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SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

JULY 1, 1938

THE HONOURABLE W. E. FOSTER, P.C., SPEAKER

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TrE HONOURABLE
Rioty, DANDORAND, RO o0 ivitiiase s De Lorimier............. Montreal, Que.
JosErPE P. B CASGRARNG . (iiiisasescesonnesoas De Lanaudiére.......... | Montreal, Que.
JOBEPE M. WILBOR. . ¢t i aveeesies st T R R N S S Montreal, Que.
Rurps HenRY PorB. crizidliii il % Bolortd . o ooia il st Cookshire, Que.
G¥onor GoRboN et thilil s dieaiiaasad INIpissingl: oo esonann North Bay, Ont.
ErNEST D. SMITH......c00nvenn SR e e Wentworth...............| Winona, Ont.
JAMES J, DONNEENY:, (00tivail v vnne sonsomod South Bruce............. Pinkerton, Ont.
CHARLES PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN.......c0vvvennens. Montarville.........c.... Montreal, Que.
JOHN STEWART MCLENNAN......ccvovvneeernnnnn s b e Sl | Sydney, N.S.
WiLtiaM HENRY SHARPE. .....couvviineenennes Mahbon, ooz se inipees Manitou, Man.
GEORGE LYNCH-STAUNTON.....cvvuninnennnns Ham o . . civonscnmen Hamilton, Ont.
CHARIRS T TANNRR, 000 0 i oo s 00 5971 G R R SO, Pictou, N.S.
THOMAS JBAN BOUBQUR.LiLi (. v eeviinsines Ridhibuelo..: . ity Richibucto, N.B.
HENRY W LAED ot i T TS e R e, Regina, Sask.
TRADBRUM MOMEBRNA. 00 Sl L s oo siossind 31 L e S S R e Winnipeg, Man.
DAviD OVIDE L'ESPERANCE......coovvnennnann R el i st Quebec, Que.
GEORGE HENRY BARNARD. . .cvvnininnnnnnn. NREUOTIA. & o i vsivsmroinia Victoria, B.C.
JAMRS DAVIB TATION i L. o o vievivmommnissos New Westminster........| New Westminster; B.C.
EpWARD MICHENER. .7 50l it oaisisims Red Deer................| Calgary, Alta.
WitriaM JAMES HARMER...ocevevcneeccnacsoces EIEROTEON . .. oociote viiiaiorise Edmonton, Alta.
PierrE EpouArD BronDIN, P.C.....ccceces....| Laurentides.............. St. Francois du Lac, Que.
GRBRALD VERNER WHITI 3406, oo s oisiviasiebmsasss Pembroke.......ciccoui Pembroke, Ont. :
BIR THOMAS CHAPAIE, KB ..ot vreamaesed Grandvillos:.. ..o b Quebec, Que.
LORNE C. WEBSTBR. L4 it o e vceorvsesioriioeivivis BUSOROONR ... s cv it s nvivas Montreal, Que.
JOHN ANTHONY MCDONALD.......cov0vvevennns BROMBEIE oo oiis vinmmaves Shediac, N.B.
WitLiam A. Griessach, C.B., C.M.G.......... Bdmonton. .. o il e Edmonton, Alta.
iii

AR s e B




v SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TaE HONOURABLE
JAMBRA, CARDER: PO i L Lo fassin i Baltoonts.. ; ..ive ooies van Regina, Sask.
ROBERT F. GREEN......c0vuenen. Piseens A5 Eootehavir: . caiv e, Viectoria, B.C.
ARCHIBALD B. GILLIS ... c0veveierenncsnssesss| Saskatchewan............ Whitewood, Sask.
ArcamaLp H. MacponeLy, C.M.G.............| South Toronto........... Toronto, Ont.
IHANE B BLAOR . i S sno s dvans vilerss Westmorland............ Sackville, N.B.
ARTEUR CoHRROY PO i aanssing G R e e e Brockville, Ont.
ONESIPRORE TURGEON. ...vvvvieinncnnennens o] GlOUCEBLAY i v oo s uivivas ins Bathurst, N.B.
Sir ALLEN BristoL AYLEsworTH, P.C.,

3, 1 @ AR RS i A S e S SRS North York.. .., ooieees Toronto, Ont.
CLIFFORD W. ROBINSON.....ocvvvrenrsncnanns Moneton, it sss v ce ek Moncton, N.B.
JAMES JOSEPH HUGHES.......cvvvvnveinennnnnn LIS T 4 AR R LUK Souris, P.E.I.
CREELMAN MACARTHUR...cooovvvn. cavneennnn Pancesl. s o Summerside, P.E.I.
WiLLiaAM ASHBURY BUCHANAN.................| Lethbridge.............. Lethbridge, Alta.
ARTHUR Buiss Corp, P.C......0coovvvvenene...| Westmorland............ Sackville, N.B.
JOBN PATRICK MOLLOT !0 oo iovreissiannonse Provencher. ... ... it Morris, Man.
DANMEI, ROy, S5l i nis s High River........ccane Hizh River, Alta.
R7. HoN. GEORGE P. GrRAHAM, P.C........... RaanVIle, oo sion oaorsrs Brockville, Ont.
Winran HoMOGUIRE /i o) vneseis siwsisniivn T8 NOTK v i v simainis Toronto, Ont.
PO BAYMONDY 0. et v aimiis De la Vallidre............ Montreal, Que.
JAMES H . BPENOR. o Cav i b i v e North Bruce......c ... Toronto, Ont.
Boaan BHlmmma el oo st et L L e S London, Ont.
GuarAve LACABEE, i cldista il s s s s sseXs L e Tecumseh, Ont.
HENRY HERBERT HORBEY.....0occ0teunsinnnns Prince Edward........... Cressy, Ont.
WaLter E. FosteRr, P.C. (Speaker) ........... BaintJohn. .. .o i Saint John, N.B.
HaARE I LoaRN S v st i e v e Cumberland............. Parrsboro, N.S.
CATRINE B WO 5 s 05 i Lo snbarnasates RoskolifTe....cveoveoeriie Ottawa, Ont.
JAMES MURBDOCE, Pl iii, it usninssonnsevns Parlidale: .. iieiien Ottawa, Ont.
GEORGES PARBNY . cave i ossinsinvsniornve Bonnabes. . . .v v vceseisins Quebec, Que.
JULES-EDOUARD PREVOST.....cvvvvvevnennns ot Milleilles, ool oo St. Jérdme, Que.
JoEN EWEN SINCLAIR, P.C.........ovvvvnennn. RNOBIE. i ovieinsvia vinsiins Emerald, P.E.I.
JARES HERING, PO cciie oo dbsasimiion Kootenay East........... Victoria, B.C.
ABTEE B MAROOITE, < oy sl civeie sioiesh oo silh R OIIBIR S/, v s mmnivn Ponteix, Sask.
ALBXARDER 1 MCRAR{CB........cooovesnss | VANOOUVET. . o oiie s sosivon Vancouver, B.C.
Rr. HoN. ARTHUR MEIGHEN, P.C............. T T R SR Toronto, Ont.
CHuARLES CoLQUHOUN BaLanTYNE, P.C....... vy e e R R B Montreal, Que.
WILLIAM HENRY DENNIS. .o 0ovvieneenrensanns B s e Halifax, N.S.
JOHN ALEXANDER MACDONALD.........c.v.uu.. Rvazl;?g:dpe—Brebon ....... St. Peters, Cape Breton, N.S.




SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE
JONBPH H BAINVILEE. . s iveiinsnssinnnsiinsivn Repentigny.......oo0.n St. Lambert, Que.
AIRERE S BROWNR. oo ertc diiviniits v evinsi Wellington: .. .- ivvivoss Montreal, Que.
GuniauMe ANDRE FauTEUX, P.C.............| De Salaberry............ Qutremont, Que.
EOCIEN MORAUD. 0 iyl e oihcsir e aavony AV C el e s e Quebec, Que.
Loum Corh.... v i tiaiiann s canniamnie Ottawa East.............| Ottawa, Ont.
Rarre BYRONHOBNER - /i s ioneviiouianes Saskatchewan North.....| Blaine Lake, Sask.
WALTER MORLEY ASELTINE........coc00vueennts “é?stkg?:}t;a}an ........... Rosetown, Sask.
Epaar N. Ruopss, P.C....... s S B Amberstin s «..| Amherst, N.S.
THOMAR CANTIRY - T evsiieinsses S New Glasgow........ ...| New Glasgow, N.S.
LTS AT 0 £ A SRS LR P SR s Bedford-Halifax......... Bedford, N.S.
O L P RO IORBAY i it il e s deias Digby-Clare....cccco0es Maxwellton, N.S.
JORN A MACDONALD, PO o ol i vy Cardigan ..~ e i Cardigan, P.E.I.
DonNaLp SUTHERLAND, P.Ceoevvvivvnnnnnnnnn. L e S «+..| Ingersoll, Ont.
IVA CAMPERLL FALMIBG ooy ol vimsnssnmss o nits Peterborough...... «eeee.| R.R. No. 3, Peterborough,
GRORGN B Jox®s, PO\, B iansive sy Royal:.. .o vl A;E?)l}lxts:qui. N.B.
AT BAUVE; PO iciisdcisonsnisomailn Rigaud 3 Saint Eustache, Que.
ARTOINE JTEBGRR . v iocyhvvierssmnssnsinrens L'’Acadie................| Moncton, N.B.
BoNIAMIN F. BMITE. .oorsersscscovarvessocssss Victoria-Carleton ....... East Florenceville, N.B.
108 g W Ul h A ) | PR g SO e B Mardhette . .o .2 oiesnn Winnipeg, Man.
Tl P e S SRR S S SRR . Winnipeg South-Centre..| Winnipeg, Man.
HOCLNE PAQURT .. cvcsavsoniasennssosmosinsscas Lason. oo i St. Romuald, Que.
CHARIES BOURGEOIB. ... oo vovcsneesvossasonns Shawinigan. ... ccveses Three Rivers, Que.
FRANK P. O’CONNOR.......... SRR v ST Scarboro Junction ....... Toronto, Ont.
WIEIAM DUOFF ... ccvaiiving,. e R TRnenbUTT ... ieniiniasss Lunenburg, N.S.
JOBRW. D8 B, FAREIB. .. ... vovnnssnvesing Vancouver South......... Vancouver, B.C.
ADRIAN K. HUGESSEN. . ... oooiiavaiiniiine, Inkerman.....5.ccvii00s Montreal, Que.
NORMAN B TilMBERT, 1 o v i s vnaae sbsssvsion RS s e o o Ottawa, Ont.
DunNcAN McL. MARSHALL. .. ..covvvvnniinnnans 5 SR RSN St Toronto, Ont.




SENATORS OF CANADA

ALPHABETICAL LIST

JULY 1, 1938
SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TrE HONOURABLE
ASELTINE, W. M.....coovvorniencnsacasosscses W%?sgsgﬁgvan .......... Rosetown, Sask.
AYLESWORTH, Sir AuLeN, P.C., K.C.M.G.....| North York............. Toronto, Ont.
BattaRTYNE, C, C., P.C.ciiriiececcrirsasinee Alfariier i i Montreal, Que.
BARNARD, G. H... ssccosssevsacneocnsanssvovas Vietoria | cooivicmsesves Victoria, B.C.
BRAUBIEN, Co P iy aiionidn. s svssvs sbsssan Montarville......iiuvesoe Montreal, Que.
BIAGK, BB, ivviins s iin gttt s vas s s vt sosipsse Westmorland........... Sackville, N.B.
BLONBIN: Pol PO i, et Taurentiden.....h oo ecs St. Frangois du Lac, Que.
BOURGEOIS, CHARLES. 44 vsvsssessasisvsassssss Shawinigan.............. Three Rivers, Que.
ROURGUE, Toilts o ioe os i s v vt Richibucto.............. Richibucto, N.B.
BROWN. AT i ice sins S pla b bin srwme onsivis oo sioie Wallinglon .. 0. vaei i Montreal, Que.
BUCHANAN, WA . iiiiiscvihessns E e T PR S Lethbridge, Alta.
AR K. PO i s HOIEooAts. ... .o coieiny Regina, Sask.
CANTLEY, THOMAS. ....... .| New Glasgow.....cce0u. New Glasgow, N.S.
CABGRAIN, Jo P Boc. oasmvagaiesre De Lanaudiére........... Montreal, Que.
CHAPALS, BIR THOMAS, K. B..icciesisoessnsons Grandville...............| Quebec, Que.

Coer, A. B.. P.C..;

Dennis, W. H...

DoRNELLY, J.Jo v occisengobnncssnsncasnnse
Durr WiLLIAM....... RO T N
Fauuis, Iva CAMPBELL..... semereeneeniieianes
FARRIS, J. W.DEB . ..0iccrenenciossnnsasesvns
FAUTRUX, G. A., P isvrsiobvernnssnnsvoves
Foster, W. E., P.C. (Speaker)

GrauaM, Rt. HoN. GEO. P, P.C.ccovivveee.nn
GREEN, B .l taap oo coysiie s as's va

Westmorland............
Ottawa, East............
Do Lorindier . i.vovaves
Halllae o o oo coss
South Bruce. .. .....-tve
Lunenburg

Peterborough ...........
Vancouver South
Do Balaberry. .. occvs. a0

Baint Johni ... .o 0o e

Saskatchewan............
NI o v
Yoniville. oo iin v e

FEOOLENAN . &1 0% s vios o sbin

Sackville, N.B.
Ottawa, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Halifax, N.S.
Pinkerton, Ont.
Lunenburg, N.S.
R. R. No. 3, Peterborough.
Ont.
Vancouver, B.C.
Outrement, Que.
Saint John, N.B.
Whitewood, Sask.
North Bay, Ont.
Brockville, Ont.
Victoria, B. C.

vii



ALPHABETICAL LIST

SENATORS

DESIGNATION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

Tae HONOURABLE
Grizspace, W. A.,, C.B.,CM.G.........ouvnn

Haig, Joun T

Horsey, H. H

Hueessen, A. K....

125 L B e e e e
Jones, Georae B., P.C

King, J. H., P.C

Lacassg, G

Mol AN, JL 8.
AEMBANG T s e e e ]

MeiguEN, RT. HoN. ARTHUR, P.C.............

L T D e A e G e e el

Saskatchewan North.....
Prince Edward

dnkerpmary. o

Richmond—
West Cape Breton......

Winnipeg. ...
Vancouver...............
BtoMary's. . G vvniaa
Red Deer: ool o 20T,
Provencher..............
R Balldias o vl
Marquette
Parkdaless. .. iiio oo

Edmonton, Alta.
Winnipeg, Man.
Brockville, Ont.
Edmonton, Alta.
Blaine Lake, Sask.
Cressy, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Souris, P. E. I.
Apohaqui, N.B.
Victoria, B. C.
Tecumseh, Ont.

Regina, Sask.

Ottawa, Ont.
Moncton, N.B.
Quebec, Que.
London, Ont.
Parrsboro, N.S.
Hamilton, Ont.
Summerside, P.E.I.
St. Peters, Cape Breton, N.S.
Cardigan, P.E.I.
Toronto, Ont.
Ponteix, Sask.
Toronto, Ont.
Shediac, N.B.
Toronto, Ont.
Sydney, N.S.
Winnipeg, Man.
Vancouver, B.C.
Toronto, Ont.
Calgary, Alta.
Morris, Man.
Quebec, Que.
Winnipeg, Man.
Ottawa, Ont.
Toronto, Ont.

St. Romuald, Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA ix

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE
PARENT, Glocviienicns R Henneboov. ;oo oaiias Quebec, Que.
Pork, BoH i o il s i s sansvaesy Beglopd: b ol s Cookshire, Que.
PrEVORT 3o Fineiii oi iy ol mndhavneisiun s MilleTlercs obl v haes s St. Jéréme, Que.
QUINN, FeliX P..iciveiisvnaviosinnsuninnnsnen Bedford-Halifax......... Bedford, N.S.
RATNVIIER: B s v it oo e e Repentigny.....oooonennn St. Lambert, Que.
RAYMOND, B0t oo s e s De la Vallidre............ Montreal, Que.
Ruopes, EDGAR N., P.Ci..cooveininiainiinnn. AMmBErst. .. .. csiseseivs Ambherst, N.S.
RS o b Lk D A e e High Rivers.ocoieviviev, High River, Alta.
RO IOREAY 0 L B i itiie e s et sy amns Digby-Clare ....... ve...| Maxwellton, N.S.
RamNsoN, OV W, oo 00 S Moncton.... i viiloin Moncton, N.B.
Eauvh ARYEDR  P.C.l i i cussnrioges Rigaud v Saint Eustache, Que.
BEABRE, W H o e s s ineonsdaimasain MAaniton. /v e inisaiim. Manitou, Man.
SINCLAIR, J. B, P.Coicevivininioiaiiiciesenees Queenia: . i iu. ooty Emerald, P.E.I.
T Pl e D e S O o ot Victoria-Carleton........ East Florenceville, N.B.
LI DA I R e R e e e Wentworth..............: Winona, Ont.
SeENcE, J. H....... s e TR ap SRR S afel¥i North Bruece:.....c.-vevs Toronto, Ont.
SuraERLAND, DoNaLD, P.C...c.ovieninnnne. Oxlord ...... vesesessess.| Ingersoll, Ont.
EANNER, ) B0, i s nsivissunen e auvs S e T SEN SRR Pictou, N.S.
BAREOR ;3. D, iaeiicin vibineablesse shiiannse New Westminster........ New Westminster, B.C.
TURGEON,; Oy, .. e covcviviniviravasasionetsase Gloucester. . ....oovusoes Bathurst, N.B.
LT v P @ e SRR e AR Stadacona....... s Montreal, Que.
R E S e R SR R e Pembroke., co.ccoceson- Pembroke, Ont.
WitsoN, Cairine R..o. . iiciide dinunivanasans Rockeliffe.....oueunevess Ottawa, Ont.
WIBON, J. Mioic iioic cibaveaninssnosososnase L e e e Montreal, Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCES

-JULY 1, 1938
ONTARIO—24
SENATORS POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TeeE HONOURABLE
1 GEORGE GORDON R I T s avvdasass9eesRbsauisies do s niniennammntbian North Bay.
2 ERNEST D. BMITH 1/ i ovvesns vl sdvs v o dvenansialonsiosiosions Winona.
8 JAMES J. DONNELLY. i (1 visavivacsoscone i d8iiian e snamnmnnnvnsmnian Pinkerton.
4 GRORGE LYNCH-STAUNTON...ctceeccesiststaasasntearasasuonsnscnsmne- Hamilton.
5 GERALD VERNER WHITE. ... .iccucerivurrainrnnsiianscssasonecenvasines Pembroke.
6 ARCHIBALD H: MACDONELL, C.M.G....ooo s Viicinddiiiiinennnnsnanmnens Toronto.
7 ARTHUR C. HARDF, PiC. . iviiaieiosis i mddlafiioii b shmemen duiwnnine Prockville.
8 Sir ALLEN Bristor AYiEsWORTH, P.C., K.C.M.G..oovvniniiinnnnnnn. Toronto.
9 RT. HON. GEORGE P. GRAHAM, P.C....cocoviviiiiininninnnnncontnnes Brockville:
10 WILLIAM H. MCGUIRE. . . cvetitirnanstroctasnnibonssssoummmisionoseanes Toronto.
11 JAMES H. SPENCB. . cciveieriinticssastonsscnthsasisonsanssocssonseens Toronto.
12 EDGAR 8. LIPILR. (. 500 s vissssoniees bonioshod il s parsaiomoisasnomons London.
13 GUSTAVE LACABSE . Jiiicieraiiceasisiiornesnihabiassopanssennsanses Tecumseh.
14 HenrY H. HORSEY.......... T R e R T T e s S O Cressy.
156 CATRINE R. WILSON....oiiniiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiininieeiiianeenes Gemgene Ottawa.
16 JAMES MURDOCK, P.C..ovovtiiisciiaiirsraiiiiiniicccarsnnasinnenences Ottawa.
17 R1. HoN. ARTHUR MEIGHEN, P.C....cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnnen. Toronto.
18 Touts Corh, ... ivisisdosson R AT SR R e R e Ottawa.
19 DoNALD SUTHERLAND, P.C....cienennnn e e R e Ingersoll.
20 1va CaMrastli FALIIB. .o vistvavavborvsdonsons s nbsnsmaines vhsnsieyesn R.R. No. 3, Peterborough.
921 FPRANE P OICONNOR :sssv-sssstssttnsonnainseshntnsuosettsnssnnesse Toronto.
22 NORMAN P. LAMBERT. . .coveueuenearassssoscsssrsccrscssascosnsassans Ottawa.
23 DuNcaN McL. MARSHALL......u.u. O 2o s T AP R R Toronto.
24
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SENATORS OF CANADA

QUEBEC—24

SENATORS

ELECTORAL
DIVISION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TrE HONOURABLE
1 RaouL DANDURAND, P.C.c.ccevvvvvnnnnnnn.
2 JosePH P. B, CASGRAIN.......c.ccivnvvennnn.

