so. He points out that
when the proclamation is issued by the Tm-
perial authorities there will still be many
people in Canada who will go on doubting
whether that proclamation applies to Can-
ada, and he thinks that Parliament should
remove any doubt.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED : There will
be no occasion to remain in doubt, because
upon the proclamation by the Imperial au-
thorities the Government here will simultan-
eously issue a proclamation in Canada.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable

friend would like this to be a part of the
statute. We ought to say that upon the

proclamation being ‘issued so and so will -

happen.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I would point out that
the Imperial Parliament has been legislat-
ing. They passed an Act in November of
last year which says:

The King in Council may declare what date

is to be treated as the termination of the pres-
ent war, and the present war shall be treated

as having continued to and having ended on -

that date for the purposes of any provision in
any Act of Parliament, Order in Council, or
proclamation, and except where the contracts
otherwise require, . . . the date so declared
shall be as nearly as may be the date for the
exchange or deposit of ratifications of the
treaty or treaties of peace.

Then, further on, it says:

His Majesty in Council may also similarly
declare what date is to be treated as the date
of the termination of war between His Majesty
and any particular state.

There may be altogether four different
days. The first would be, I fancy, that of
the exchange of the ratifications of the
Treaty with Germany; the next will be that
of the ratifications of the Treaty with ,Al.ls-
tria; then the ratification of the Treat-l'es
with Bulgaria and Turkey. I do not quite

see what is going to happen. We have no
legislation here . enabling the Governor
General to issue four separate proclama-
tions. When His Majesty the King declares
peace between Great -Britain and Germany,
are we to defer our proclamation with re-
gard to Germany until Bulgaria and Turkey
have been dealt with?

I think myself it would be much better if
this War Measures Act were wiped off alto-

‘gether. I do not see why we need it now,

because it is only technically in the lan-
guage of international law that we are at
war. When you look back at what has
taken place since the Armistice was signed
in November of last year, you find the
Prime Minister of England saying we are at
peace; you find that the King issued a
proclamation of peace, which was published
in London with great ceremony; you find
the President of the United States tele-
graphing Congress that there was peace. In
the language of the street, in the language
of every-day life, we are now at peace; and
it is that language that governs in the con-
struction of a statute. For that reason I
think it is fair to say that we are at peace
and that this measure should be got out of
the way, so that a man may not be forced
to go into court and perhaps take a law suit
all the way to the Privy Council to have it
decided that this thing is not in force.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What is the exact
wording of the amendment my honourable
friend proposes?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That Chapter 2 of the
Statutes of 1914 be repealed—

Hon. Mr. BELOOURT: That is the War
Measures Act?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Yes.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The Gov-
ernment will not accept that.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: —saving the rights and
liabilities which were created under that,
and which we are dealing with by amending
the Interpretation Act so as to cover Orders
in ‘Council.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend might, perhaps, have it amended in
this way: that upon the proclamation of
peace by the Imperial authorities the Act
should be repealed. I would suggest that.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But, as I have pointed
out to honourable gentlemen, there may be
four proclamations over there. Which one
are we to act on?

-
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Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The Gov-
ernment, under section 4, will exercise its
own discretion as to when that proclamation
should issue. That is the only way. The
machinery is already provided there.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The answer to that is
that that may be 15 years from now.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The Gov-
ernment has to assume the responsibility
of that.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That is all very well.
The Government may assume the responsi-
bility ; but in the meantime there are many
persons who have to assume the responsi-
bility of carrying on their business, and
who find this question as to whether we are
at war or not interfering very much with
them.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not think
my honourable friend need worry. Does he
not, consider that when the proclamation is
made by the Imperial authorities the courts
of justice in Canada will consider them-
selves bound by that, notwithstanding any
action the Government may take in the
matter?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But why should a
man have to go to the courts? Why does nov
‘Parliament tell the people off-hand?

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Does the honour-
able gentleman from Middleton know
whether or not the date for the declaration
of peace has been fixed in England? There

_was a proclamation of peace made, I think,
some timesin July.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: Was that date fixed
under the Act that he has quoted?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: No; there is no refer-
ence to that in the statute that I read,
enacted in November.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK : No reference to the
proclamation?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The statute that was
passed in November, 1918, is beyond a
doubt a result of a report that was made
by a commission of nine judges and lawyers
as to the meaning of the words ‘“‘the termina-
tion of the war,” “the end of the war,” “the
declaration of peace.” It was pointed out
that there were eightsor ten different ex-
pressions used in the legislation, and they
advised that a statute be passed fixing the
date. I have no doubt that this statute,
passed in November, 1918, by the Imperial
Parliament, was enacted in order to get

Hon. W. B. ROSS.

clear of ambiguities. While we are dealing
with these treaties I would like to see these
ambiguities cleared up once and for all, in
order that we may know definitely when the
war is over. When the Treaty with Ger-
many is ratified, there are still the other
three treaties.