7 PizrrE Epouarp Bronnoin, P.C...........

8 Sir Tuomas Cuarals, K.B.

9 LORNE C, WEBSTER. ..covveenrrrnerennns

10 Donar RayMoND

11 GEORGES PARENT

12 JurES-EDOUARD PREVOST.....c0vvvvnnnnn...

13 CuarLEs C. BaLuantYng, P.C..............
14 JoserH H. RAINVILLE....
15 ArserT J. BROWN....... s e R
16 GurLLaume A. Fauteux, P.C..............
17 LucieN MoRAUD.......
18 ArTHUR SAUVE, P.C.

19 EuGENE PAQUET

Repentigny
Wellington

Lauson, . i srionsnns
Shawinigan..............
INKerman. i ooy

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

St. Francgois du Lac.
Quebec.
Montreal.
Montreal.
Quebec.

St. Jéréme.
Montreal.

St. Lambert.
Montreal.
Outremont.
Quebec.

Saint Eustache.
St. Romuald.
Three Rivers.

Montreal.




SENATORS OF CANADA

xiii

NOVA SCOTIA—10

SENATORS

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TaE HONOURABLE

1. Jorn:8. MoLEWNAR Gh e . i o ha il v b shsis i e sy Sydney.

2 CHARIEDBIDANNBR VG . 2o vivsovv s nervidnainnsomevosies et asemenss e Pictou.

S HANCE J. LOGAN Sl 00, i viccilivvi s davevsidvpevsivsavs s hesonsese Parrsboro.

4 Wittam-H. DENNIBL U5 ciiiieeviilbsvssvivsunesvenyvrvisssaeveosess Halifax.

5 JOEN A, MACDONALD S0 d oo onosinsnesioesnssinesssssassssosmavsesosssss St. Peters, Cape Breton.
8- EDGAR N, RHODRBIPIC . .. vvrcocvioesnponiuevnioms anusspsniswaossss Ambherst.

L TROMAB CARYIET . . ciiciiviicnmransiisninssbstisvenaiesdnansisninsns New Glasgow.
B M P QUINN .o il ivaie s a e s Cosn sa bl s aeapais s e in e Bedford.

9 JoaN L. P. ROBICHEAU <. cviss casissnisipasissssinnspsensosensssssespasoss Maxwellton.
30 WHBIAM DIOWT ... i hvih crnnisson Ernsssminresvasinsssssvskosvenals i Lunenburg.

NEW BRUNSWICK—10
Tee HONOURABLE

T THOMAS JBAN BOURGUR .« .-i i tiiiiiuonneonesesiaasiubassanson PR 5 Richibucto.

2 JoHN ANTHONY MCDONALD..ccccvterrirnceinosenrsnnnsancs e Shediac.

S ERANE B BEACK i vivissvovssoiloisvabofiogyamints ok s dassliads s e tvis Sackville.

4 ONESIPHORE TURGEON . cvvvervsvsisrnsasasscrasnsvonssssenessssrsass Bathurst.

5 CLavyoRD W. ROBINBON ... v.icivionadsinnisissvndnivessontsnnaiesiesee Moncton.

6 ARTHUR BLiBs CopP,yPiC...ciiiv.ivisvunvvnes svs sievdivsnvasanosises Sackville.

7 WAITER E. FosTER, P.C. (Speaker).,.....cccvioevassvvacsssssvessssss Saint John.

B OBORaE B JONME, PO, . citiciii doniissese s innssnvesiasirsosans sy Apohaqui.

9 ANTOINR J, LEGRE VG, L oiivi o iaaaisonievemssevsssisdvis s s dv o Moncton.

10 BeRaadaR Ko BMUTH. .50 siiiievaivisasindoss s dvive suissnoasinas sivse East Florenceville.

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4

TrE HONOURABLE
1 JaMES JOSEPH HUGHES...ooovereriieiarerieritnsncnncnns APl e 8
2 CREELMAN MACARTHUR. ..covcvercecosenrosonssscscsassossarsnssasncs
3 Joun EweN SincrAr, P.C.

4 JorN A, MACDORALD, PO\ o il cieiicaiiiisiansntionsneianesonsnn

Souris.
Summerside.
Emerald.

Cardigan.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BRITISH COLUMBIA—6

SENATORS POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE

1 GEORGE HENRY BARNARD...... 3 Victoria.
2 James Davis TAYLOR ...| New Westminster.
3 RoserT F. GREEN......... . ...| Victoria.
4 James H. King, P.C........... ...| Victoria..
S ALRXANDRERN MORAR G BL. . oo i i iue s ..| Vancouver.
CUoRN=-WoDRB S FRBRE e o e e e e Vancouver.
MANITOBA—6
TaE HONOURABLE
1 WiLLiam H. SHARPE.‘ .................................................. Manitou.
2 EENDRUMIMOEMEBANE . T T e Winnipeg.
S OE N AR MO0 o v o s o e e TR a R s e sl sy S ....| Morris.
P A ST B S S e e e Winnipeg.
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The Debates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, January 27, 1938.

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

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

Prayers.

OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Governor General’s Secretary in-
forming him that His Excellency the Governor
General would proceed to the Senate Cham-
ber to open the session of the Dominion Par-
liament this day at three o’clock.

NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED

Hon. Norman Platt Lambert, of Ottawa,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. Raoul Dandurand
and Hon. H. H. Horsey.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

At three o’clock His Excellency the Gov-
ernor General proceeded to the Senate
Chamber and took his seat upon the Throne.
His Excellency was pleased to command the
attendance of the House of Commons, and
that House being come, with their Speaker,
His Excellency was pleased to open the Third
Session of the Eighteenth Parliament of
Canada with the following speech:

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

It affords me much pleasure to greet you
upon the resumption of your parliamentary
duties.

The interval which has elapsed since the last
session witnessed the Coronation, in the month
of May, of Their Majesties King George the
Sixth and Queen Elizabeth. The event was
one of special significance to the nations of
the British Commonwealth. In the Coronation
service and ceremonial, recognition was given
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to the relationship between the Sovereign and
his peoples in the several Dominions, as em-
bodied in the Statute of Westminster.

Members of the Government participated in
the deliberations of the Imperial Conference
which followed immediately after the Corona-
tion. The Summary of Proceedings of the Con-
ference will be placed before you at an early
date for your consideration. It is the belief
of the Government that the opportunities
afforded for the exchange of views and infor-
mation on questions of common interest and
concern, will serve to further the well-being of
all parts of the Commonwealth.

It is gratifying to note that, during the
past year, there has been a further substan-
tial advance in Canada’s economic recovery.
Revenues have reached new levels. Trade with
other countries has materially expanded. There
has been a general increase in employment and
a marked decrease in the numbers receiving
unemployment aid.

The recurrence, in a more acute form, of
drought conditions in certain areas of Western
Canada has unfortunately made it necessary
to provide assistance on an unprecedented scale.
The Government intends to continue its activi-
ties under the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Act.

In view of the success which has attended
efforts to assist in the training of unemployed
young people, it is proposed to extend the
scheme during the coming year.

The Department of Agriculture has been
reorganized and its services consolidated along
lines designed to improve the standard and
acceptability of Canadian farm products.

Arrangements are being completed for the
inauguration of a national trans-Canada air
service.

The National Employment Commission, the
Royal Commission appointed to inquire into
conditions in the Textile Industry, and the
Commission appointed under the provisions of
the Veterans’ Assistance Commission Act, 1936,
have concluded their duties. The reports of
these commissions will be tabled in due course.

The strains and stresses, which economic and
social developments since Confederation have
placed upon Canada’s governmental structure,
have disclosed the necessity for adjustments
which will enable it the more effectively to
serve provincial and national needs, and to
promote and preserve Canadlan unity. My
Ministers are of the opinion that, with exact
and adequate information, it should be possible
for the appropriate authorities to work out
satisfactory solutions. As a first step towards
this end, a Royal Commission of Inquiry has
been appomted to re-examine the economic and
financial basis of Confederation and the dis-
tribution of legislative powers in the light of
the new conditions which have arisen in the
past seventy years. The Commission has already
held sittings in many parts of the Dominion.

REVISED EDITION
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The co-operation of the provinces has been
sought with a view to an amendment of the
British North America Act, which would em-
power the Parliament of Canada to enact
forthwith a national scheme of unemployment
insurance. My Ministers hope the proposal
may meet with early approval, in order that
unemployment insurance legislation may be
enacted during the present session of Par-
liament.

Members of the House of Commons will be
invited to consider the report of the Special
Committee on Elections and Franchise Acts,
and you will be asked to enact such legislation
as may be necessary to implement such of the
Committee’s recommendations as meet with
their approval.

A measure will be submitted to extend the
authority of the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners.

Legislation will be introduced with a view
to furthering the principle of parliamentary
control of the export of electrical power.

The international situation generally con-
tinues to give much ground for anxiety. My
Ministers have endeavoured, as opportunity has
afforded, to promote international understand-
ing and good-will. They have sought to join
the efforts of Canada to those of other countries
which are seeking by co-operation and con-
ciliation to effect a settlement of questions and
issues which concern the world’s peace.

The Administration has followed with deep
interest the course of the negotiations being
conducted with a view to the conclusion of a
trade agreement between the United Kingdom
and the United States of America. My Min-
isters are fully alive to the importance of these
negotiations, and to Canada’s interest in their
outcome.

In August last, the Canadian Government
approached the Government of the United
States with a view to extending and revising
the trade agreement concluded between them
in 1935. Exploratory conversations followed
which have resulted in efforts to effect a new
agreement on a broad and comprehensive basis.
It is hoped that negotiations may so progress
as to render it possible to submit the new
agreement to Parliament, for its consideration,
during the present session.

With a number of other countries, adjust-
ments have been made, during the past year,
in our commercial relations in order to facilitate
a wider exchange of commodities.

The Government is convinced that, in seeking
to co-operate with the United Kingdom and
other countries in efforts to promote inter-
national trade, it is pursuing one of the most
effective means of ensuring economic security
and progress in Canada, and the betterment of
conditions in other parts of the world.

Members of the House of Commons:

The Public Accounts of the last fiscal year
and the Estimates for the coming year will be
submitted for your consideration.

Honourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the House of Commons:
In inviting your careful consideration of the
important matters which will engage your

attention, I pray that Divine Providence may
guide and bless your deliberations.

The Hon. the SPEAKER.

His Excellency the Governor General was
pleased to retire, and the House of Commons
withdrew.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

RAILWAY BILL
* FIRST READING

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

CONSIDERATION OF HIS
EXCELLENCY’S SPEECH
On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, it was
ordered that the speech of His Excellency the
Governor General be taken into consideration
on Wednesday next.

HIS MAJESTY’S ACCESSION TO THE

THRONE

THE KING’S REPLY TO ADDRESS OF THE
SENATE

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable

senators, I have the honour to present to the
Senate the following message from His
Majesty the King:

Buckingham Palace.

Members of the Senate and of the House of
Commons of Canada:

I thank you most sincerely for the assurances
of loyalty and support contained in the Address
which you have presented to me upon the
occasion of my Accession to the Throne. It is
the dearest wish of The Queen and myself that
our reign may be marked, under Divine Provi-
dence, by the blessings of peace and by a steady
advancement in the welfare and prosperity of
all our Peoples: and in our labours to this end
we shall be strengthened and encouraged by the
prayers and goodwill of the Canadian Parlia-
ment and People.

George R.I.

12th April, 1937.

THE CORONATION

THE KING’S REPLY TO ADDRESS OF THE
SENATE

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable
members of the Senate, I have the honour to
present a further message from His Majesty
the King, in the following words:

Buckingham Palace.

Members of the Senate and of the House of
Commons of Canada:

It is with feelings of deep gratitude that I
acknowledge the message of loyalty and con-
gratulation conveyed in your Address of the
10th April which was presented to me by my
Prime Minister of Canada on the 11th May.

The assurances of loyalty and devotion
addressed to us on that occasion will always
be an encouragement to The Queen and myself
in the performance of our high task.
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We were glad to know that the Speakers of
your two Houses were present at the solemn
ceremony of our Coronation. The participation
in that ceremony of representatives from our
oversea Dominions fittingly marked the position
of the Crown as symbolizing the unity and free
association of the peoples of the British
Commonwealth.

Throughout our reign it will be our constant
aim to cherish and maintain, to the best of
our powers, the heritage of ]ustlce, civil liberty,
and ordered freedom which we have received
from those who in past generations helped to
build up this association of nations; and we
rejoice to know that in our endeavours to
promote, under Divine guidance, the welfare
and happiness of our Peoples, we shall be
supported by the prayers and affection of the
people of Canada.

George R.I.

29th June, 1937.

The Senate adjourned until
February 1, at 8 p.m.

Tuesday,

THE SENATE

Tuesday, February 1, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proeeedings.

NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED

Hon. Duncan MecLean Marshall, of Tor-
onto, Ontario, introduced by Hon. Raoul Dan-
durand and Hon. A. C. Hardy.

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND
PRIVILEGES

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND 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

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

That pursuant to Rule 77 the following
senators to wit: Honourable Senators Beaubien,
Buchanan, Graham, Horsey, Meighen, Sharpe,
Tanner, White and the mover be appointed a
Committee of Selection to nominate senators
to serve on the several standing committees
during the present session and to report with
all convenient speed the names of the senators
s0 nominated.

The motion was agreed to.
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TRIBUTES TO DECEASED SENATORS
AND TO THE LATE SIR ROBERT
BORDEN

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, since we separated we have had to
record the loss of three of our colleagues, the
honourable senators Lemieux, Arthurs and
Bénard.

It was my privilege to live near Senator
Lemieux in Montreal. He had an exceptional
career. During his student days he was
actively interested in law, journalism and
politics. In 1891, when twenty-five years of
age, he was called to the Bar. Five years
later, in 1896, having decided to enter
Parliament, he sought a seat in the extreme
easterly portion of the province, in Gaspé,
where he had never set foot. He was re-
turned by that riding, and for thirty-four
years sat as a member of the House of Com-
mons. Becoming a Minister of the Crown in
1904, he served in that capacity until 1911.
In 1922 he was made Speaker of the House
of Commons, a post that he occupied for
two terms, and in 1930 he entered this Cham-
ber.

During his parliamentary career Rodolphe
Lemieux was at one time returned for both
the ridings of Gaspé and Nicolet. He later
represented the constituency of Rouville, and
at another election was returned simultaneously
in Gaspé and Maisonneuve. On one occasion
when leaving for Gaspé, where a meeting
was to be held a few days before the nomi-
nations, he said to me: “If there is no candi-
date in Nicolet I will try to carry that con-
stituency.” This he did. He liked the life
of an active politician, and was always ready
to mount the rostrum and address the people.

The late senator was a highly cultured
man and a polished speaker in both the
English and the French languages. He was
also a writer. As a university professor he
lectured on international law and the history
of Canadian law. In 1918 he was elected
President of the Royal Society of Canada.

His international activities were numerous.
He was the first Canadian to become a mem-
ber of I'Institut de France, succeeding Cardinal
Mercier, of Belgium. This was a very great
honour not only to the late Senator Lemieux,
but to the whole of Canada. For a whole
term the senator lectured on law at the
Sorbonne, in Paris, and the people flocked to
listen to him and to applaud him. In 1907
he was appointed special delegate to Japan
to try to settle the question of Asiatic immi-
gration to Canada, and in 1910 was Canada’s
representative at the inauguration of the Par-
liament of the Union of South Africa.
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He obtained from the French Government
the gift of the Vimy Plateau, where. beside
the trenches they defended for years against
the Germans, a splendid monument has been
erected to the memory of Canadians who fell
in the Great War. Not far from there lies
the body of the senator’s only son, who was
killed in action in the last months of the
War.

The senator leaves behind a beloved wife,
the daughter of Sir Louis Jetté, one-time
member of Parliament, Chief Justice of the
Court of Appeals in the province of Quebec,
and Lieutenant Governor of that province.
During the senator’s term as Speaker of the
House of Commons, Madame Lemieux
graciously played the role of hostess to the
parliamentary representatives.

I know of few Canadians who have taken so
important a part in the affairs of Canada as
the late Senator Lemieux. He performed
admirably all the functions he was called upon
to perform.

I know less of the honourable Colonel
Arthurs, because he was with us for but a
short time. My right honourable friend who
faces me (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) had a
much more intimate association with him
and can speak of him with greater knowledge
than I possess. Seven times Colonel Arthurs
was returned to Parliament. He had the con-
fidence of his community from 1908 to 1930.
During the Great War he served at the front,
having previously raised and commanded a
regiment which he took to England. After
th2 War his special interest, so far as I could
follow his career from this end of the build-
ing, was the welfare of the returned soldiers.
He served on all committees of the Commons
which dealt with that subject, and gave all
his attention to the betterment of conditions
among returned men. Though he was with
us, as I have said, but a short time, he won
our friendship and esteem.

Senator Bénard was born in the Richelieu
Valley, in Iberville County, in the province
of Quebec. He had hardly passed his
twentieth year when he heard and answered
the call of the West. Settling in Manitoba,
he became interested in financial ventures
which must have brought him affluence, inas-
much as we find him the owner of 5,000 acres
of farm land under constant cultivation, a
large dairy farm stocked with 200 pure-bred
cows, and a ranch with about 1,000 head of
cattle. He served in the Legislative Assembly
of Manitoba from 1907 to 1917, when he was
summoned to the Senate. Being so much
absorbed in his large interests in the West,
he was not able to give as much time as he

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

would have liked to the work of this Cham-
ber. He was a genial companion and broad-
minded citizen. His life is a proof to the
young men of Eastern Canada that courage
and perseverance bring success.

To the families of our departed colleagues
we offer our whole-hearted sympathy.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable senators, I am not sure that since
I have been a member of this House we have
opened a session whose first days were not
saddened by the absence of tried and true
and intimate associates who had passed away
during the recess. This time there are three.
To them tribute has just been paid by the
honourable leader of the Government.

I shall refer first to him whom I knew first,
as a political associate and personal friend in
old days in Manitoba, Senator Aimé Bénard.
In the third of my elections he was one of
my constituents, but in earlier years when I
was but an unknown student, he, though of
the same age as myself, was already prominent
in the political and business life of his prov-
ince. Of French Canadian extraction, he had
not the particular characteristics which are
so pre-eminent in that race. His mind was of
a practical turn; his ambitions were business
ambitions. His scope of operations in his own
field of activity was undoubtedly in his day
the largest in the province of Manitoba,
and among the largest in the entire Prairie
West. He never did things in a small way.
He had big ideas; his mind looked ahead to
large achievements. His heart was in his
farms and in his stock. He suffered the
vicissitudes which all have had to undergo in
that somewhat afflicted country, but nothing
daunted his ‘spirit, nothing weakened his deter-
mination, and never was he more hopeful or
more active than in the last years of his
life.

I never knew a man farther removed from
racialism in its unfavourable sense than was
Senator Aimé Bénard. He was beloved by
both races; proud of his own, but generous
to all.

Senator Arthurs entered the House of Com-
mons in 1908, the same year that I had the
honour of entering that House. His endow-
ment of perseverance was doubtless greater
than mine, greater than that of most men, for
he remained there from that time until he was
elevated to this House in 1934. He was one
of those solid, substantial fellows with no high
opinion of their own excellences. His greatest
joy was to do the every-day work of life to
the best of his ability, to be of help to those




FEBRUARY 1, 1938 5

nearest him—his family and his friends—and
to live up to the best standards of a private
citizen all the days of all the years.

When the War came upon us he raised a
regiment in his district, having first suffered
a.very severe personal calamity. He went
with his regiment to England, where, like
many others, it was broken up. But, nothing
daunted, he reverted to the ranks, went over
to France as a captain and served there until
1917, by which time he had attained the rank
of colonel. Since his return to Canada his
dearest interest has been the care of those
who, like himself, suffered on the fields of war.
That he was quiet, unobtrusive, dependable,
a really good Canadian—such is the tribute
properly paid to Colonel Arthurs.

The last of our late members to whom I
refer, the Hon. Rodolphe Lemieux, was a
man who occupied a pretty large space in the
recent history of this country. He was already
very prominent in our public life when most
of us were merely aspiring to take a humble
part therein. He was distinctly gifted in
those special talents in which, as I have always
thought, those of his race excel. His tastes
were for literature, for the fine arts, and
particularly for the arts of speech, in which
few could equal him. It is one thing to speak
gracefully and forcefully in one’s native
tongue, but he who achieves like excellence
in another tongue has my admiration, indeed
my envy. Though many attain a measure
of effectiveness, of skill, in two languages,
few arrive at that stage which could be
described as approaching perfection, complete
command, as did Sir Wilfrid Laurier, who
possibly is our most conspicuous example,
and Hon. Rodolphe Lemieux. On no occasion
did I ever hear Hon. Rodolphe Lemieux
utter a sentence improperly constructed or
one which was left blemished by the slightest
flaw. His taste in literature was of the purest,
his command of language was of the best.
And he loved the thoughts of literature, and
loved to discuss the writers of both great
races, which writers no one knew better
than he.

In politics he was an ardent partisan, active
and energetic, who loved the fray. It is with
some sadness that my mind goes back now
to conflicts in the other House in which I bore
a humble part and he a very conspicuous part.
Many of his speeches come to my mind at
this very moment.

Hon. Rodolphe Lemieux was a big figure in
the public life of Canada. A reference to him
should not be concluded without some mention
of that great tragedy which robbed him of

his only son. The boy insisted on serving
his country when his country was in trial,
and with the passing of that boy much went
out from the spirit of Mr. Lemieux. It
emptied his life of hope, of the source of
strength in later years, of the elixir of age.
The sympathies of all who knew him went out
to him, and clung to him, and have been with
him ever since, because of that great loss.

To the widows and families of those who
are gone we extend our deepest sympathy.

I feel that I should like to make reference
to-night to another loss which this country
has sustained in the interval between our
sessions—the passing of one who never was a
member of this House, but who occupied so
tremendous a place in our political history
throughout the last three or four decades that
I think it fitting something in the way of a
special tribute should be paid his memory
here. I refer, of course, to Sir Robert Borden.

I remember meeting Sir Robert soon after
I had arrived at man’s estate, hoping some
day to be of some help in the task which
then was his. Circumstances so turned out,
that I was able to occupy positions which
enabled me to study the man and to know
him in a way that fell to the lot of few others
in our country.

Sir Robert Borden did not possess in out-
standing degree the lighter but very valuable
personal attributes which often give political
influence as well as political success to men
not endowed with those deeper and more
solid and enduring qualities which in so large
a measure belonged to him. He was a mar
of strength, of integrity of purpose, of power-
ful physique, of commanding intellectual force,
a man with a stern and unchanging sense of
duty, courageous both of mind and of heart.

It became his great task to guide this nation
through the most difficult, certainly the heavi-
est, of all the years of its history. We often
are told that times are strenuous and the task
of public men severe. That is true. Never
is there a period when the duties of leaders
in public life are not onerous. But I
cannot think that the time was before or
has been since when responsibilities of leader- '
ship involved so much, and caused so fearful
and appalling a strain, as during the years
of that war. All those experiences were new.
The tragedies which our people endured were
necessarily reflected in the souls of our leaders.
People were irritable, impatient. They seemed
to be mired and unable to extricate them-
selves and find any direction ahead. Events
crowded on events; grievances which always
beset public men were multiplied; certainly
they were more severe than one could con-
ceive them to be at other times.



SENATE

It was no wonder that in every country
then at war governments fell and leaders
disappeared. In this Dominion alone, of all
countries engaged in the conflict, the states-
man who was Leader of the Government
when the War began was Leader when
it ended. I know something of the strenuous
months and years which he passed through.
Many a night I went with him to his home
and saw him as he suffered distresses in
the nature of a Gethsemane until one, two
or three o’clock in the morning; but I
never knew his courage to fail. And I never
knew any selfish interest to intervene. In
fact, I can say without reservation that never
at any time in my contact with him did I
observe that he had the slightest interest in
any credit which might accrue to himself,
or any criticism which he might have to
endure. These things became to him a matter
of utter indifference. He knew that he had
one high duty to perform, and with all the
intensity of his nature he set himself to its
discharge.

Sir Robert Borden had a lawyer’s analytical
mind, but he had the wider grasp and out-
look of the business man as well. He was a
lawyer of the first rank, a public servant of
unimpeachable integrity and devotion, always
constuctive, always creative. He was a big
man, abundantly equipped. His talents were
pre-eminently practical, but he possessed at
the same time an ample and penetrating
vision, and withal a tolerant mind and sym-
pathetic heart. When he laid down the sceptre
of office at the age of sixty-six he left behind
him a record of intense toil and a volume
of achievement rarely equalled among men.
His place in history will loom larger as the
decades pass.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, when I was speaking of the loss of
our own colleagues it did not occur to me to
refer to the demise of the former Prime
Minister, Sir Robert Borden. But I had the
honour of being the acting Premier when he
died, and on that occasion I expressed publicly
my regrets at his departure. I then stated that
Sir Robert, whose career I had followed from
the day he entered Parliament, had shone as a
very bright light at the Bar of Nova Scotia.
He stood there without a peer. And I noticed
when he was leader of the Conservative party
in the Commons that all his speeches were
prepared with great care and left very few
openings for his opponents.

He had as his opponent Sir Wilfrid Laurier,
and for a number of years met defeat, but at
last, in 1911, he came to power. I had fre-
quent occasion to meet him socially and found

R.ght Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

him to be one of the most agreeable friends.
I was Speaker of this Chamber from 1905 to
1910 and came into contact with him at func-
tions where the leaders of both houses met
under our roof. When he entered the House
of Commons he was nearing the meridian
of life, yet he studied assiduously to master the
French language. I remember that often he
would repair to the apartments of the Speaker
of the Senate, where he found in the Speaker’s
wife a very good French teacher. When I lost
my wife he told me in a long letter that he
owed to her encouragement the persistence
which he put into his study of French, for
she had pointed out to him from time to time
that half of his English vocabulary came from
the French language. Thus our social rela-
tions were very close.

After his retirement from Parliament he
became president of Barclay’s Bank, and on his
frequent visits to Montreal we would get
together and dilate on past events. We would
discuss, somewhat objectively, policies of his
on which we had been sharply divided, and
often we closed our discussions by agreeing
still to disagree.

I noticed in his character a strong spirit of
tolerance, a spirit which helped one to get
on intimate terms with him. I mourn his
loss, and I share with my right honourable
friend opposite (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen)
the desire he expressed that this House should
bear testimony to the great qualities of the
late Prime Minister of Canada, Sir Robert
Borden.

Hon. JULES PREVOST (Translation):
Honourable senators, I wish in my mother
tongue, which was also his own, to pay a brief
and last tribute of affection and mournful
regret to our late colleague, Hon. Rodolphe
Lemieux, one of the most distinguished men
that the old province of Quebec ever gave to
Canadian public life.

There is no higher praise to give Rodolphe
Lemieux than an acknowledgment that his life,
wholly devoted to study and to ever worthy
public activities, may well be cited as an
example to his fellow-citizens, especially to
the younger men who hope some day to play
a useful part, and wish to serve their country
well.

Let our thoughts wander back to the past,
and they will soon rise to the lofty sphere
where Rodolphe Lemieux always stood. Born
of plebeian stock, he was possessed of all
their strong qualities. Through his own
efforts, his personal merit, his solid character,
his incessant labour, he came up to the top,
and won in a brilliant fashion his titles of
nobility, those which alone are worth while and
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stand for something in our country; I mean
the nobility of work, of mind, and of char-
acter.

As a member of the legal profession, uni-
versity professor, lecturer, public speaker,
writer, member of Parliament, Minister of
the Crown, Speaker of the House of Com-
mons, senator, director of large financial in-
stitutions, envoy entrusted with diplomatic
missions, he was never inferior, but always
equal to the tasks which he had to fulfil.

I shall repeat here that Rodolphe Lemieux
thought, spoke, and wrote with such clearness,
logic and warmth that all his thoughts, his
words and his writings made up a harmonious
and well-ordered whole in which each part
was in its right place. And it was so, not
only because he was possessed of talent, but
because he was sincere, well informed, well
read, and highly cultured.

Within the limited scope of these few
observations, I do not intend to outline even
briefly the fruitful career of Senator Lemieux.
I should like to recall, however, that he, a
staunch Liberal, had been schooled by Laurier,
who himself had derived his political faith
from Lafontaine and the renowned old leaders
of the British Liberal party. That explains
the broadness and extent of Rodolphe
Lemieux’s liberalism.

Though possessed of a very thorough and
refined French culture, he was, like Laurier,
imbued with the Liberal principles of the
English school. He had, moreover, a well
recognized conception of the moderating in-
fluence of British institutions. And the reason
why he became one of our foremost parlia-
mentarians is that he was impregnated with
these British principles upon which our repre-
sentative government and the Canadian Con-
stitution are founded.

I also wish to add that Senator Lemieux,
French Canadian to the core, without fear
and without reproach, true to his nationality
and to the best traditions of his race, was
first of all a Canadian. His political mentality
was profoundly Canadian. He looked upon,
and loved, the whole Canadian land ; he beheld
the past, the present, and the future of this
nation; he knew how to detect and was
prone to advocate the rights and duties de-
volving upon every component part of the
Canadian people.

That eminent man is no more. He reached
the end of his course in this transitory life,
and in the great beyond he will continue to
live through all that was best in him.

The generation which preceded mine, and
which is for those of my years like a con-
necting link with that of our fathers, is fast
disappearing. During the seven years that I

have been a member of this House, how many
of our colleagues have passed away! The
name of Rodolphe Lemieux is now added to
the long list of those whom we had known
in the early days of our public life, and who
have passed on, one after the other, leaving
many pleasant memories, but laying bare
more and more the scenery of our youth,
which is gradually fading away.

Honourable senators, let us bow respect-
fully before the grave wherein lies one of the
last surviving men of a whole era, and of a
long list of great Canadians.

When Laurier died, Rodolphe ILemieux
uttered in the House of Commons these words,
which I am applying to him to-day with
a feeling that you will share with me:

His spirit passed gently, serenely, as though
midst the darkening shadows of life’s falling
night the faith of his forefathers had already

revealed the gleam of dawn, presage of
eternal day.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable sena-
tors, I join feelingly in the words of praise
for the life, and deep regret for the demise,
of Sir Robert Borden and of our departed
colleagues,

In the name of a very old friendship, I wish
to mark my special sorrow at the loss of
Senator Lemieux. For forty years I had been
consistently among his political opponents
and, I confess, among those not the least
violent. Perhaps, by reason of the past, the
words of the present may be all the more
appropriate. True it is that our old friendship
survived many an acrimonious encounter on
the public platform. This was due largely to
the fact that even in the ardour of the fray
Rodolphe Lemieux always was dignified in
demeanour and courteous in language. Rarely,
and only under extreme provocation, did he
resort to personal invective, but when aroused
he was a formidable foe. For many years he
was Laurier’s choice as leader and the spear-
head of his shock troops in Quebec.

This House knew him when circumstances
had wrought in him a measure of political
detachment and, through a long tenure of the
speakership in the Commons, a rather judicial
consideration of controversies. It was also
at a time when declining health had not only
weighted his step and greatly reduced his
activities, but also had mellowed and ren-
dered even more attractive his genial per-
sonality. Happily his physical disabilities
still permitted—but, I regret to say, more
rarely as time sped on—his remarkable de-
bating ability to be displayed in this House.
He had an easy, fluent style and a rare
faculty of detecting the political importance
of a question.
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If with the years our colleague appeared
less active, he continued to be an indefatigable
worker. The outstanding quality of his rare
make-up was, I should say, his determination
and capacity for work. Although gifted with
a remarkable personality and a brilliant and
well-balanced mind, it was his untiring in-
dustry that made of him a journalist, a mem-
ber of Parliament, a Minister of the Crown, a
statesman and a great Speaker of the House
of Commons. His unremitting energy kept
him ploughing ahead, even after his political
activity had ceased, and made of him the
best professor of constitutional law that Que-
bec has ever produced and one of its most
gifted lecturers. He read copiously and wrote
constantly, and kept himself abreast of all
events and “au fait” of the trend of litera-
ture, both in French and in English.

Our late colleague deserved and obtained
many honours, some of which helped to en-
hance the renown of his native land. It was
indeed a great tribute to Canada that he was
selected to replace Cardinal Mercier as a
member of the Institute of France. It was
also a proud day for us when he delivered
in the great hall of La Sorbonne a series of
lectures on Canadian political history, which
ranked with the very best the University of
Paris had ever heard.

Outstanding for his untiring industry, for
his achievements, but also for the dignity of
his life, Lemieux will stand as a model for
young men, particularly of my province.
Truly Lemieux built, step by step, the ascend-
ing course of his career. Many young people
in our day, who spend most of their time in
lamenting the conditions in which they are
constrained to live, and put all their hope in
the overthrow of these conditions, might well
ponder the lesson of courage, of industry, of
dignity, that comes to them from Lemieux’s
life. His death has been a cruel blow to his
family and to his friends, a real loss to his
province and to his country. He was among
the very few Canadians who were mourned
not only in the Dominion but also in France
and England.

I wish to associate myself whole-heartedly
with the message of condolence so eloquently
voiced by both leaders of this House.

Hon. O. TURGEON (Translation): Hon-
ourable senators, I hasten to express my
admiration for the splendid tribute which,
from both sides of this House, has just been
paid to our departed colleagues and for the
sympathy tendered to their families, in all of
which I join most heartily.

The two senators from Ontario, Lieutenant-
Colonel James Arthurs and the Hon. Horatio
Hocken, were for many years my colleagues

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

in the other House, and our relations were
always most friendly. Lieutenant-Colonel
Arthurs rendered great services during the
World War, and we owe him our deep
gratitude.

The honourable Senator Bénard, from
Manitoba, and the honourable Senator
Patrick Burns, from Alberta, also deserve
the gratitude of their respective provinces
for their generous contribution toward their
progress.

I learnt with inexpressible grief of the
demise of our colleague Senator Rodolphe
Lemieux, one of Canada’s most distinguished
sons, and I take this opportunity to render
him a tribute of affection, esteem and ad-
miration, although I am indeed unable to
express it according to his merit. At least
my words surge from the bottom of my heart
in reverence for the memory of a most devoted
friend whose generous soul and powerful mind
it was my privilege to know, whose eloquence
could sway any audience, regardless of political
affiliations. His eloquence and his wonderful
learning were also appreciated outside Canada,
and especially in France.

I shall not undertake to review all the
successful results he achieved in his missions
to the most remote countries, such as Japan,
South Africa and others, and which some
honourable senators have just recalled more
fittingly than I could have done it. But I
do wish to refer to his great merit in having
obtained from the French Government the
gift of Vimy Ridge, comprising 25 acres of
land where lie the remains of our soldiers
who fell during the War, and among them his
only son.

Such a deed shall never be forgotten. That
parcel of land on French soil is now wholly
Canadian. He it was who signed the agree-
ment on behalf of the Canadian Government.

In France, he was ever appreciated and
admired not only for his eloquence, but also
for his equally wonderful learning and for
the wvaluable relations he was promoting
between Canada and France.

In 1906, the Government of the French
Republic made him a Knight of the Legion
of Honour, and in 1924 the Vatican bestowed
on him the title of Commander of Saint
Gregory the Great.

Forty years have now elapsed since I first
became acquainted with him, and from that
time to his last moments he was to me as
a devoted and generous brother, ever ready
to help me with the problems of my constit-
uency and my province, and especially on
behalf of New Brunswick fishermen, a class
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of people to whom he rendered similar ser-
vices in his constituency of Gaspé, where his
memory will ever be revered.

About his eloquence I may say that I
very much admired his funeral oration on Sir
Wilfrid Laurier, delivered in the House of
Commons at the opening of the 1919 session.
In 1928, I published a book entitled “Mes
Mémoires—Un Tribut & la Race Acadienne,”
and in the interest of our French-speaking
young people I deemed it proper to quote
in part that speech, the concluding sentences
of which I now wish to read:

Farewell, Close to your resting place, amid
maples and poplars, adorned by the coming
spring with luxuriant foliage, we shall, many
of us, congregate to pray in the tongue of
your ancestors. The field wherein you lie,
whose tender embrace you received, will be
light to you. For it is part of that native
land whose history is three centuries old and
whose motherly womb will some day cover
our meanness with its vastness and shroud
our nothingness with its perennity. Adieu!

I would wish to bid him a similar farewell.
Its eloquence always impresses me. But I
cannot find fitting words, and I feel com-
pelled to subdue my emotion. I must be
content with tendering to his distinguished
wife, to his noble daughter, who is a nun, to
his brothers and to his whole family, my
deepest sympathy and my admiration for
their beloved departed one, whose memory
will be in my heart until my last breath,
along with the memory of Sir Wilfrid Laurier.
They were two great Canadians who are now
gone to their eternal reward.

HON. SENATOR DANDURAND

FELICITATIONS ON HIS FORTY YEARS’
SERVICE IN THE SENATE

On the motion to adjourn:

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM:
Honourable senators, I do not wish to dis-
cuss the motion to adjourn, for undoubtedly
I should be called to order by His Honour
the Speaker. I agree with everything that
has been said in respect to the lives and
characters of the men who have gone from
us. I think I am safe in saying that, apart
from the late Sir Robert Borden, they were
all my juniors.

But I have been asked to undertake a
very pleasant task, which has to do entirely
with the living. The honourable gentleman
who sits to my left (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) has,
we have been told, been in this House for forty
years. Honourable members who have recently
arrived here may wonder how he could keep
up his accustomed pace for forty years. They
must have noticed that he never starts; he
is never at rest. Perhaps I may be excused
if I say that his success in this Chamber

might well be used as an argument by
those who object to former members of
other legislative chambers being appointed
to the Senate. We do perhaps carry witk
us, for a time at least, the more intense
political atmosphere of those arenas. Then,
again, his success might be used as an argu-
ment for the appointing of young men tc
the Senate, it being often urged that older
men like myself should not be placed in
this Chamber.

I shall not attempt to give the life history
of Hon. Senator Dandurand, for it is not
yet half completed. He started out, like the
rest of us, by being born—of course without
his consent being first obtained. I often
think that a well-ordered life resembles a
winding staircase, with a landing ever and
anon where the individual can stop for a
rest and survey what he has accomplished.
Hon. Senator Dandurand’s birth might be
considered as the first landing; the second
would be the completion of his primary
education, whereupon he doubtless looked
back and wondered how he had got along
so well; and the next would be the com-
pletion of his university course. I can
imagine him looking back from the third
landing and saying: “Well, I have conquered
all obstacles so far. Where shall I go now?”
Like many bright young men, he decided to
take up law, but he does not seem to have
made that his lifeswork. After having been
called to the Bar he did what any sensible
young man should do—he got married. I
hope this will not be reported to our leaders
in the Commons!

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Then he decided
to enter public life, but, unlike some of us
who perhaps were not so wise, he went in
the easier way. I would not suggest for a
moment that he objected to being appointed
to the Senate. I never heard of a person
doing that. At all events, he became a
member of this House.

During the forty years that he has been
here he has occupied all the leading positions
the Senate has had to offer. In addition, he
has represented the Government in Europe
and elsewhere in various ways; he has also
represented us at the League of Nations; and I
think I can safely say there is no person in
the Dominion of Canada who is more widely
known than Senator Dandurand.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I have been
with him in France, in Switzerland and in
England, and every person there seemed to
know him, and know him intimately.
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Now, I must be very brief. I want to point
out that I think we should do well on this
occasion to tender our felicitations to the
Senate as well as to Hon. Senator Dandurand
upon the fact that he has occupied so many
prominent positions in this House, in this
country and elsewhere, during the past forty
years. He is to my mind the most energetic
man I have ever met, and his speed does not
seem to be lessened with the years. He has
a mind that scintillates, a power of expression
that keeps step with his mind, and a physique
like that of a trained athlete. May Senator
Dandurand long live to adorn the Senate!