Hon. Mr. POWER: I think that we
would naturally and reasonably assume
that when the King of England issues a
proclamation to the effect that the war is
over, his loyal subjects are bound to accept
his statement.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: This
proclamation will be issued then.

Hon. Mr. POWER: And if we have any
hesitation about the matter, when our own
Governor General issues a proclamation
to the same effect I think that will make it
pretty tight. :

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But I want to point
out to the honourable gentlemen that there
is not the slightest chance of the King of
England issuing a proclamation that there
is peace. He has to deal with the four
countries—with ‘Germany, with Austria,
then with Bulgaria and Turkey. He will
necessarily ratify the Treaty with Germany
within a very few days if it is true that
Ttaly has ratified the Treaty; and there is
no doubt about the anxiety of the Imperial
Government to have that Treaty with Ger-
many ratified. But you still have Austria,
Turkey, and Bulgaria to deal with. Hun-
gary, which was part of the old dual Em-
pire, will also have to be dealt with, and
will make No. 5. There is in Hungary no
stable Government to make a treaty. There
may be in Bulgaria; there certainly is not
in Turkey. You do not know when you are
going to get clear of all this.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: You have ap-
proved the Treaty, though.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: (Certainly.

Hon. Mr. POWER: Before the committee
rises I wish again to call the attention
of the honourable leader of the Government
to a suggestion that was made by the hon-
ourable leader of the Opposition. If an
Order in Council is made under sub-clause
2 of the clause that is now before us, it must
be laid before Parliament, ‘“ as soon as may
be after it is made;’”’ there is no provision
with respect to anything done by the Gov-
ernor in 'Council—that is, anything at all
—an Order in Council made, or offices es-
tablished, or appointments made. It seems
to me that it is really more important that
Parliament should have a report of the
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doings of the Governor in Council under
sub-clause 1 than it is as to those under
sub-clause 2. The Orders in Council are
published in the Gazette. I think that at
the end of sub-clause 1 there should be
such words as these added:

He—
—that is, the Governor in Council—

—shall submit to Parliament as soon as may
be after any action under this subsection a
report of such action.

Parliament has a right to know what
.appointments have been made, what offices
have been established, and what Orders in
Council have been made, and I think that
the Bill should contain a provision of that
sort.

The Bill was reported as amended.

NAVIGABLE WATERS PROTECTION

BILL.

IN COMMITTEE “~AND
REPORTED.

On motion of Hon. Sir James Lougheed,
the Senate went into Committee on Bill 11,
an Act to amend the Navigable Waters Pro-
tection Act. Hon. Mr. Crosby in the Chair.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: When
the Committee rose a day or two ago I said
that I would make further inquiry into
the amendment which was moved by the
honourable gentleman from Hamilton
(Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton), and in which
it was proposed that, in subsection 3 of
section 1 the word ‘‘tidal’”’ should be in-
serted between the words ‘“navigable’” and
“water,” so that it would read, “navigable
tidal water.” I have done so. The Deputy
Minister of Justice has given the matter
careful thought, likewise the Parliamentary
Counsel, Mr. Gisborne, and likewise our
own law clerk, Mr. Creighton. This amend-
ment will meet the purpose which the Gov-
ernment has in view.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What is it that
the Government has in view?

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: The
Government - has in view the removal of
any structure which may be across any
tidal water. It is desired that the Gov-
ernment should have authority to remove
it without the intervention of the court.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That is, where the
structure is not authorized.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Yes,
where the structure is not authorized. It
is not proposed to amend section 2 of the
Bill, sub-clause 9A; it is proposed only to

CONSIDERED

insert the word ‘tidal’”’ in sub-clause 3 of
section 1.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: I think we passed
clause 2 the other day, when the Bill was
in Committee before. The Bill was left
over for the purpose of dealing with this
sub-clause 3 of section 1.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: No; I
think it stood that way.