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I have been
asked to present a resolution, and I deem it
a privilege and an honour to be permitted
to move the following:

Resolved, that we his colleagues express our
felicitations to the Hon. Senator Dandurand,
and our appreciation of the valuable work he
has accomplished on behalf of Canada, both in
this country and abroad. As Speaker of the
Senate and subsequently as leader in this House
for the Government, which he so ably represents,
he has been untiring in his devotion to the
onerous tasks to which he has been assigned.

We wish specially to mention the great
honour bestowed upon him, as a representative
of Canada at the League of Nations, in his
election as President of that body. The in-
defatigable efforts which he put forth while
representing Canada in the Assembly of the
League have brought about results tending
toward the peace of the world and the better-
ment of conditions among all nations.

We desire to extend to him our sincere
wishes for prolonged life and continued useful-
ness, not only at home, but also in the wider
sphere of international relations, where he has
brought honour to the Empire and to his
native land.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, it is with real pleasure, a
pleasure which I shall prove to be unfeigned,
that I second this resolution. One can harbour
only a spirit of congratulation towards a man
who has spent forty years in the Senate of
Canada. I do not know whether this sets a
new record or not, but in looking around me
I feel that it will stand for a long time in the
annals of this country. Who is there here
who hopes to be present forty years from the
date of his introduction into this Chamber?

But years count for little; achievement
counts for much; and I doubt if any others,
whether their time has been long or short,
have done the volume of work accomplished
by Senator Dandurand in the Senate. He
was fortunate in coming here early. The
right honourable senator from Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham) has said he took
the easy road. I do not know. The other
road is hard enough, but, looking back

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

twenty-five or thirty years, I think it would
have been vastly more difficult for any of us
to come by the path taken by Senator
Dandurand. He must have possessed some
latent virtue, some long credit early in his
history, to enable him to advance to the
envied post which he reached at so young
an age. :

Not only has the senator occupied every
post of consequence here, not only has he
done every piece of work imaginable, and
done well every task to which he set his
hand, but at the same time he has taken a
most active part in government, an active,
if not too active, part in elections—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: —and has
been all the while an international figure of
real consequence and moment. I have felt
proud that a Canadian was considered qualified
to occupy the post of President of the
Assembly of the League of Nations. The
talents which are his, and of which so few
of us can boast, his ability to speak in two
languages, his knowledge of the politics of
two hemispheres—these are qualifications
which marked him for that great distinction.

We are witnesses of that tireless energy
which  characterizes him everywhere. It
makes one think that life is worth living if
one can hope to reach the age of our dis-
tinguished leader and be able to maintain
the steam, the vivacity and the vitality that
seem to be bursting from him at every point.
I am sure I speak the thought of everyone on
this side when I say we heartily join in our
congratulations to the honourable leader of
the House. Speaking for myself, I say there
is nothing which makes the post of leadership
more pleasant and more satisfying than to
have opposite a man whom one respects. And
that respect, let me testify, knows no reser-
vation.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
senators, I feel like apologizing for rising a
second time in this House to-night, but I
have many personal reasons for joining in the
congratulations that have been extended to
the leader of the House by the right honour-
able leader on this side (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen) and the right honourable gentleman
from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham)—
congratulations which our colleague so well
deserves.

My first impression of the honourable
senator was that of a fiery, irrepressible and
almost untractable Liberal. He personified
what, in the first blush of our Conservative
faith, we young men of the day qualified as
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a “rouge,” unrepentant and past redemption.
Then, when for a time in charge of the
Conservative forces in my province, I had
to meet the worthy blade of my honourable
friend, I found, to my dismay, that it was a
trying and often costly experience. He was
an army by himself, fighting on all fronts
and at all times.

But when we were negotiating in the name
of our respective parties, on some common
ground of accord or compromise, I found him
as scrupulously honourable and dependable as
he had been, in conflict, fiery and relentless.

Friend, confidant and adviser of Laurier,
the Liberal party was wise and most fortunate
in having him so long as the strategist and
marshal of their main forces: those of Quebec.

In the Senate, for more than twenty years,
I have known him mostly as a leader of one
side or the other of the House; and I venture
to say that it would be difficult to find in the
annals of this honourable body a leader who
has to a higher degree merited the admiration
and possessed the confidence of both parties.

His exceptional physical and mental capa-
city for work has allowed him to carry on for
years, without respite, a task which very few
men could undertake. His frankness, his
loyalty to the House, have been subjects of
astonishment to many of his political foes
when entering the Senate.

I shall always remember the resolution of
congratulation, so highly complimentary to
the honourable gentleman, spontaneously
moved on this side of the House by Hon.
J. D. Reid, a dyed-in-the-wool Conservative
if ever there was one. Hon. Mr. Reid had
been at first surprised and subsequently con-
quered by the sterling qualities of heart and
mind of the honourable senator for De Lori-
mier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand).

In the realm of legislation, the services
rendered by him during his long tenure of
office are so great that it would be difficult to
over-estimate them.

It is a pity that the country at large is not
as well aware as are his own colleagues of
his untiring devotion to duty, for if it were
the mighty voice of the people from ocean
to ocean would rise with our own in expression
of appreciation and gratitude.

But Canada has still other reasons for pride
in and gratitude to the honourable senator.
At the League of Nations his ingratiating
personality, his sturdy figure, full-blooded
complexion and white hair, and his clear and
commanding voice, have for years typified
Canada. At Geneva everybody knows Sena-
tor Dandurand and calls him respectfully
“Monsieur le Président,” because not only

Canada’s prestige but also his own recog-
nized merit have led him to the presidency of
the Assembly, the only Canadian who has
attained, perhaps the only one who ever will
have attained, this honour.

The remarkable portrait of the honourable
gentleman which his many friends presented
to the League of Nations inaugurated the
portrait gallery of its presidents, and will,
for very many years, I trust, commemorate the
brilliant tenure of office of Canada’s first
representative in the chair of the presidency.

Despite his many occupations, the honour-
able senator is always willing to add more
to his tasks, especially at the call of philan-
thropy or public duty. No one in his city
has more effectively worked for the co-ordina-
tion and expansion of charity, and its many
pursuits of mercy. No one has better served
the interest of higher education in his prov-
ince. In fact, in this respect, his efforts have
not relaxed, as he is about to crown fittingly
his long and fruitful labours. Scan his life
and always you will find his industry intensely
applied to the development of an idea or the
pursuit of a cause, with many brilliant suc-
cesses and no great failure to record.

1f, in my province, I had to choose an out-
standing personality typifying my race to
best advantage, it would indeed be difficult
for me to select anyone more intellectually
brilliant, more thoroughly informed, more
generous in his natural dispositions, more
public-spirited, more firm in his convictions
and more courageous in their defence, yet
more tolerant and comprehensive of the views
and opinions of others. Truly, it can be said
that our colleague is a fine specimen of the
best Canadian type.

The resolution was adopted.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: My hon-
ourable colleagues and friends, I confess that
I can hardly find words to express my apprecia-
tion of the very kind attitude of this Cham-
ber towards me on this occasion. These last
few days I have wondered why newspapers
and friends had noticed the fact that I have
been forty years in the Senate. I did not
see any personal merit in that fact. I lived.
Yet, apparently, to be a member of one of
the Houses of Parliament for forty years is
something to be noticed.

My right honourable friend opposite (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen) has wondered how I
reached this Chamber without passing through
the House of Commons, forty years ago, when
I was thirty-six years of age. It is somewhat
of a mystery to him. I desire to state that
probably the experience which I had gained
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during the eighteen or twenty years preceding
my entry into the Senate had something to do
with my entry here at that age. Our younger
generation, which is facing life and beginning
to mount the ladder at eighteen or twenty,
might be interested in this. I attribute my
entry here at thirty-six years of age to the
fact that I fought seventeen battles for my
friends in the province of Quebec before win-
ning one.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : You retired on
full pay.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It was all the
time an up-hill fight, but an agreeable one. I
may say that I was born under the star of that
mighty Conservative leader Sir John A. Mac-
donald, under whose sway the province of
Quebec remained for eighteen years and more.
At the time I came into politics he was, and
had been for a long time, Prime Minister of
this country. When one’s party has been in
opposition for eighteen years one feels that it
is a reform party. So we called ourselves ;
and I had come to the conclusion that
the reform party’s function was to advance
ideas which, naturally, would be opposed by
the Conservative party until they gained favour
in the eyes of the great majority of the
people and were adopted by that party. For
eighteen years I felt that I belonged to a
reform group which was destined to remain
in opposition. Then, all of a sudden, in 1896,
owing to the fact that the Conservatives had
been for a very long time in power, that many
of their brilliant leaders had disappeared, and
that there was in the country a feeling of
dissatisfaction such as naturally arises at cer-
tain times when the economic situation is not
very favourable—all of a sudden the country
turned to the Liberals, who had been so long
in opposition. And it happened that we had
as our chief the most charming leader I have
known, a man who stood head and shoulders
above his contemporaries in the province of
Quebec, at all events: Wilfrid Laurier, as he
was then known,

I remember having taken quite an important
and interesting part in the struggle which
brought Wilfrid Laurier to power. It
chanced that in the following year, 1897, my
father-in-law was leader of the Liberal party
in Quebec, when we again swept the province,
and presently I found myself sitting behind
David Mills, R. W. Scott, and quite an array
of senior senators who had entered this House
in 1867 or a few years afterwards. They
were men of the highest standing, who had
played an important role in this country, men
whose presence adorned the Senate, and I
enjoyed to the full the privilege of contact
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with them. Since then I have been a mem-
ber here doing his duty, as I believe every
other member does. I do not know of any
colleague who, having a duty to perform, a
mandate to carry out, does not give of the
best of himself to fulfil the task. And such
is all I have tried to do. I have never had a
very high impression of my ability. I felt
that I had some energy, and I have tried to
employ it in doing my duty.

During the time that fate has willed it that
I should be leader in this Chamber I have
been supported constantly, daily, by the good-
will of every one of my colleagues, and none
have treated me better than the leaders of the
other side. I speak with affectionate memory
of Sir James Lougheed, whom I really loved
as a man. Now facing me is the Right
Honourable Arthur Meighen. When he came
into this Chamber, in 1932, I met him at the
door, and he said to me, “Here is my enemy,
worthy of my steel”” I told him there
were two important errors in that statement:
that I was not his enemy, and I was not
worthy of his steel. I added that I was his
collaborator, that he would find there were
really no party passions in this House, that
nine-tenths of the questions coming before
us were such as had to be studied, examined
and weighed on their merits. I was happy
to note that very soon after my right
honourable friend came here he realized that
the atmosphere and the function of this
Chamber were not those of the House of
Commons. I read with pleasure a speech which
he delivered in Toronto, and of which he sent
me a copy last week, wherein I found this
very phrase, that the Senate must not be a
replica of the House of Commons, and that
if it were it should disappear.

I thank my honourable friends for their
action this evening. When I was told, as I
sat here, that such a resolution would be
moved, I felt like objecting to its presenta-
tion, preferring to have the kind words, which
I thought might perhaps be said, postponed
until the time—which may come sooner than
one expects it—when I shall have passed into
the world of shadows.

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 2, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
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CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
NOTICE OF MOTION

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
senators, I desire to give notice of the follow-
ing resolution:

That the Government be urged to settle
without further delay the railway problem of
(Canada, and finally put a stop to the ruinous
loss of forty to fifty million dollars yearly
incurred by the country to cover deficit and
provide loans to the Canadian National Rail-
ways, which has already consumed more than
three billion dollars of the resources of the
country and is responsible for more than one-
half of the national debt.

Hon. JAMES MURDOCK: Honourable
senators, I rise to a point of order. It seems
to me that the notice of motion which has
just been given goes into argument and dis-
cussion, which, under the Rules of this House,
are not permitted in such a notice. It is quite
proper to give notice that representations will
be made, but the argument that it is intended
to raise should not be contained in the
resolution.

Hon. Mr. HARDY : Quite right.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I would ask that
the resolution be changed to comply with the
rules.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: I shall look into
the matter and give my decision at a later
sitting of the House.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Mr. Speaker, I will
bow to your decision, and if necessary make
an amendment, which will not very greatly
change the purport of the resolution.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then I under-
stand that His Honour the Speaker, after
reaching a conclusion as to the point of order,
will confer with the honourable gentleman
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) as to
the proper form of the notice of motion.

PRIVATE BILL
REFUND OF FEES

Hon. R. B. HORNER moved:

That the parliamentary fees paid during the
last session upon a proposed Bill to incorporate
Russian-Ukrainian Evangelical Baptist Union,
be refunded to George Buzovetsky, of Blaine
Lake, Saskatchewan, one of the petitioners,
less printing and translation costs.

He said: Honourable senators, as the motion
indicates, parliamentary fees were paid during
the last session upon a proposed Bill. The
sponsors considered that the organization in
question was not strictly a religious one and
decided to go no further with the proposed
measure at the present time. All that is
asked for is a refund of the parliamentary
fees, less printing and translation costs.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Would the honour-
able gentleman explain upon what principle
he asks that the fees be remitted? I am not
opposed to the motion; I simply ask for that
information.

Hon. Mr. HORNER: Honourable senators,
I have observed similar resolutions being
carried in this Chamber and have presumed
that the principle of refunding fees when bills
are not proceeded with had been established.
The sponsors in this case have received no
value for the money they paid, for, as I have
already stated, they have decided not to pro-
ceed with the proposed Bill.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I understand the
Bill never was introduced here.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: No.
Hon. Mr. HORNER: That is correct.

The motion was agreed to.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL’S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. NORMAN P. LAMBERT rose to
move that an Address be presented to His
Excellency the Governor General to offer the
humble thanks of this House to His Excellency
for the gracious Speech which he has been
pleased to make to both Houses of Parliament.

He said: Honourable members of the Senate,
before referring to the resolution with which
my name has been associated to-day, may I
express appreciation of the double honour
which has been conferred upon me at this
time. I am deeply sensible of the honour of
being admitted to membership in this dis-
tinguished body, as well as that of being asked
to move the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne. As one who for a consider-
able period has followed the proceedings of the
Canadian Parliament as an interested observer,
and occasionally with a critical eye, from the
vantage point of an adjacent gallery, I take
my place on the floor for the first time with
much diffidence and some trepidation. I can
assure you, honourable members, that the out-
look from the gallery is much less embarrassing
than that from one of these desks.

It has been explained to me by my honour-
able leader that co-operation and collaboration
are the watchwords of the Senate. Although
some of my activities outside are identified
with political organization, I shall be pleased
to offer my humble contributions to the work
of this House in a spirit of genuine co-opera-
tion and goodwill.

Hon. Mr. CALDER : Hear, hear!
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Hon. Mr. LAMBERT: In due course, I sup-
pose I shall reach that state of philosophic
calm so aptly depicted by Tennyson in the
later years of his life, when he wrote:

Raving politics never at rest—as this poor

earth’s pale history runs—

What is it all but a trouble of ants in the
gleam of a million million suns?

The Speech from the Throne this year has
been regarded in certain quarters and by some
correspondents of the press as being largely a
review of outstanding incidents of the past
year; and it has been said that its references
to the principal matters to come before Par-
liament this session are rather vague and
indefinite. Any element of uncertainty con-
tained in His Excellency’s references to future
legislation is, to my mind, fully justified by
the character of the situation in which Canada
finds herself at the present time. While we
have gratification expressed at the “substantial
advance in Canada’s economic recovery” and
the attainment to new levels in our national
revenues, plans are still discussed for assisting
unemployed young people, reminding us of the
ever-present spectre of that unsolved problem.
Vividly, too, are we reminded of the dire mis-
fortune which drought has brought to once
fertile and productive areas in Western Canada.
Further references are made to the “strains
and stresses” upon Canada’s governmental
structure and to “the necessity for adjust-
ments.” The international situation “continues
to give much ground for anxiety.” If, there-
fore, the future of the Government’s legisla-
tive programme in some respects appears veiled
in uncertainty, is the explanation not to be
found in the fact that all of us in our personal
business affairs, as well as in relation to
public questions, are trying to feel our way
along carefully from day to day and from
week to week?

Yet at the same time one feels that the
Speech from the Throne affords much ground
for hope. For one thing the interests of agri-
culture as a basic, social and economic
factor in our national life are recognized in
the continued activities of the Prairie Farm
Rehabilitation Scheme and in the improve-
ment of marketing facilities organized under
the new marketing branch of the Department
of Agriculture. We may all hope and pray
that more favourable natural conditions will
bless the Prairie farmer this year. His has
been a valiant fight against adversity during
the past seven years, but it has been made
easier by Dominion-wide recognition of the
fact that it is a struggle of national import-
ance.

The prospect of new trade agreements which
will further facilitate a wider exchange of

Hon. Mr. LAMBERT.

commodities throughout the world gives added
soundness to our economic outlook and con-
tributes a welcome note of improved inter-
national relations. The details of these agree-
ments will be awaited with keenest interest.

Overshadowing in importance all references
to economic and financial matters is the
issue of national unity foreshadowed in His
Excellency’s speech. A prolonged discussion
of this subject at the present time would be
out of place, in view of the current sittings of
the royal commission of inquiry. It would
seem to me, however, that this great question
is one that should appeal with peculiar appro-
priateness to the mind of this House, and
that we should all take the earliest opportunity
of expressing the faith that is in us. The test
of financial hardship appears to threaten the
existence of Confederation, if some of the
wild words spoken of late by men in respon-
sible positions are to be taken seriously. I
thoroughly believe, however, that the very
adversity of these times already gives evi-
dence of stirring to unprecedented heights of
achievement the potential spirit of Cana-
dianism, which throughout all the provinces
has been quietly gaining strength with the
years.

One of the few pieces of new legislation
promised in the Speech from the Throne is
that arising out of the report of the Special
Committee on Elections and Franchise Acts.
While the recommendations of that report
will not come personally close to any honour-
able member of this House, they will have a
vital bearing upon the character and develop-
ment of the communities in which we live.
Democratic institutions of government in the
final analysis are based on the exercise of the
franchise by a free people, and I am con-
vinced that certain far-reaching and funda-
mental changes should be made in our elec-
toral laws to make them more consistent with
the democratic ideas we profess. For much
enlightenment on this subject one is indebted
to several honourable senators for their con-
tributions to a debate in this House some
five years ago. I was much struck at the
time, and have been more forcibly impressed
since, by the remarks of the honourable
senator from Saint John (the Hon. the
Speaker) and the honourable senator from
Vancouver (Hon. Mr. McRae) about the cost
of elections. I believe that the suggestions
made so frankly by these honourable gentle-
men then apply with even greater need and
greater truth to conditions prevailing to-day.

The present Dominion Franchise Act—
which, one assumes, will be almost com-
pletely enveloped in a new Elections Act—
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was approved by Parliament a few years ago
with comparatively little opposition. It was
based on the idea of establishing closed lists
such as exist in the United Kingdom, with
provision for annual revision. The cost of
maintaining this system in Canada, where
the shifting of population in certain urban
areas Is as great as 30 per cent per annum,
was found to be prohibitive. The closed list,
however, is a sound accessory to a democratic
system of government; and it is to be hoped
that a fair compromise may be found some-
where between the extremes of the present
open list and the proposed expensive system
of revision under the original Franchise Act.

In this connection, it is also time to consider
seriously the adoption of a measure of com-
pulsory voting such as exists in our sister
Dominion of Australia. Privileges carry with
them corresponding responsibilities; and a
democratic community such as we are
supposed to be has every right to expect its
members to vote at election time, thus re-
moving an all too common complaint on the
part of a select but increasing number of
well-to-do people that politics, as an active
interest, is something to be avoided.

May I thank honourable members for their
courtesy in listening so patiently to my re-
marks. I now have the honour of referring
them to the resolution which I have already
moved.

Hon. GUSTAVE LACASSE (Translation):
Honourable senators, I desire first of all, in
fulfilment of the pleasant duty called for by
the occasion, to thank the Government leader
in the Senate for having invited me, for the
second time since my appointment to this
Chamber, to second the Address in Reply to
the Speech from the Throne. You will under-
stand the emotion I feel at this moment, for
the present occasion brings back to me the feel-
ing I experienced when, for the first time and
when still a young man, I participated in the
deliberations of the “Sages of the nation.”
I think it is exact to say that in the course
of the last decade this Chamber has renewed
its membership to the extent of forty per
cent, and still the Grim Reaper continues to
decimate our ranks, apparently bent on dis-
proving the theory of senatorial irremovability.
No more than the common run of mankind
can we place ourselves beyond his reach.
Death accomplishes periodically what the Con-
stitution does not allow the voters to do.
It is therefore with a feeling of sincere ad-
miration that I join my personal congratu-
lations to those which were tendered yesterday
to our still very active leader (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) on the completion of forty years

of uninterrupted devotion to his country in
the public life of Canada. The zeal and
enthusiasm he has brought to the service of
his fellow-citizens is and will remain the in-
spiration of his juniors.

I wish also, in the name of this Chamber,
to tender to the new occupants of the seats
recently made vacant by death the hearty
congratulations of their colleagues on the
official recognition which their appointment
to the Senate constitutes of the services they
have rendered, in some capacity or other, to
the Canadian community. I am sure that the
judgment, intelligence and goodwill that they
have already shown elsewhere will prove most
valuable in the consideration of the matters
of public interest which constitute the work
of this Chamber.

Coming now, honourable senators, to the
examination of the official document which is
called the Speech from the Throne, a docu-
ment which sets forth each year, at least in
outline, the sessional programme, I shall en-
deavour to make as complete an analysis of
it as possible, keeping close to its text, without
attempting more or less justified digressions.
Some will probably say of this document—the
phrase has become quite familiar to me since
I have had the honour of sitting in this
Chamber—that it is far more remarkable for
what it omits than for what it contains. Be
that as it may, I think it is substantial enough
to form the subject of many interesting studies.

Following a brief reference to the Corona-
tion of Their Gracious Majesties King George
the Sixth and Queen Elizabeth, as well as to
the Imperial Conference held immediately
after these imposing ceremonies, the Speech
from the Throne briefly mentions the return
to a state of relative prosperity which has
become more and more marked in recent
months. The Speech notes particularly the
increase in revenue, the expansion of our trade
with other countries and the gratifying de-
crease in the number of unemployed. This
general improvement, the Speech however
admits, has been somewhat marred by the
unfortunate situation of that vast area of
Western Canada at one time proudly called
the granary of the Empire. Mention is also
made, and very properly, of the means taken
by the Government to remedy these condi-
tions and if possible prevent their recurrence.
As to the other undertakings of the Govern-
ment, such as the Employment Commission,
the inquiry into the textile industry, aid to
returned soldiers, inquiry into the economic
and financial bases of Confederation, and dis-
tribution of legislative powers, we shall soon
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be able intelligently to measure their results
when the reports have been made public.

This first part of the Speech from the Throne
is a simple recital, as you see, of the honest
efforts of the Government towards a sound
bettering of the social and economic condi-
tions which have faced this country since the
commencement of the depression, and towards
the improvement of the general situation of
the people. Now, what are the immediate in-
tentions of the Government? What are the
important measures it recommends and which
will become law in the course of the present
session? The second part of the Speech from
the Throne answers this question clearly and
concretely.

In order to apply a prompt and effective
remedy to the evils resulting from unemploy-
ment, evils moral as well as physical, and
which are gradually demoralizing the soul of
the people, the Government intends to estab-
lish a uniform system of unemployment insur-
ance. To do this it will be necessary to amend
the British North America Act, and both
Houses of Parliament will be asked to author-
ize the required amendment. The Govern-
ment’s proposal has apparently frightened the
rabid upholders of provincial rights; and
mention has been made here, as elsewhere, of
excessive centralization. The plague of unem-
ployment having attained national proportions,
I do not see how objection can be taken to
the use of a national remedy. Indeed, how can
a family be prevented from moving from one
province to another any more than from one
municipality to another? No one is more jeal-
ous than I of provineial rights. I even go so far
as to admit that the chief reason for the exist-
ence of this Chamber is precisely the safe-
guarding and protection of these rights, as
well as of the rights of minorities, but I am
unable to see and therefore to admit that
provincial rights—which, in any case, are
guaranteed by the British North America Act
—are endangered in any way by the proposed
legislation.

I do not consider it necessary to dwell on
the next item, which, having to do with the
Elections Act, concerns particularly if not
solely the members of the elective Chamber
of this Parliament.

The next proposal is the extension of the
authority of the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners. There is doubtless much to be said
concerning the highly complex problem of
our railways, but time does not permit me to
dwell upon it. We shall probably have an
opportunity of discussing it at some later date.
May I simply say, for the benefit of those
who are interested in the matter, that I am
irrevocably opposed to the definite amalgama-

Hon. Mr. LACASSE.

tion of our two great railway systems. The
echo of the famous word of a man whom
all recognize and whom we all greatly respect
still reverberates in our ears: “Competition
ever, amalgamation never.” With this state-
ment I am in complete accord.

May I state at this point that, as a citizen
of Greater Windsor, I should be very glad
to see the authority of the Railway Com-
missioners extended. We have long suffered
from the lack of a station in our district. I
trust that those whose powers will be ex-
tended will at least have the courage to recog-
nize in due time the necessity of building a
terminal station as in Hamilton and London.
The City of Windsor is situated on the
boundary between Canada and the United
States, opposite a great American city, the
fourth largest on the continent. I think the
statistics of the Department of National
Revenue will bear out my assertion that
Windsor is the most important port of entry
between the Pacific and the Atlantic. In
expressing this hope I am certainly reflecting
the unanimous opinion of the citizens who
have at heart the improvement of the public
services in my district.

Another question to be considered during
this session is that of the export of power.
I realize that here I am treading on slippery
ice—ice as thin as that of the gorges of
Niagara is thick. I shall therefore defer a
definite pronouncement until the matter has
been examined from all angles.

With respect to our international relations,
I cannot praise the Government too highly
for the prudence and wisdom it has shown
during the last few months. In that regard
I have great pleasure in mentioning two cases
in particular: the refusal to boycott imports
from Japan in spite of the strong pressure
exerted on the Government from all quarters,
and the ban placed on the departure of any
Canadian citizen for the purpose of taking
part, on either side, in the Spanish civil war—
here again despite the propaganda against
this measure that has been and is still flood-
ing the country.

I deem it my duty to defend the Prime
Minister against the violent and unjustified
attacks made upon him in connection with
the possible changes in the commercial agree-
ments between the United States and Canada
on the one hand and the United States and
Great Britain on the other. I am convinced
that Canada’s interests will be served fully
as well by our Government in 1938 as they
were in 1935. I also cherish the hope that
the importance of the automobile industry,
from the viewpoint of capital invested as well
as of labour employed, will not be over-
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looked in these negotiations. Here again I
echo the sentiments, the desires and the hopes
of the big manufacturers in my district.

This analysis, honourable senators, which T
have condensed as much as I could, of what
the Speech from the Throne expresses and
suggests, will be the extent of the remarks I
shall make this afternoon. I know that the
debate on the Address in Reply to the Speech
from the Throne provides us each year with
practically the only occasion on which the
rules permit us to speak freely on any sub-
ject which particularly interests us. Neverthe-
less, not wishing to abuse this privilege and
to detain the House any longer, I have scru-
pulously endeavoured to stick to the ideas
and facts mentioned in the Speech from the
Throne. May I, however, in closing, empha-
size the necessity of peace within as well as
without the country. What, in fact, is the
foundation of social order and peace within
a country? Is it not the good understanding
that should prevail among the various ele-
ments of the population, especially in a young
and immense country like Canada, where
creeds are numerous, races imbued with
opposing sentiments, and interests sometimes
incompatible? Oh! I know that the indifferent,
the skeptical and the cynical will sneer at the
word “good understanding,” and I admit that
the term, like many others in this period of
dizzy evolution in most domains, perhaps
needs a new definition. But, my fellow-Cana-
dians—for I am now addressing the ten million
fellow-citizens represented by the members of
this Chamber—my fellow-Canadians, let us,
every one of us, put forth a strong and
generous effort, an effort all the more needed
in these troublous times, to ensure the survival,
the consolidation and the development of the
sacred institutions which have been thus far
the instruments of our greatness and pros-
perity. Let us not fear honourable com-
promises; let us even accept the principle of
reasonable mutual concessions imposed by the
circumstances in which Providence has decreed
that we should live, in so far as such com-
promises and concessions may tend to promote
union in peace, harmony and security. What-
ever we may say, whatever we may do, may
we always be inspired by the Christian spirit
which should nourish our souls, and the patri-
otic ideals which should animate our hearts.

Again, I fear that the simple mention of
the words “compromise” and “concessions”
may scandalize certain persons, but will any-
one refuse to admit that reciprocal tolerance
is the essential element without which no
society, great or small, can exist, whether its
domain extend to the walls of one’s house, the
confines of one’s village or the boundaries of
one’s country?

51958—2

I have pleasure, honourable senators, in
seconding my honourable friend who so elo-
quently moved the Address in Reply to the
Speech from the Throne.

Hon. C. C. BALLANTYNE: Honourable
senators, I regret to inform this honourable
Chamber that just a short time ago I re-
ceived a telephone message from our right
honourable leader on this side (Right Hon.
Mr. Meighen), stating that he is indisposed
and will not be able to take his seat to-day.
It will therefore be impossible for him to
make the eloquent address, on the subject
of the Speech from the Throne, of which we
know he is capable.

I crave the indulgence of honourable senators
while I make a few extempore remarks on
this occasion. I want first of all to tender
my heartiest congratulations to the honourable
the junior senator from Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Lambert) and to our eloquent friend the
honourable senator from Essex (Hon. Mr.
Lacasse) on the very able and fitting manner
in which they proposed and seconded the
Address in Reply to the Speech from the
Throne. I certainly think the honourable the
junior member from Ottawa made a very
moderate and informative speech, and I am
quite satisfied that it has made a most favour-
able impression on this House.

The honourable the junior member from
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert) has referred to
the unemployment situation. I desire to con-
gratulate the Government on the splendid work
performed by the Employment Commission
during the last eighteen months, or nearly
two years, under the very able chairmanship
of Mr. Arthur B. Purvis. The commission
had an intricate and most difficult task, but,
as I received the other day the final and com-
plete report of the commission, I know that
the Government, Parliament and the people
of Canada have at last had placed before them
a detailed analysis of the situation of those
who are unemployed and those who are un-
employable. The work of the commission so
far has done much to reduce the number of
unemployed, and the suggestions contained in
the report will, I am satisfied, be taken into
serious consideration by the Government, and
I am confident that whatever measures are
necessary will be taken to reduce unemploy-
ment in the future.

The mover and the seconder of the Address
have both referred to the proposed trade
agreements—the details of which have not yet
been placed before us—between England and
the United States, and between the United
States and Canada. I am not in a posi-
tion to offer any criticisms or suggestions,

REVISED EDITION
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because no one could possibly do so unless
the details of the proposed treaties were known
to him. I have only this to say. Our ex-
perience with the Imperial pact during the
last few years has proven that it is most
beneficial to Canada and to the Empire as a
whole, and I trust the Government will not
do anything that would impair this pact, or
be to the detriment of Canadians, or tend
to lessen our export and import trade within
the British Empire. On the other hand, I
recognize that Canada must do everything
she possibly can to meet the wishes of her
powerful and friendly neighbour to the south.
It is necessary, especially in these times of
world unrest, that we should draw closer to-
gether. I know that our American friends
are good traders, and I realize that the mem-
bers of this Government will be alert to
see that the agreement, if arrived at, shall
not be too much to the disadvantage of
Canada or the Mother Country. I know the
Mother Country is going to conduct her
negotiations direct. She is perfectly capable
of taking care of herself. But too much care
cannot be exercised in regard to our arrange-
ments with the United States.

The present trade agreement has now been
in effect for some years. According to the
figures it turned out very well until a few
months ago, when the recession in trade com-
menced in the United States, causing the
price of Canadian cattle and dairy products
to drop to such an extent as to interfere
with Canada’s export trade to the United
States. When we come to manufactured goods
the situation is this. The American nation
being one of 130 millions of people, highly
specialized in mass production, their costs
are so much lower than those the Canadian
manufacturer can hope to reach that at the
moment we are in danger of having American
goods dumped into Canada at less than fair
market prices. I am satisfied, however, that
the Government is alert to this situation and
will see to it that for duty purposes a fair
market value shall be established on all imports
of manufactured goods from the United
States.

Some reference has been made to proposed
changes in the Elections Act. I share the
opinion of the mover and the seconder that
these may bring about an improvement over
what some of us have been accustomed to.
Anyone who has ever been a candidate in a
Montreal division has some idea of the diffi-
culty of working under the Elections Act. I
hope' this new Act will prevent from voting
the thousands of people who generally vote
in various divisions of Montreal when there
is no rhyme nor reason in their doing so.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE.

Whether the Act will explain the difference
between a contribution and a levy, I do not
know. Possibly that point will be taken
under advisement.

My eloquent friend from Essex (Hon. Mr.
Lacasse) has referred, in his usually graceful
manner, to His Majesty the King. I want
to say to him and to the House that those
of us who had the great privilege of being
present at the Coronation were tremendously
impressed with the unanimity of loyalty dis-
played on all occasions towards His Majesty
George VI and his gracious consort the Queen.
I came away from the Coronation impressed
more than ever with the solidarity and the
greatness of the Empire. The Coronation
made us prouder than we had been before
of being Canadians, and of the fact that Can-
ada is a part of the great British Empire.

The world is in a serious state of unrest at
the present time. The gifted leader of the
Government in this House (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) knows more about that than I do.
The vast amount of money that the United
Kingdom is spending and will continue to
spend on defence will do more than anything
else could possibly do for the maintenance
of peace. We know that the Imperial Govern-
ment, as well as the governments of all
other portions of the Empire, stands for peace,
but, with some nations arming in a feverish
way, it is only right and proper that the
United Kingdom should take the step she
has taken in regard to defence.

Now may I say a word or two in reference
to domestic trade? To me, as a business man,
connected with a number of manufacturing
industries, it has been very gratifying that
the trade of Canada has kept up as well as
it has, notwithstanding the serious business
recession that has existed across the border
for the last five or six months. Difficulties
are ahead for the United States, and also for
Canada. If the recession proves to be but
temporary, as everybody hopes, then all will
be well, but if it continues for a prolonged
period we are bound to feel its effects in
this country. That brings me to say that
the policy of the Government and of Parlia-
ment, as well as of business and of all citizens,
must be one of rigid economy.

I apologize to honourable members for
these imperfect remarks. As I have said, I
was commandeered only at the very last
moment.

May I take this opportunity of welcoming
the honourable junior member from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Lambert) to this Chamber. His
speech of this afternoon was a splendid one.
Because of his experience we know that he
will be a very useful member. May I also
be allowed to express our pleasure at the
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appointment of the honourable senator from
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Marshall), who was intro-
duced to the House yesterday. I should like
to say to them that, as the honourable leader
has remarked, they will find in this Chamber,
not a political atmosphere but an atmosphere
of co-operation, and an opportunity of doing
most interesting and constructive work. I
wish them a long term of years to enjoy
the important positions which they have
now been called to occupy.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I am sure we have all listened with
pleasure and interest to the speech just con-
cluded by my honourable friend from Alma
(Hon. Mr. Ballantyne). I wish that his leader
(Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) had been present
to hear him discuss the situation, as he sees
it, in the country. I was sorry to hear that
the right honourable leader on the other side
was unwell. I proposed to my honourable
friend from Alma that this debate should be
adjourned until to-morrow if his leader could
be present then; but the right honourable
gentleman, having heard of my proposal,
demurred and asked us to proceed.

I want to join with my honourable friends
in congratulating the honourable junior mem-
ber from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert) and our
good friend and colleague from Essex (Hon.
Mr. Lacasse), on their speeches in moving and
seconding the Address. We echo the encomiums
that have appeared in the press, Conservative
as well as Liberal, with respect to the appoint-
ment of Hon. Mr. Lambert, and we applaud
that appointment. His presence here means
that we shall have one more ripe economist,
able to give valuable assistance towards solu-
tion of the many problems coming before us
from time to time.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I take this
opportunity also of welcoming Hon. Mr.
Marshall, who has had a long experience in
political life. Because of his knowledge of
agricultural problems his advice will be espe-
cially valuable when we are dealing with such
problems, of which there are so many at this
time.

The honourable senator from Essex (Hon.
Mr. Lacasse) has made a very interesting and
valuable contribution to this debate. I fol-
lowed his speech closely, and I desire to pay
tribute to the level-headedness and good
common sense which prevailed throughout his
remarks.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear!
51958—23

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: May I say a few
words as to Canada’s present economic situa-
tion. We all know that the year 1936 was a
surprisingly good one. Prosperity continued on
the same level during the first nine months of
1937. From 1932 onward there was a marked
and regular improvement, as will be seen from

these figures showing the growth in our
exports:
193250 . b asivis e o $:0546,000,000
PUOE el S p) Bl s 596,000,000
R S L S (e 758,000,000
i80S TR e e SR P 825,000,000
ARG T G naTs e L5005, 0005000

The figure for 1937, I believe, will be in excess
of that for 1936.

The last three months of 1937 showed a
slight recession, which was attributable to the
disturbed American market and also to our
small wheat crop in the West. But our mining
industry, which made a new record of $450,-
000,000 in production value, amply compen-
sated for the small wheat crop. Businesses
and trades having to do with supplying of
equipment and materials in relation to mining
likewise benefited largely.

Building activity also showed a marked
improvement, due principally to the Dominion
Housing Act and the Home Improvement
Plan. Under the Dominion Housing Act, for
the calendar year 1937, there were 2,150 loans
approved and 3,018 family units provided, the
total amount of approved loans being
$13,034,858. During the same period 32,946
loans were made under the Home Improve-
ment Loans Guarantee Act, totalling $12.850,~
379. These loans, I may say, are being fairly
generally met at their maturity, and they are
no charge on the taxpayer. It is important to
realize that private capital expenditures have
been three or four times the amount of the
loans which I have mentioned.

In 1937 our pay rolls reached the level of
those for 1929. There was an increase in all
main sources of revenue, and I believe that
but for the drought situation in the West our
national budget would have been balanced
this year. The training camps were closed.
My honourable friends will remember that
doubts were expressed as to the wisdom of
closing those camps; it was said they likely
would have to be reopened when the tempor-
ary work which was being offered to the
men was exhausted. Well, the camps have
not been reopened. Some forty thousand
men were put on farm and forestry work in
the Western Provinces, under the Farm Em-
ployment and Improvement Plan. In Mani-
toba 6,380 men were taken care of, in
Saskatchewan 26,808, and in Alberta 4314,
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while in British Columbia 2,422 were absorbed
under a forestry plan.

I should like to quote from a report of
some figures given with regard to the unem-
ployment situation in Canada by Mr. A. B.
Purvis, Chairman of the National Employ-
ment Commission. He presented an analysis
of the unemployment situation, as follows:

In September, 1936, he stated, there were
956,000 unemployed; in September, 1937, there
were 752,000. Of these 303,000 were distressed
agriculturists, not out of work, not in the
labour market, but waiting for an act of God
to provide crops once more. Another 292,000
were non-working dependants such as wives, and
children under 16 years of age. Still another
42,000 had been declared unemployable, or
partially so. There remained a maximum of
115,000 really employable, on relief, 88,500
males and 26,500 females.

Mr. Purvis went on to say that no one
plan could successfully cope with those 115,000
actually employable, but out of work, many
of whom had never been gainfully employed,
and so what was needed now was individual
action. I think that is a very fair statement,
which it is interesting to analyse if we wish to
understand the present unemployment situ-
ation. An effort will have to be made, as Mr.
Purvis suggests, to have the case of every
unemployed person considered and dealt with
in the very community where the individual
lives. It will be remembered that last session,
upon the recommendation of the National
Employment Commission, Parliament voted
$1,000,000 to carry on training and develop-
ment projects for unemployed young people.
Under agreements the funds from this vote
allocated to all the provinces have provided
opportunities for approximately 30,000 young
men and women.