Hon. WILLIAM ROCHE: Mr. Chairman,
I am not, as you know, a lawyer. I wish
that the honourable member for Hamilton
(Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton), when he
proceeded on his mission, had taken
more fully into consideration the subject
which he had in hand, and had extended
his amendments further. This clause goes
from the 24th of May, 1918—ad urbe condita
—to the beginning of time. It unfixes the
title of every property which might be
deemed by the Government or any depart-
ment of the Government to be an obstruc-
tion, no matter how the title has been
secured, or no matter how long it has been
in possession. This applies in the city of
Halifax in unfixing the title to all the
wharves and all the erections on the
wharves in that city. The possession of
any of them may be attacked by any person
under this Act. Those grants of land—the
wharves and the stores erected on them—
were many of them grants of land made by
‘the British ‘Government before there was a
legislature in Nova Scotia. Possession goes
back to the settlement of Halifax. It could
not be unfixed by this measure. You may
pass this legislation if you like; any one
could take it to the courts of England and
upset the whole of it. It would be a most
dangerous Act, also, to have in force, be-
cause it would subject people to actions of
law in defence of their titles. I do not
think ' that was ever contemplated by the
Government. The senior member for Hali-
fax (Hon. Mr. Power) will know that this
subject was contested in the courts. The
city of Halifax erected a fence on a portion
of the common within 600 feet of the salient
angle of the citadel. Col. Nelson, of the
Engineers, on behalf of the British Govern-
ment, one of the strongest contestants there
could have been in the case, knocked down
the fence and brought on an action againgt
the city of Halifax. It was proved that
the land in question had been in the pos-
session of the city as a common for over
60 years, and the judge’s decision was that,
although the British Government contested
the claim, the 60 years’ possession gave the
city of Halifax a title to the land, in spite
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of any law or action or anything else, even
by the British Government.

There was another case in question. The
Railway Department of the Dominion Gov-
ernment expropriated two wharves of mine
in the city of Halifax, on which pier No. 2
and pier No. 8 are now built. Very natural-
ly I sought some compensation from the
Government. My honourable friend from
Middleton (Hon. W. B. Ross) will bear me
out in this. In the trial the Government
set up the contention that my remunera-
tion was to be diminished on the ground
that I had not been in possession of the
land and water lot in question for 60 years.
Well, I was able to demonstrate by wit-
nesses that we had been in possession of it
for 60 years, and the judge decided that that
contention was to be struck out of the case.
My honourable friend from Middleton did
me the honour on that occasion to defend
me. I was opposed by very eminent coun-
sel, Sir Robert Borden and Mr. Cahan, the
leader of the (Conservative Opposition in
the legislature; but, notwithstanding all
that, the eloquence and legal knowledge of
my honourable friend from Middleton pre-
vailed, and I obtained a verdict against
them. Therefore I say that this legislation
is improper under the circumstances.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED: Will my
honourable friend point out in a more
specific manner the way in which this
would interfere with the interests which he
has mentioned? Under the law of 1918, there
had to be authority for the building of the
structure, for which we now propose mak-
ing further provision. If my honourable
friend’s structures were not in accordance
with the law of 1918, this would in no sense
further interfere with them.

Hon. Mr. ROCHE: I do not think there
is any restriction whatever against any
person attacking the title of a property or
inducing the Government or any depart-
ment of the Government to pronounce it to
be an obstruction. No matter when it was
erected, it is now by this law, if we pass
it, an obstruction, and is liable to be re-
moved, although it has been in the pos-
session of the owner maybe 100 years or
more. ‘All the wharves and stores in the
city of Halifax would come under this Act
—and, I daresay, all the wharves in the
whole province of Nova Scotia. I do not
know about the other provinces.

Hon. Mr. BOSTOCK: May I point out to
the honourable member for Halifax (Hon.
Mr. Roche), that this amendment to sec-
tion 5 has to be read in connection with

Hon. Mr. ROCHE.

. section 6 of the Act, which is chapter 115

of the Revised Statutes as amended by the
statutes of 1918. Under section 6—

The provisions of the two sections last pre-
ceding—

That is, sections 4 and 5—

—shall not affect any bridge constructed before
the 17th day of May, one thousand eight hun-
dred and eighty-two, which hereafter requires
to be built or repaired, if such bridge, when
so rebuilt or repaired, does not interfere to a
greater extent with navigation than on the
said day or theretofore.

I think that covers the point that my

honourable friend has raised.

Hon. Mr. POWER: But honourable gen-
tlemen will see that this subclause 3 really
does away with that contention. It says:

The provisions of this section—
That is, section 5—

—shall apply and be deemed to have applied to
any work constructed built, or placed in, upon,
over, under, through, or across any navigable
water at any time before the 24th day of May,
one thousand nine hundred and eighteen.

I am not going to deal with that question
which has been placed before the Govern-
ment already; but I shall call attention to
this point, which I think is more important.
Subclause 3 means, as I take it, that the
provisions of this section shall not apply to
works in non-tidal waters. This will take all
the obstructions in fresh water out of the
jurisdiction of the Governor in Council. I
should like to hear what the honourable
gentleman from Middleton (Hon. W. B.
Ross) thinks o