The four main categories of the projects
specified as coming within the scope of the
vote were: training projects of an occupa-
tional nature; learnership courses in industry;
work projects to combine training with con-
servation and development of natural re-
sources; physical training programs to main-
tain health and morale. These projects were
open to all young people from eighteen to
twenty years of age without gainful employ-
ment and in necessitous circumstances. It
has been stipulated that wherever possible
existing facilities be wused and the fullest
possible co-operation obtained from local
organizations, both public and private. Ad-
visory committees, representing employers,
labour, educational authorities, women’s and
youth organizations, and so forth, have been
sstablished in many localities. The co-
operation of employers has been sought in
the training of apprentices and learners.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Courses of training in farming and agri-
cultural subjects have been given in every
province through co-operation with the pro-
vincial Departments of Agriculture. In New
Brunswick, Ontario and Alberta provision has
been made for the placing of seven hundred
selected young men from wurban centres as
farm apprentices with experienced farmers,
who have agreed to instruct the young men
in the various phases of farm work,

During the summer and autumn months
over thirteen hundred young men have been
trained in forestry work on Crown lands in
New Brunswick, Ontario, Manitoba and
British Columbia wunder the direction of
forest service officials. Similar projects for
winter training have been provided for some
four hundred young men in Prince Edward
Island, Quebec, Manitoba and Alberta.

Approximately six hundred young men are
participating in mine training projects in
Nova Scotia, Quebec, Ontario and British
Columbia.

In Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba there
are plans to assist in the training of appren-
tices and learners in industry. A canvass of
employers has been made, and whenever they
agree to take on young men and train them
in specific trades or occupations, they are
allowed a weekly sum to defray the cost of
instruction on the job. Most of the prov-
inces have plans for occupational training of
urban young people in technical schools or
other centres.

Opportunities are also provided for young
women. Schools for trained household
workers have been established in some two
dozen cities in the nine provinces. In rural
districts courses of instruction are being given
in home economics, appropriate farm sub-
jects, health, handicrafts, and so forth.

In British Columbia and Quebec there are
definite projects to provide physical educa-
tion, recreation and group activities for both
young men and young women. In British
Columbia the plan is province-wide. In
Quebec it is confined to the cities and carried
on in co-operation with various private
organizations.

It is estimated that about thirty thousand
will receive instruction under existing arrange-
ments during the present fiscal year. Full
details as to the exact number who have
actually participated under the various pro-
jects in each province will in due course be
laid on the tables of the two Houses of
Parliament.

With leave of the Senate, I will put on
Hansard what has been undertaken by each
of the provinces:
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YOUTH TRAINING PROJECTS
Under Unemployment and Agricultural Assistance Act, 1937
Allocated
Province Approved Projects to Amount
Province Approved
Prince Hdward-daland o st (i oedauti i on 0l Ch e i L s 8015000 $12,225
NOFEPBOIa S & 0 i GO T et S it i hisih b L s oL e 60,000
MUBENGHTAIIING. i Se s ore obe sk e e is 50,000
Hotseholdl Wonkers. o =0 co i mpieile 3,000
Agticultural thaining. ', lacda o naniiael oo 7,000
New Brunawle . e i i ol e G MBS 50,000
Conservation and development of mnatural
FENONECHN . (Taie . 531 4% o0 -covpl as iples soamisleie (w8 22,500
Women’s courses. il 9,500
Agricultural trammg R 4,500
Leadership training. . it 2,500
Occupational trammg 4 8,500
Attendance to courses of instruction. 2,500
Quebec.. P LU 220,000
Mine tralnmg g 40,000
Vocational guldance 55,000
Leisure-time act1v1tles 15,000
Women’s courses. 25,000
Rural and agrlcultural tmmmg 50,000
Forestry training.. A 35,000
OnRtario . L v e $240,000
Forestry tralmng $37,500
Mining training.. .. 7,50
Household workers—speclahzed services. . 42,500
ARTCulLarRI PRI e S o e D 45,000
Apprentices and o e R 65,000
Urban occupational training.. .. .. ., .. .. 42,500
REBRIGObA LS . 50 00 0 BO0NR S SRR (- T Ll S 100,000
Forestry traaning. =7 .. o 40,000
Industrial learnerslup o b 5,000
Wmmpeg household workers AR e NG 4,400
Women’s specialized services.. .. .. .. .. .. 4,000
Agricultural courses. 3 0 SR S T 22,500
Urban occupational trammg bR e 17,500
University agricultural course.. .. .. .. 2,100
Saskatchewan.. .. .. 80,000
Agrlcultural ‘courses. . 3 44,815
Urban specialized trammg 9,000
Occupational urban trammg 20,000
Alherta iyt FodTia o blee 0 2 80,000
Rapral=cotition o<l clon it ooy Rl 18,500
fa)  Bgealin s Ve e o el oy ST A0D
(b) District. . 1,500
(c) Homemakmg : 2,625
(d) Follow-up service.. .. .. 2,175
(e) Supervision and supphes.. 1,500
(f) Living allowances.. 3,500
Forestry training. . A S 17,500
Urban occupatlonal =i 21,250
Women’s urban training.. .. .. .. .. 4,500
Agricultural apprentlceshlps 16,250
British Columbia.. .. 100,000
Forestry tralnmg 37,500
Placer mining.. . A S G Ty 12,500
Urban occupatlonal ’crammg e s 30,000
Physical education. . SF A 10 000

With regard to international affairs, as
everyone knows, the outlook is not at all
bright. I need not dilate upon the causes
which make for a cloudy horizon. I have
confidence in the statesmen who are working
for peace, and I will say nothing which would
hamper their efforts to that end.

May I add a word concerning the League
of Nations? The League must carry on in
spite of set-backs and failures. I felt, and
said, from the beginning that it would be
seriously handicapped through the non-partici-
pation of the United States. It would be
perhaps interesting for honourable members
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—and I say this with all due modesty—to
read the speech I delivered in this House on
September 4, 1919, when we were asked to
approve the Treaty of Versailles, on this very
matter of our joining the League of Nations
without being assured of the United States
becoming a member-nation of the League
which its representatives had proposed and
helped to create.

The League is in many directions doing
admirable work, work which can be accom-
plished only by co-operation. It is the sole
hope of humanity for better days to come.

My honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr.
Ballantyne), as well as the junior member
from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert), has re-
ferred to the proposed revision of the Elections
Act. I have not yet had occasion to read
the report made by the committee of the
House of Commons, but I understand it did
not entertain a certain proposal which I had
no opportunity of discussing and supporting
before that committee. The query generally
is: “How can we reduce the cost of elec-
tions?” Of course, it is a matter which does
not specially concern this House, but for the
health of the body politic every honourable
member should, I think, take an interest in
this question. How can we reduce the cost
of elections and purify the atmosphere around
the ballot box? Before the matter engages
our attention I intend to peruse the report
of the committee of the House of Commons,
and I shall be happy to find there some
solution which will make elections less costly.
I say “less costly” because an election is
always costly to somebody, and the question
often arises as to who is that “somebody”
who contributes large sums for election ex-
penses.

I have told this Chamber, I think more
than once, that I saw no better cure than a
compulsory voting law, for it seemed to me
that the elector who, once every four or five
years, has to exercise his franchise should
realize the importance of his act by being
made to appear at the polls. He would not
necessarily have to express an opinion as
between two or three candidates if none
pleased him, but he would be present either
to mark his ballot or leave it blank as he
thought fit. It is my conviction that at least
half of the expenditure at election times is
directed towards getting the electors to the
polls. I believe it is the duty of every elector
to exercise his franchise, and that the State
might well make attendance compulsory.
There is legislation in several countries re-
quiring electors to vote, and in case of failure
they render themselves liable to certain

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

penalties, including withdrawal of their names
from the voters’ lists for the next election.
Honourable members who have been candi-
dates for the House of Commons know that
bringing electors to the polls is expensive and
that frequently they refuse transportation in
a cheap vehicle like the Ford, expecting a
Rolls Royce to be placed at their service. I
think honourable gentlemen will bear me out
that under a system of compulsory voting
fifty per cent at least of election costs would
be saved. I am quite sure that such a
statutory obligation would clear and purify
the electioneering atmosphere.

With the radio in nearly every home, I am
convinced that at the expense of a few hun-
dred dollars a candidate could reach most
of his electorate through broadcasts. With
the assurance that few electors would dare
ignore a compulsory voting law, he would
not need to depend on anyone to transport
voters to the polling booths. Relieved of this
heavy expense, he could carry on an election
against a wealthy opponent. It may be said,
‘Well, the wealthy man will be able to spend
freely on publicity.” True, but I am sure
that by means of radio addresses and personal
contact with the electorate a candidate of
moderate means could carry on his election
campaign with a good chance of success.

As I have said before, I shall read the
report of the House of Commons committee.
I have heard, through the press, that it re-
jected a proposal for compulsory voting. I
shall try to acertain whether the committee
has suggested any better method than the
one I have always supported.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Does the honour-
able gentleman not think that a radio cam-
paign would be extremely expensive?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There might be
expense, but with radio broadcasting under
a Government commission it might be pos-
sible during the thirty days preceding an elec-
tion to afford candidates an opportunity to
broadcast their campaign addresses without
ruining themselves financially.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: I wish to make some
observations; or, if honourable members
prefer, I will adjourn the debate until to-
MOITow.

Some Hon. SENATORS: No.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
I wish to associate myself with those who
have complimented the mover and the
seconder of the Address upon their speeches
this afternoon.

The speech with which His Excellency open-
ed Parliament, and which we are now con-
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sidering, naturally envisages Canadian, British
and, to some extent, world conditions. It is,
I think, shorter than usual. Nevertheless, it
very properly, in my opinion, gives five para-
graphs to trade questions, mentioning what
the Government has already done to facilitate
a wider international exchange of commodi-
ties and what it hopes to accomplish in the
same direction. To my mind, nothing else
in the world could contribute so much to the
peace, progress and happiness of mankind as
free international trade; therefore it is with
extreme gratification I observe the great
English-speaking nations of the world coming
closer together on this most important sub-
ject. I hope I may live long enough to see
at least all the great free nations of the
world remove many of the impediments to
trade among themselves. I feel so keenly
interested in this question that I cannot re-
frain from expressing a few thoughts upon it.
To me it seems to be elementary to say
that in times of peace, at all events, all or
nearly all trade, both national and interna-
tional, is carried on by individuals and cor-
porate bodies, and that these persons or bodies
will not begin to trade with one another
unless they expect it to be to their mutual
advantage. And most certainly such trade
will not be continued unless it is to their
mutual advantage. Therefore it follows, as
the day follows night, that if traders liv-
ing in different countries trade with one
another they are benefiting not only them-
selves but the countries to which they belong.
And from this it seems to me to follow that
governments should concern themselves with
removing as many obstacles to trade as pos-
sible, leaving their nationals who are business
men to work out the details to suit them-
selves. These nationals will certainly not
injure themselves; and if they do not hurt
themselves I cannot see how they can pos-
sibly hurt their respective countries.
Another thing I cannot understand. Others
may see the sense of it, but I cannot. With
one hand we construct railways, dig canals,
bridge rivers, build and subsidize ships, send
commercial agents abroad to promote inter-
national trade; and with the other we dis-
courage such trade by fining or levying tolls
upon the men who engage in it, and at great
expense build customs houses and employ
armies of men to collect these fines or tolls.
According to my reading of history the first
tariffs and customs houses began in a queer
way. Long years ago, when the great rivers
were the principal arteries of commerce in
Europe, strong men, who wished to live by

preying on the industry of their neighbours,
built their castles or forts on the banks of the
Rhine, the Danube and other rivers, and
levied fines or tolls on all the commerce that
passed up and down these natural highways.
In time this lawlessness became a custom,
hence the name “customs houses.” After a
while kings thought this would be a good
way to raise revenue, and they adopted it,
at the same time abolishing, or greatly curtail-
ing, the activities of the freebooters. Later
still governing bodies took over this method
of raising revenue, excluding by law all others,
and while the system was still inherently bad,
this change removed some of its evils, because
the public got the money thus raised, or most
of it. However, keen-minded, covetous persons
never lost sight of the personal advantages
that might be obtained through the manipula-
tion of tariffs; hence the continual pressure
and the skilfully devised arguments brought
to bear upon all governments to make the
rates as high as possible, and so, in practice,
give the manipulators and the smugglers
another chance.

One of the greatest fallacies which the tariff
people inculcate is that it is more advantageous
to export than to import. It would be easy,
I think, if time permitted, to prove that one
activity is the necessary complement of the
other; that, in fact, one cannot properly be
carried on without the other. Is this fact
not significant? In time of war, when nations
are trying to injure one another in every
possible way, they instinctively feel and know
that to blockade the frontiers of the enemy
and prevent imports will cripple him more
quickly and to a greater extent than will
the prevention of exports.

One other thought will terminate my views
on this phase of trade. In the long ages when
this planet was being prepared for the habita-
tion and use of man, when the seasons and
the climates and the vast variety of produe-
tions were being arranged for, surely it must
have been in the mind of the Creator that
His children would freely exchange products
with one another to the immense advantage
of all; that this exchange would of itself be
the most important industry and the greatest
civilizing agency in which they would be
engaged. If there is anything in this thought,
man, because of his covetousness and lawless-
ness, has done much to thwart the will of
Providence and injure himself.

Changing somewhat, but not dropping this
line of thought, I proceed. The conquest of
the air, the discoveries and inventions of the
scientists, have so reduced the size of this
earth that no part of it is any longer remote
from any other part, and neither nations nor
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individuals can any longer live unto them-
selves alone. In a broad sense, but neverthe-
less in a very real sense, God made us one
race and one family, the members of which
must either live and work together or in large
measure perish together. The war which was
openly declared in 1914 is still going on, and
with greater intensity than ever. The Treaty
of Versailles provided only a breathing spell.
All the causes which produced open hostilities
in 1914 are still at work. Anger, hatred,
ill-will, covetousness and greed abound on all
sides and among all classes. Every nation is
either engaged in actual war or preparing for
it on a tremendous scale, and in nearly all
realms of thought, temporal and spiritual,
there is the utmost confusion. Never within
our memory, and possibly not in the records
of history, was there a time when the sea of
life was so turbulent. There must be a cause
for this state of affairs, and surely it is
correct to say that before a remedy can be
found and applied the cause must be
discovered.

A Christian philosopher writes thus of man:

Man is miserably weak, even physically; he
is mortal, limited in all his powers, even those
of the reason; subject to all manner of suffer-
ing and apparently unable to help himself,
even where the path to a tolerable existence
lies clear. But at the same time man is
gifted with a mind which can conceive the
universe; he is the child of God and in the
image of God; all beauty is at his command;
he can even in a sense create; he is vastly
greater than anything else there is within
our immediate experience, yet he is im-
measurably less than what he knows he might
be. He is at once despicable and awful, petty
and supreme,

I suppose we are all agreed that the uni-
verse, of which this world is a part, did not
make and cannot sustain itself. Any person
who looks at the sky on a clear moonless night
will see multitudes of worlds far larger than
ours, and multitudes of suns far larger and
more luminous than ours. Herschell is said
to have counted twenty millions of such worlds
and suns in the Milky Way alone; and lately
I have read of the newest discovery of a sun,
called Super-Nova, three hundred million light
years distant from this earth and five million
times larger and more luminous than our sun.
All these bodies are traveling through space at
an almost incredible rate of speed, yet the
order is such that scientists can tell us in
exactly what part of space they will be in
relation to one another one year from now,
ten years from now, a hundred years from
now. If we take our minds from the con-
templation of immense bodies to small things,
we shall find that in a drop of water there
are great numbers of living creatures, all
obeying the law of their being.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES,

The Author of this creation and regulation
must be omniscient, omnipotent and eternal.
This Omniscience, this Omnipotence and this
Eternal we call God, and He has been pleased
to reveal to His creature, man, much con- .
cerning Himself which man of himself would
never and could never know. Among other
things, God revealed that He created two
orders of beings, angels and men, to both of
which, for a cause worthy of Himself, He
gave free will. To Lucifer, one of the leading
angels, He gave a large part of the adminis-
tration of this world. We know this because
of the work this fallen angel has been able
to do; and when Our Lord was on this earth
He called Lucifer “the prince of this world.”
Lucifer and a large number of the angels, as
individuals, abused their free will, and through
the sin of pride disobeyed God. Their sin
of disobedience was irremediable. When
Lucifer fell, the intelligence and power which
God had given him were not taken away from
him; and, being at enmity with God, he
wanted to oppose Him in every way possible.
He had the power to tempt, and did tempt
Adam and Eve to disobey God.

With the fall of our first parents fell the
whole human race—for it is a race. That
fall entailed terrible consequences. It was
not, however, irreparable, and it must have
been different from that of the angels, for
God Himself, in His pity for man, undertook
to repair the fault, man co-operating; and
the story of the reparation is the story of
Christianity. The second person of the God-
head clothed Himself with our humanity,
became one of our race, and thus by His
passion and death redeemed mankind. The
fruits of this redemption are obtainable by
all who believe in Him and ask for pardon.
Nevertheless, many of the sad and bitter con-
sequences of the fall remain to be borne by
ourselves, and among these are sickness,
decrepitude and death.

When our Lord and Redeemer was visibly
present on this earth, Satan, though his intel-
ligence and power were in many respects far
greater than those of man, probably did not
know, or else doubted, that Jesus Christ was
God. Therefore he decided to tempt this
wonderful being and miracle worker, as he
had successfully tempted many others from
Adam and Eve down. The Bible tells us
that he took our Saviour up into a high moun-
tain, showed Him all the kingdoms of the
world, and their glory, and said: “All these
will I give you if you will follow and worship
me.” This was no idle boast on Satan’s part.
Already he had tried, and since has tried,
that temptation on many men in all walks
of life and in every calling; and multitudes
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fell and since have fallen, and received their
share of the guilty partnership in this life.
This temptation of our Saviour, if meditated
on as it should be, will give every person in
the world sufficient thought for a lifetime.
If properly understood it would enable us to
account for the state of the world that was
swallowed up by the Deluge; it would enable
us to account for the populous and flourish-
ing cities which once existed and whose ruins
are now uncovered by the spade of the
archaeologist; it would enable us to account
for the civilizations that are little more than
memories; it would enable us to account for
the political-religious upheaval of the six-
teenth century, and the multitudinous conse-
quences of that event; it would enable us to
account for the eighteenth and the nineteenth
century surrender of Christianity to plutoc-
racy, when Christians essayed to serve both
God and Mammon at the same time; and
finally, it would enable us to account for
the awful state of the world to-day.

I have said that when Lucifer fell he did
not lose his intelligence and power; and man
would be in a bad way indeed if he had not
a stronger power than Satan to call on for
aid. As Adam’s fall consisted in disobeying
God and trying to make himself equal to
the Most High, we, to counteract that dis-
obedience as far as we can, must acknowledge
God’s omnipotence and our dependence on
Him by asking Him for all spiritual and
temporal necessities. If Christianity be true,
this is the essential duty of man; but it is
just the duty that the great majority of men
and nations refuse to perform. It follows,
then, that so far as this world is concerned
the kingdom of Satan is more extensive than
the kingdom of Christ; and this gives us
the explanation of all, or nearly all, our
troubles and misfortunes.

And now as to the credibility of Christianity.
When our Lord, the founder of Christianity,
was on this earth, He said to those who
doubted Him, “If you do not believe me,
believe My works.” His works were entirely
beyond the power of man, and were per-
formed to prove His divinity. I know that
I am safe in saying that the miracles of
Jesus would be accepted as proved by any
court of justice in the civilized world, capable
of hearing evidence and weighing its value.
Moreover, it will, I think, be admitted even
by those who deny or doubt His divinity,
that Jesus was the most honourable, upright
and truthful man that ever lived. And He
declared Himself to be God. He said, “The
Father and I are one;” and again, “All power
is given unto Me in heaven and on earth;”

and further, “I am the Way, the Truth and
the Life.” No merely human lips could utter
such expressions as these. Therefore, if the
Bible is an inspired record of those events,
or is even authentic history, the position of
the Christian is impregnable.

Furthermore, while Christ was on this
earth as man, He gathered around Him a
number of ordinary men whom He daily
instructed and finally formed into a body
corporate, or church, passing on to it the
commission He had received from the Father.
He told it that He would Himself be with
it all days, even to the consummation of the
world, and in addition would send the Holy
Ghost, the Spirit of Truth, to be its com-
panion and guide it unto all truth while time
would endure. Again I say that if the Bible
is not a book of fables these promises were
made by God, and are as enduring as God
Himself—“Heaven and earth shall pass away
before My word shall pass away.” Hence it
inevitably follows that that Church must be
in the world and functioning to-day with all
the powers which God committed to it, and
which are necessary for the proper perform-
ance of its work. God instructed that Church
to teach every human creature on earth, and
commanded all men to hear it. Hence it
follows that He would not and could not allow
it to apostatize and lead men astray. He
would, if necessary, use His omniscient power
to prevent such an occurrence. Individual
members led by Satan might fall away,
might in fact do anything that bad men
coull do, but Jesus, because He was and is
God, would, under the -circumstances, take
care of the corporate teaching body.

Some persons say that Christianity is and
has been a failure. Other persons say it has
never been tried. Both statements are at
best but part truths. When Christ was born
the Roman Empire, which then embraced
practically the inhabited world, though at
peace was sunk in abominable iniquities. T'wo-
thirds or three-fourths of the people were
slaves to the others. Possessing no rights of
their own, they had to submit to the injus-
tices, the ecruelties, and the vices of their
masters. In three or four hundred years a
tremendous change for the better took place.
It was brought about entirely by the Christian
Church, though she had to live for the most
part of that time in the bowels of the earth.
During that time she absorbed and took to
herself nearly everything that was meritorious
in Roman civilization. When in the fifth
and sixth centuries the empire was over-
thrown by the barbarians of the North, the
Church had to undertake their civilization
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and Christianization; and under all the cir-
cumstances she did not make such a bad job
of it. This much at least can be said: that
in a few hundred years, out of this rough
material a Europe was made that successfully
withstood and finally overthrew the Moham-
medan power. Could the Europe of to-day do
as much? Could a Peter the Hermit arouse
and unite the conscience of the Christendom
of this age in a great and holy cause? To
ask the question is to answer it. His preach-
ing to-day in such a cause would have about
as much effect as the chirping of a house
sparrow would have. And while our forbears
were engaged in this life-and-death struggle
with Mohammedanism they found time to
build and were able to endow dozens of
schools and universities, which were attended
by hundreds and thousands of students, many
of them getting their tuition free. They also
found time and means to dot Europe with
churches and cathedrals that even to-day are
the admiration of the world; and they
adorned those edifices with paintings and with
sculpture that cannot be equalled in our
time. And the guilds and other social insti-
tutions of those ages we are even now trying
to copy. Even the wars of those ages were
chivalrous and merciful compared with the
fiendish wars of the present age. In the face
of even the meagre record I have roughly
sketched, can it be truthfully said that Chris-
tianity has never been tried, or has been
tried and found wanting? Yet it must be
admitted that there is still much wrong with
the members of the Christian churches.

If, in the outline mentioned, I have cor-
rectly diagnosed the world’s troubles, then
to every intelligent, thoughtful person the
remedy suggests itself. Once again I repeat
our Lord’s words: “I am the Way, the Truth
and the Life.” In another place He says,
“Without Me you can do nothing.” There-
fore even the wayfaring man could not err
if he did not come under the power of Satan.
Where is the man, particularly the political
ruler or the executive official in business, who
will willingly acknowledge that he himself
is nothing and of himself really owns nothing,
that to God belongs everything that is in the
world, or ever will be in it, by the clearest
and best of all titles, namely, creation; and
that to be God’s steward is the highest posi-
tion to which any man can ever attain, and
that all Satan’s promises to the contrary are
the hollowest of mockeries? If everybody
would get these fundamental things clearly
fixed in his mind and act accordingly there
would not be much wrong with the world.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

During the past year Hon. W. D. Herridge
has given his views on public questions to
the people of this country from the lecture
platform. Doubtless the honourable gentle-
man has some worth-while ideas on the sub-
jects he discusses, but he manages to cover
them over with such mountains of words that
it is difficult to find them. In this respect
he resembles somewhat our friends William
Aberhart and Major Douglas. I think Mr.
Herridge leans to the idea that the adoption
of a democratic form of government would
be a remedy for all the ills of our time. Some-
body has said with considerable truth:

For forms of government let fools contest;

That which is best administered is best.
If the ills of the world are so simple that
they can be cured by the general adoption
of some particular form of government they
need not worry anybody. Lloyd George, if
I read his letters aright, also has great faith
in democracy, but he is clear and specific.
He would have the democratic nations, such
as the British Empire, France and the United
States, impose their form of government and
their will on the rest of mankind, by force
if necessary. This too would be a very simple,
easily understood remedy, and I do not think
Satan would object to it. When it becomes
a fundamental principle of democracy, and
is generally practised by the nations possessing
that form of government, that every man is
intrinsically equal to every other man in the
sight of God, and has an inherent right to
equal opportunities, democracy, though often
a synonym for plutocracy, will have estab-
lished a strong claim for general adoption.
In the meantime, democracy is, I think, the
best form for the English-speaking nations,
and for as many others as wish to adopt it.

The attitude of the great democratic nations
towards the League of Nations and kindred
subjects appears to me to be peculiar. In
1919 they all, with the United States leading,
formed a League of Nations and pledged
themselves to intervene nationally and inter-
nationally, if necessary, to prevent future
wars. Later the United States withdrew from
the agreement, but France and Britain went
on and induced many other nations to go on
with them. In 1937 France and Britain took
the lead in trying to induce other nations
to join with them in a non-interference pact
in regard to the world war in Spain. Both
courses may have been justified by circum-
stances which I do not understand, but I
think they will appear to the man in the
street as being the result of expediency rather
than of principle, and will prove to him that
democracy would not be a cure-all for the ills
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of the world. As I see it, Satan can work
about as well under a democratic form of
government as under any other form, and he
is never as dangerous as when he assumes the
garb of righteousness. For instance, he fre-
quently enters homes and, under the pretence
of promoting domestic felicity, dissolves the
marriage tie, thus undermining the most im-
portant principle of all human society. Again
he gets many Christians, even clergymen, to
work against the entrance of God into the
national schools, thus gathering many children
and future generations into his net. It has
been well said that “he goeth about like a
roaring lion seeking whom he may devour.”
It is now generally admitted that the League
of Nations has been a failure. However,
many say that if the United States had
adhered to it, as it should have done, it would
have been a success. I doubt this, and shall
give my reasons for doubting. A temporary
success it might have been, but, if Christianity
is true, a permanent success it could nof be.
Once again, I have to quote the words of our
Lord: “Without Me you can do nothing.”
Nobody even pretends that Christ was invited
to the conferences that established the League
of Nations, or to the conferences that drew
up the Treaty of Versailles. And both the
League and the treaty are gone the way the
tower of Babel went. Should I be correct in
saying that God’s rightful place in the affairs
of the world, or at least in the affairs of
Christendom, is not so much doubted or denied
as it is ignored? But is there any difference?
Until Christendom, at least, learns to put first
things first, I do not think it will get any-
where. Now it seems to me, and I hope I am
sensible on this point, that the first thing
Christendom has to do is to get itself united
in spirituals, at least. That would be putting
first things first. Some clergymen criticize
the League for not having done more than
it has. But are they in a position to criticize
effectively while their own house is in such
disorder? The world conferences and the other
great conferences of the churches to promote
unity, which are held or talked about from
time to time, show the yearning of the human
heart for such a desirable end. They also
show that man has not entirely forgotten the
earnest and beseeching prayer of our Lord
and Saviour: “ Father, I pray that they all
may be one, as Thou, Father, in Me, and I
in Thee, that they also may be one in Us:
that the world may believe that Thou hast
sent Me.” That gives us hope. Yet the
conferences accomplish very little, if anything.
There must be a cause for this, and surely
it cannot be impossible for men of goodwill
to discover it. As I see it, that cause is the

endless number of sects or confessions into
which Christianity has become divided, and
the large number of divisions within many of
the confessions, weakening and in some cases
nationalizing Christianity, and leaving it
unable to cope with great world or even
national * evils. What the future will be I
know not, but I am certain of this: that
Christianity will not perish from the earth,
and that the Church which Christ founded,
with which He promised to remain till the
end of time, and to which He said He would
send the Holy Ghost to be its companion and
to guide it unto all truth, will not be over-
whelmed. On one occasion our Saviour
boarded Simon Peter’s boat to cross the sea
of Galilee. A great storm arose and the boat
was covered with waves. His disciples awoke
Him, saying, “ Master, save us or we perish.”
He chided them for their little faith and then
spoke to the winds. Immediately there came
a great calm. His disciples wondered among
themselves, saying, “ What manner of man
is this, for even the winds and the sea obey
Him?” To the man of faith, Jesus Christ
is still supreme Master and Ruler of this
world. The winds and the sea still obey Him,
and He will have the last word as He had the
first, when He said, “ Be light made.”

The Address was adopted.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
NOTICE OF MOTION

The Hon. the SPEAKER: I have not had
an opportunity of looking up the point of
order raised by the honourable member from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock) with regard
to the notice of motion by the honourable
senator from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien).
I would ask him to allow his notice to stand
over until to-morrow, when I shall give my
ruling.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So it does not
go on the Order Paper. ;

Hon. Mr. CALDER: No.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Thursday, February 3, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
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CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
NOTICE OF MOTION

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable mem-
bers, yesterday I gave a notice of motion
to which exception was taken. The matter
was submitted to His Honour the.Speaker,
with the result that from a moral point of
view I have won a beautiful victory; but,
thanks to His Honour’s ingratiating manner,
I have conceded absolutely everything I could
yvield, and so my honourable colleague from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock) also has won
a victory. I now give notice that at the
next meeting of the House I shall move:

That in the opinion of the Senate the Govern-
ment should be urged to settle the railway
problem of Canada at an early date, in order
to stop the ruinous loss made each year by the
Dominion through the Canadian National Rail-
ways, and which already amounts to several
billion dollars.

EXTERNAL RELATIONS
CREATION OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
senators, I give notice that at the next sitting
of the House I shall move:

That a new standing committee of this
honourable House be created, to be called the
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, for
the purpose of dealing with matters of inter-
national concern; and that the rules of the
House be amended accordingly.

I think that, with the permission of the
House, I should add just a word of explana-
tion. Canada, willy-nilly, is drawn into the
vortex of international affairs. We have in
the Senate valuable sources of information
concerning international affairs, but unfor-
tunately these sources are denied to us because
many of the matters involved are of such a
nature that information with respect to them
cannot be given openly in the House. At
a meeting of the members of all the commit-
tees of the House this morning it was sug-
gested, and I think the suggestion was accepted
almost if not quite unanimously, that it would
be advisable for the Senate to create a new
standing committee for the purpose of dealing
with international affairs, so that all the mem-
bers of the House could get first-hand infor-
mation with respect to such matters as they
concern Canada. I need not tell honourable
members that we have in our midst, in the
leader of this House, probably the best in-
formed authority on all matters of that kind,
and I feel sure that if he were protected, so
to speak, by the secrecy which would be
obtained in such a committee he would be only
too glad to give information of great interest
to each and all of us. Besides, we have public
servants of the highest competence, like Dr.

Hon. Mr. CALDER.

Skelton, who could be called in; and perhaps
the Prime Minister himself, if he could find
the time, might greatly enlighten us on many
important international affairs.

Hon. A. D. McRAE: Honourable senators,
I know I am not quite in order in speaking
to a notice of motion, but, as it deals with
a subject to which I have given a great deal
of thought, I ask the House to bear with me
for a few minutes. I would say first that I
am entirely in accord with the proposal for this
committee; indeed I made a similar sugges-
tion to this honourable House about two years
ago. In the interval I have enlarged my views
as to the matters that could be dealt with by
such a committee, owing to my acquaintance
with a number of issues on which our people
are seeking opportunity to make representa-
tions to Parliament. One such matter, for
instance, to which I referred earlier in the day,
is the International Migratory Birds Conven-
tion, which has been so disappointing to our
thousands of sportsmen throughout Canada.
In my own province, I believe, we get a
revenue of about $200,000 a year from sports-
men by way of licences. This year they had
one week’s shooting. They are very desirous
of having some means of presenting their case
here, and I think it would be helpful to all
concerned, including the Government of the
day, that a way should be open to them.
Another matter that has been mentioned is
the preservation of our wild life, which could
come within the scope of this committee.

The suggestion I wish to leave to be con-
sidered when this matter comes up is that if
the proposed standing committee is estab-
lished it should include internal, external and
all other affairs not within the jurisdiction of
existing committees. It may be said that
the practical method would be to appoint
two additional standing committees, but I
think that the one proposed would suffice for
all these matters. That is the only suggestion
I have to make, and I thank  honourable
members for letting me make it at this time.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE—
ADJOURNMENT

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I have been asked whether there
would be any bills from the Commons to
engage our attention at this time. I have
inquired of my colleagues and am advised
that nothing will be forthcoming for the next
three weeks, and I have no firm promise that
even then there will be important legislation
for us to consider. From an examination of
the matters to come before the Commons I
have concluded that we could well afford to
allow the members of this House who live
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at a distance, east or west, an opportunity of
returning home and attending to their affairs
while the Commons are dealing with bills
before submitting them to us. It may be
said that the Government might have insisted
on certain of its members relinquishing to
this House some of the measures emanating
from various departments, in order that the
Senate might be kept occupied during the
next few weeks, but on examining those
measures the Government deemed it advisable
to have them initiated in the House of
Commons. A couple of the proposed Bills
might have been introduced here, but as
similar measures had already been dealt with
in this Chamber and had not been discussed
in the other House, I thought it as well that
the Commons should have an opportunity of
expressing their opinion upon them.

With this statement, I move that when the
Senate adjourns this afternoon it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday, March 1, at 8 o’clock
in the evening.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, there are two matters I
should like to mention in relation to this
motion.

The first has to do with the National Em-
ployment Commission. It may be that my
information is not up to date, but I have
heard it is intended to conclude the work of
that commission immediately. I am informed
that the chairman has handed in his resigna-
tion. I shall in a minute give the honourable
leader of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand) an opportunity of saying whether the
chairman’s resignation is to be taken as a
prelude to the termination of the commission.
I am not at all objecting if such is the case,
much as I admire Mr. Purvis and believe
he has done the utmost that could be
accomplished.

The next point has to do with another
phase of the honourable gentleman’s remarks.
It appears the Government is not disposed to
initiate legislation at the present time, in the
Senate anyway, and that this applies even
in respect of a class of legislation which
hitherto has had initial and very lengthy and
earnest consideration at our hands. I refer
at the moment to the small-loans legislation.
I believe the intention is that some general
bill shall be introduced in the Commons this
session, shall wade through its long course
there and then come to us. Everyone, of
course, knows that the whole subject, arising
as it did out of specific individual bills, was
treated by the Banking and Commerce Com-
mittee of the Senate session after session with
the utmost thoroughness. Witnesses were
heard almost endlessly and, as we thought,

a very intelligent conclusion was arrived at
and submitted to the Commons; but there,
at the hands of the Administration, it was
summarily cast aside, and nothing was done
about it. Now, we understand, it is intended
to introduce a general bill in the Commons.
We wish them well. But what is the object
in our dealing, in the meantime, with in-
dividual measures anent the same question?
One was brought before us the day before
yesterday by the honourable senator from
London (Hon. Mr. Little). If the Commons
are taking up this subject in a comprehensive
way, trying to better the work we have done
in other years, why not let them deal with
this individual measure too? Let them take
the whole pie—crust, contents and all. To my
mind we are going to work at cross purposes
if the Senate attempts to deal with the bill
of the honourable senator from London while
the Commons have the general measure under
review.

Those two points occur to me and I should
like to hear from the honourable leader of the
Government on them.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am under the
impression that a bill similar to that which
is now proposed by the honourable senator
from London was dealt with by the Senate
and sent to the House of Commons last
session.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I confess that
I was not consulted as to bringing such a bill
again before this Chamber. I feel, like the
right honourable gentleman, that perhaps our
honourable colleague from London might re-
trace his steps and have the bill presented in
the House of Commons, there to be dealt
with either separately or with the general bill.

It was felt that when our legislation reached
the House of Commons last session the general
opinion of that House had not been educated
to the point of passing an impartial judgment
on it. This legislation is of a special character.
Interest and other charges were objected to
as being oppressive and usurious. We grappled
with the problem and came to the conclusion
that some of the figures were justified. Now,
if the Department of Finance submits a
general bill on the same line it will perhaps
meet with the same objection in the House
of Commons, in which event the committee
there will have to make an investigation
similar to that which we undertook last
session, and will have at its disposal Mr.
Finlayson, who, I think, supported generally
the decision of the Senate in the matter.
That is why I believe a general measure
similar to the bill of last session, which was
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not then studied to the same extent in the
other House as in this, should be initiated
there.

As to whether the National Employment
Commission has concluded its work, I cannot
give a definite answer to my right honourable
friend, but I was under the impression that
this was the case and that the commission
would be dissolved. We are about to adjou.s,
for a time. When we return to our duties
I shall be in a position to inform my right
honourable friend as to what will take place.
I cannot state what is the policy of the
Government in the matter.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
1, at 8 pm.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 1, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DOMINION FRANCHISE BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of

Commons with Bill 2, an Act to amend the
Dominion Franchise Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As this Bill is
similar to one we passed last year, I would
move, with the leave of the Senate, that the
second reading be taken to-morrow.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The Bill is
merely to extend the period of operation of
the Act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

The motion was agreed to.

COPYRIGHT AMENDMENT BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of

Commons with Bill 12, an Act to amend the
Copyright Amendment Act, 1931.

The Bill was read the first time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not believe
this is a Government bill.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: No; it is a
private bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Is that Mr.
Esling’s bill?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Yes.

Hon. Mr. GREEN:
Thursday next.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Second reading on

LORD’S DAY BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 13, an Act to amend
the Lord’s Day Act.

The Bill was read the first time.
Hon. Mr. DUFF: Explain.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, this Bill does not emanate from
the Government, but I think it was given
unanimous support in the other House. Its ob-
ject is to strengthen the application of the
Lord’s Day Act by adding to section 14 of the
Act the following subsectfon:

(2) Any person, being a director, an officer,
a superintendent or an employee of a corpora-
tion, to whose direction or orders any employee
is by the terms or conditions of his employ-
ment bound to conform, who authorizes or
directs any such last mentioned employee of
that corporation to carry on any part of the
business of the corporation in violation of any
of the provisions of this Act, shall be liable,
on summary conviction before two justices of
the peace, to similar penalties as those to which
a corporation is liable under subsection one
of this section or, for a first offence, to imprison-
ment for a term not exceeding three months
and not less than one month, with or without
hard labour, and for each subsequent offence,
to imprisonment for a term not exceeding six
months and not less than two months, with or
without hard labour.

Of course I do not desire to take charge
of the Bill. A member of the House of Com-
mons who introduces a public bill should
arrange with a senator to take charge of it in
this Chamber so that it may be furthered
here. Apparently this has not been done. I
doubt whether this Bill will meet with much
objection from any member of this House.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: May I suggest that the
Bill stand until we have a chance to look
into it? It is a very serious Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Perhaps the
honourable member would be satisfied if the
Bill fell, instead of standing. I should be.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: It is possible that if it
stands it will fall.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Bill may be all
right, but I see one very serious objection to it.
There are many industries in Canada in which
a continuous process is necessary. In sugar
making, for instance, the work has to con-
tinue on the Sabbath. The same is true of the
cement industry. The honourable member
who sits beside the right honourable leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Ballantyne) knows about
that. It is a continuous process, and if the
machinery is allowed to cool it is a long time
before the process can be commenced again.
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I suppose everybody in this House is aware
of the fact that it takes twenty-four hours to
raise steam on a warship. The manufacture
of alcohol, in which I am very much
interested—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: —is a continuous
process. Only to-day I was speaking to a
manufacturer of alcohol who said that if the
process were not continuous the work could
be carried on only two days a week.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I rise to a point of
order. This whole discussion is out of order.
The Bill has been presented, but not seconded.
It is quite unusual to discuss a bill on the
first reading. I have never heard of that
being done.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I think this Bill
contains a principle which is in conformity
with the Lord’s Day Act.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
point of order.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : I move the second
reading.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The honourable
gentleman from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Me-
Means) is quite correct. The discussion is
out of order. Someone might move to have
the Bill set down for second reading.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: Surely I am in order in
suggesting that the Bill stand.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I move that the
Bill be placed on the Order Paper for second
reading on Thursday next.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: If we carry this motion,
it means that we adopt the principle of the
Bill.

Some Hon. SENATORS: No.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: I am asking that this
Bill stand until we have an opportunity of
looking into it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It will stand
only if it be set down for second reading.
The motion is that the Bill be placed on the
Order Paper to be read a second time on
Thursday next. At that time the principle of
the Bill will be discussed.

The motion was agreed to.

NATIONAL RAILWAYS AUDITORS BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 17, an Act respecting the
appointment of Auditors for National Rail-
ways.
The Bill was read the first time.

I have raised a

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: This Bill simply
provides for reappointment of auditors for
the Canadian National Railways, which must
be done every year. With leave of the Senate,
I move that the Bill be put down for second
reading to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to.

SHIPPING BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 23, an Act to amend Part
V of the Canada Shipping Act, 1934. (Sick
Mariners and Marine Hospitals.)

The Bill was read the first time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I move that this
Bill be put down for second reading on Thurs-
day.

The motion was agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

On the motion to adjourn:

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Could the
honourable leader tell us what bills we may
expect to have to deal with to-morrow, other
than the two that have been put down for
second reading? Neither of them should take
much time, it seems to me.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I was expecting
to receive an important bill, but I am under
the impression that it has gone to a com-
mittee of the other House. So I can give no
answer just now.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I wish to sug-
gest that we put down second reading of the
Shipping Bill for to-morrow instead of Thurs-
day. This is the first proposed amendment
to the Shipping Act, which was initiated and
reviewed in this House four years ago. I
think it is rather significant that an Act of
such complexity was in operation four years
before any amendment was found necessary.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: With consent of
the House we could rescind the motion which
was passed and have second reading taken up
to-morrow.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think that
would be well worth while. And I suggest
that if the honourable senator to my right
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) is prepared to go on
with one of the motions standing in his name,
he might proceed before we take up the
Shipping Bill, so as not to be delayed by our
discussion of it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In the regular
course of procedure his motion would have
preference.

The second reading of Bill 23 was placed on
the Order Paper for to-morrow.
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DEFICITS OF CANADIAN NATIONAL
RAILWAYS

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Before the
motion to adjourn is put, I should like to
point out that according to an item in this
morning’s Gazette the revenue deficit of the
Canadian National Railways for January was
$1,510,753. The item says, in part:

The statement of operating revenues and
operating expenses of the Canadian National
Railways all-inclusive system for the month of
January issued here to-day shows operating
revenues were $13,321,632, as compared with
$14,043,352 in January, 1937. Operating ex-
penses were $14,832,385, against $13,960,130
during the corresponding period of last year.

I am bringing this up now as a matter of
urgency. I am sorry that I shall not be here
to-morrow, for I have to attend a meeting of
the Canada Steamships in the morning.

Honourable members will notice that in
January of 1937 the operating revenue was in
excess of the expenses, the respective figures
being almost the reverse of those for January
last.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Honourable sen-
ators, following the cue given by the hon-
ourable the senior senator from Winnipeg
(Hon. Mr. McMeans), I submit that this
discussion is out of order, and particularly
so since there is on the Order Paper a motion
to be made to-morrow with respect to the
whole railway situation.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Before the point
of order is discussed, I suppose I may say
a word. I hold in my hand a copy of La
Revue des Deux Mondes, a very serious
publication, which I see is in its 108th year.
It contains an article that deals with the
railway situation in France and discusses an
Act recently passed there. The writer is one
Louis Marlio, de I'Institut. So far only one
Canadian has ever been a member of I'In-
stitut, the late Rodolphe Lemieux, who was
elected to succeed Cardinal Mercier. I find
that railway conditions in France are similar
to those in Canada: there is about an equal
division between private and public ownership.
The article is in French, and, as I know some
honourable members are not as proficient in
both languages as I am, I would suggest that
it be translated into English, if the House
will consent. It is long and would require
some time to translate, but the work would be
worth while because of the similarity between
many of the conditions dealt with and those
we have in Canada.

I bring this up as a matter of urgency; so
I cannot be stopped by a point of order. The
situation is certainly urgent, for we are losing
a million and a half dollars a month, accord-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ing to the statement in the Gazette. And this
loss is on operations alone.

I do not know how to go about having the
article translated, and I leave it to honour-
able members to say whether it can be done.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I understand.
that my honourable friend will not be here
to-morrow, when the honourable senator from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) will move
a motion with respect to our railway situation.
I can state with assurance that the debate on
this motion is not likely to close this week;
at all events, it will not close to-morrow. My
honourable friend will:- have plenty of time,
after he comes back, to give us a résumé of
the article—the meat of it—in support of any
argument that he desires to make.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Having in
mind the lamentable figures just recited by
the honourable senator from De Lanaudiére
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain), I make this suggestion
to him. He should spend the time between
now and his return to the House in asking
forgiveness for not having voted as I urged
him to do two years ago.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 2, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

KENOGAMI RIVER DIVERSION
PROJECT
CORRESPONDENCE
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I desire to lay
on the Table copies of a communication dated
March 1, from the Prime Minister of Canada
to the Premier of Ontario, regarding the

Kenogami river diversion project.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Is that sup-
plementary to what was laid on the Table
yesterday ?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.
the 1st of March.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: A subsequent
letter?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Does that end
the letters?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am under the
impression that it does.

It is dated
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CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
MOTION—DEBATE ADJOURNED

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN moved:

Be it resolved, that, in the opinion of the
Senate, the Government should be urged to
settle the railway problem of Canada at an
early date in order to stop the ruinous loss
made each year by the Dominion, through the
Canadian National Railways, and which already
amounts to several billion dollars.

He said: Honourable members, I crave the
indulgence of the House while I attempt to
support my motion by a brief for the for-
gotten taxpayer of this country. Now that
we have reached the promised land of pros-
perity, the taxpayer clamours for relief. He
is entitled to sympathetic consideration.
‘Throughout the depression he has done his
duty bravely and without complaini, though
he has had to carry a heart-breaking and
ever-increasing load.

Time and again it has been affirmed that
the public indebtedness of Canada exceeds
eight billion dollars. I confess that to me,
at all events, a figure of that size, almost
astronomical, conveys but a vague impression,
and it is only by breaking it down and applying
it to every member of the community that
I can get a fair idea of what it means to
our population. By this process I come to
the conclusion that every standard family of
five in the country is answerable for $3,500
of public debt. I remember that Mr. God-
‘bout, who was for many years Minister of
Agriculture and afterwards Prime Minister of
‘Quebec, used to say that the average farmer
in that province was worth $8,000. That
included the value of his farm, his imple-
‘ments and everything else that he owned under
the sun. Now you see, honourable senators,
that against the possessions of such a farmer,
at the head of a family of five—often the
family numbers as many as ten—there is a
Tiability for $3,500 of public debt.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: 1Is that the federal
«debt or the total?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: The total public
-debt.

The Government proclaims that under its
guidance we have come back to plentiful
years. There is no denying that the federal
revenue has reached an unprecedented figure.
It will exceed $525,000,000 for the year. But
this, of course, also means that federal tax-
ation has reached its highest peak in Canada.
"To the sum that I have mentioned must be
added the provincial tax, which, according to
the Canada Year Book for 1936, is $175,000,-
‘000. Then there are the municipal taxes.
‘The Citizens’ Research Institute, in February,
1937, states that they aggregate $225,000,000.
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Add these together and you get a total of
§925,000,000. So it has come to pass that
the average Canadian family of five has to
provide for federal, provincial and municipal
governments no less than $420 a year, before
setting aside anything for the necessities of life.

It is difficult to conceive that in a demo-
cratic country, under government by the
people for the people, the taxpayers should
be so abused. Why has this come about?
The reason is that the taxpayer is not merely
the forgotten man, but the unknown man.

The masses think that taxes are paid by the
rich. Many people have accepted, almost with
glee, the slogan, “Soak the rich.” But, honour-
able senators, the taxpayer is not, and cannot
be, the rich man alone; he is the consumer,
rich or poor, wherever he may be. A glance
at the federal revenue and its sources is
sufficient to demonstrate this truth. The cus-
toms, excise and sales taxes and most of the
income tax, at least that portion provided by
corporations, are passed on from hand to
hand, in the course of business, until they
reach the consumer. This is also true of a
large portion of the income tax paid by indi-
viduals. Professional and business men pass
on their income tax, or as much of it as they
can, like the rest of their expenses, to their
clients or customers. The income tax, in its
higher brackets, is steep to the point of
frightening capital away from the country, yet
it provides but a small proportion of the na-
tional revenue.

It is a pity that taxes are indirect and, there-
fore, invisible. Otherwise the people would
soon learn that what they take from the public
funds with one hand they must replace with
the other. So long as the tax collector, hidden
in every store or shop and in every nook
and corner where business is transacted, con-
tiaues stealthily and invisibly to snateh in-
cessant contributions from the public, so long
shall we have excessive expenditure, and
finances in jeopardy.

Federal taxation is predicated on consump-
tion; which is a fair principle. The rich con-
sume more and therefore pay more than the
poor. Besides, the cost of administering the
country is so heavy that it would crush any
class or section and can be borne only if
apportioned on all the people. So in raising
my voice for the forgotten taxpayer I am
conscious that I plead not for a class nor
for a section, still less for any one party
against another party, but for the whole
nation. I am tempted to say the forgotten
nation, since per capita the Canadian people
have the largest public debt and the heaviest
taxes in the world.

REVISED EDITION
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It is but natural that the people, having
done their full duty without complaint dur-
ing the depression, should now clamour for
relief. What chance is there that they will
get any? The heavy load at present carried
by the federal exchequer is bound to grow in
certain respects. Our expenditures on arma-
ments, for example, if not enlarged this year,
will probably be enlarged in future. The same
is surely true of old age pensions. We were
given a premonition of that, a day or two
ago, by the honourable the Minister of
Finance. By 1951, if we maintain the present
system, we shall be spending more than
$60,000,000 under this head.

Besides there are crying needs in the land.
Municipalities by the score are crushed by
unemployment contributions. The Federal
Government will in all probability have to
come to the rescue and assume a larger
share of unemployment relief, for the chief
resource of the municipalities is taxation on
real estate, and that is already so high that
it cannot be increased. Recently mayors of
Ontario cities were menacing the Govern-
ment with the big stick, seeking to be relieved
of some part of this burden. Yet the country
at large has already paid for unemployment
relief no less than $600,000,000.

But that is not all. The Western Provinces
are tottering on the brink of bankruptey. They
have been flayed by two calamities at the
same time—drought and depression. There
is no doubt that our sympathy is with them
and that the Federal Government will come
to their rescue handsomely. To what extent,
I would not dare to estimate. However, the
amount needed cannot but be very large.
More than one-half the revenue of Manitoba
is absorbed by interest on its debt, and more
than half the population of Saskatchewan
are now living on unemployment relief. What
the essential needs of the three Western
Provinces will be, the Rowell Commission will
no doubt state. But help we must and shall
provide ungrudgingly.

This is the most proper time to remember
what the West has contributed in the past
to the prosperity and welfare of Canada. Its
unequalled development since the beginning
of the century has helped to bring about, in
no small measure, the industrial and financial
growth of the country. In return for the con-
stant outflow of its golden wheat from our
shores has come the inflow of golden coin to
the land, resulting in a measure of greater
well-being and comfort for each and every
one of us. It is no less fitting to realize
that what the West has done in the past it
can repeat in the future. The pluck and
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optimism of the Westerner are wonderful.
The great Western courage and the great
Western plains are treasures for us, both moral
and material. But whatever the West has
been in the past and whatever it may mean in
the future, it is more important for us all
to consider what the West is at present. The
Western people are part and parcel of our
Canadian family. The fact itself is amply
sufficient to justify the generous and
sympathetic help which the nation can pro-
vide. The spirit of the East, if it exists,
should be brushed aside and replaced by the
spirit of Canada, which alone can enable this
country to achieve the full stature of its
destiny.

But the forgotten taxpayer rightly fears what
this additional help for the West will mean for
him in increased tax burden. As I have
remarked, the Rowell Commission will no
doubt say what it will be, but in the mean-
time we cannot forget that during the last
five years the exchequer has had to lend to
these provinces the sum of $127,000,000.

The Liberal Government has taken a leaf
from the programme of its predecessor. It is
committed to unemployment insurance. If it
hesitates, as it rightly may, to request an
amendment to the Constitution against the
wish of certain provinces, it will no doubt pro-
ceed otherwise, for steps taken in a matter
of this kind are hard to retrace. What the
costs of this new departure will be and
what proportion of the population it will
cover, I do not know. However, if the scheme
is no wider in scope than that adopted by
Parliament in 1935, it will impose upon the
federal treasury an annual charge exceeding
$50,000,000. It is wise for us to ascertain
what is spent under this head in other coun-
tries. May I call attention to the present
outlay of the British Government? The last
annual return of State expenditure on public
social services in Great Britain, published in
December last, reads as follows:

Payable to workers under unem- ]
£52,111,000

ployment insurance scheme. .
Unemployment allowances and
transitional payments (the real
dolel) Al e T Rt ot T £46,855,000
£98,966,000

This is equivalent to almost $500,000,000.
If reduced to the scale of our population, this
would mean a yearly outlay of $125,000,000
for unemployment insurance in Canada. On
the assumption that wages and the standard
of living are much higher in Canada than in
Great Britain, this amount of $125,000,000
should be considered as a minimum. In fact,
our probable expenditure has been estimated
at anywhere from $150,000,000 to $165,000,000.
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And this is but the first step, to be followed
by many others through the propagation, with-
in the land, of the new philosophy of social
service. Indeed, when we have provided
security to part of our urban population and
protected the source of their livelihood, by
what equitable argument and for what time
can we refuse the giving of similar assurance
to our rural population? This no doubt will
entail crop insurance, at a colossal additional
cost. ;

Besides the expenses that stare us in the
face, there are cthers which, if not as appar-
ent and immediate, are just as unavoidable.
As an example, may I refer to the promises
made during the recent election campaign in
the constituency of St. Henry, in Montreal,
when ministers virtually bound themselves
-to fill the hole bored in the heart of Montreal
for the Canadian National terminals. This
would call for the expenditure of millions
for the decent burial of millions improvi-
dently spent in the past. However, I do not
wish to bring political controversy into this
discussion. Both parties have been respon-
sible for extravagance in the past. I need
only think of the Hudson Bay Railway to re-
mind myself of that. All I want to do here
is to make clear to the House that, apart
from expenditures plainly discernible at pres-
ent, ‘there remains the wide-open field of
political exigency. This is the price we must
pay for democracy; the price for even-handed
justice and liberty for all, and the privilege
we enjoy of looking other nations in the
face, with heads up, as free men.

This prompts me to state what I trust
no one, at least in principle, will dispute.
Whatever else we may be forced to do, we
can and must practise the strictest possible
economy in the administration of public
affairs. I am aware that of the ordinary ex-
penditure of the country less than twenty
per cent is susceptible of retrenchment, and
that only to a moderate degree. As to our
extraordinary expenditure, the position - is
totally different. We have still practically the
full-flow wastage of the Canadian National
Railways. Is it not time for the Government
at long last to do something in that respect?

This is the background against which I
have thought proper to set up the argument
I now submit on our railway problem, a
problem which the Senate thought it its duty
to consider thirteen years ago. It did so in
an atmosphere from which was banished every
motive other than the desire to serve the vital
interests of the nation. As that problem has
with time grown singularly more ominous
and pressing, this honourable House will no
doubt be willing to consider it anew in the
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same spirit, with the same competence, and
again with the sole desire to give help in a
moment of need. In what I shall say I want
it clearly understood that I have no wish nor
reason to blame the president, the board, the
officers or the personnel of the Canadian
National Railways. I hold them to be men
of high standing, competent, industrious and
loyal. The fault is not theirs. In my opinion
they are pitted against impossible conditions.

The railway debt of Canada has grown to
huge proportions. It has passed the
$3,000,000,000 mark and constitutes more than
half of our federal indebtedness. Let me
quote a paragraph from the Duff report on
the capital structure of the Canadian National
Railways:

At December 31, 1931, the long-term debt
of the Canadian National Railways due the
public (funded debt unmatured) amounted to
$1,276,457,207. The money invested subse-
quently in loans to the Canadian National Rail-
ways to meet annual deficits, interest accrued
on these loans, and deficits on Eastern Lines,
together total $1,393,469,164. The total of these
two sums is $2,669,926,371.

To-day our continual contributions for loans
and deficits exceed $1,724,000,000.

Our $3,000,000,000 railway investment is
not only totally unproductive of interest; it
increases by an average of more than
$100,000,000 a year. This huge amount of
$3,000,000,000 must cost Canada at least two
and one-half per cent in yearly interest, which
totals $75,000,000, besides an annual deficit,
which last year amounted to $40,000,000.
Where will all this lead us to?

Let me direct the attention of the House to
the concluding paragraph of the Duff report:

We feel compelled, as a matter of publie
duty, to strike a serious mnote of warning to
the people of Canada. Unless the country is
prepared to adopt the plan we have proposed,
or some other equally effective measures, to
secure the efficient and economical working of
both railway systems and thereby not only
reduce the burden on the federal treasury but
improve the financial position of the privately-
owned railway, then the only courses that would
be left would be either to effect savings in
national expenditure in other directions, or to
add still further to the burdens under which
the industries of the country are suffering by
the imposition of yet further taxation. Failing:
the adoption of one or other of these courses,
and there are obvious limits to their applica-
tion, the very stability of the nation’s finances:
and_the financial credit of the Canadian Pacifie
Railway will be threatened, with serious conse-
quences to the people of Canada and to those
who have invested their savings in that railway.

Every year since this report was drafted
experience has added to the truth and gravity
of its warning, and public opinion is being
aroused more generally and more intensely
every day. At its annual convention, held on
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the 30th of October last, the Federation of
the Chambers of Commerce of the Province
of Quebec, grouping together no less than
forty boards of trade and chambers of
commerce, adopted the following resolution:

Whereas a Royal Commission on railway and
transportation in Canada, comprising men of
international reputation and outstanding merit,
submitted a report on September 13, 1932,
designed to remedy the situation, admitted
by all to be of potent concern to Canada’s
welfare;

Whereas said report was prepared after this
Commission had conducted a searching inquiry
from coast to coast, and after it had heard all
interested parties and public bodies who had
representations to make;

Whereas five years have passed since then,
and no subsequent progress has been achieved
towards a solution of this problem, which
weighs so heavily through taxation on the
people of Canada, on its commerce and
industry;

Whereas it is the urgent duty of the Govern-
ment of Canada to find proper and effective
remedies in the circumstances, either along the
lines suggested by the Royal Commission or in
some other way;

Be it resolved, that representation be made
to the Government of Canada urging the press-
ing necessity of adopting effective measures to
secure the most economical operation of Can-
ada’s railway systems, in order not only to
eliminate the deficits of the Canadian National
Railways, thereby reducing the drain on the
federal treasury, but also to improve the finan-
cial position of the privately-owned railway,
whose good credit means so much to Canada
as a whole.

On the 12th of November last, at the annual
convention of the Ontario Associated Boards
of Trade and Chambers of Commerce, which
represents over forty boards of trade and
chambers of commerce in that province, the
following resolution was passed:

Whereas the annual deficits of the Canadian
National Railways have amounted, since 1923,
to the staggering total of $960,663,109;

And whereas these deficits, of recent years,
have not been subject to the reduction antici-
pated in the report of the Duff Commission;

And whereas the evidence adduced before the
said Commission indicated that only by the
adoption of a system of co-ordination and co-
operation or by the adoption of a system of
unification for operating purposes could reduc-
tions in the annual deficits of the National
system be effected;

And whereas it was estimated by expert
witnesses before the Commission that the former
method of effecting economies in operating cost
would result in savings of $30,000,000 annually
and that the latter method would result in
savings estimated to amount from $56,000,000
to $75,000,000 annually;

And whereas the said Commission recom-
mended the adoption of the plan for co-
ordination and co-operation which, subsequently,
was put into effect;

And whereas during the five years of the
operation of this plan the actual savings effected
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averaged approximately $1,200,000 annually in-
stead of the amount of $30,000,000 annually as
estimated ;

And whereas it is in the vital interest of the
Canadian people that the Government of Canada
should explore all avenues which would lead
to a more substantial reduction or to complete
elimination of the present annual deficits on
the operation of the National Railway System;

Be it resolved that this annual meeting of
the Ontario Associated Boards of Trade and
Chambers of Commerce urges upon the Govern-
ment of Canada the vital need of further con-
sideration of the proposals made to the Duff
Commission, and of a further examination of
all potentialities for effecting economies in the
operation of the National System which would
reduce the present severe drain upon the tax-
payers of the Dominion resulting from the said
annual deficits of the Canadian National
Railways;

Provided that due consideration be given to
the provision of adequate compensation for
railway workers whose employment might be
affected thereby.

Now I submit to you the recommendation
of all the chambers of commerce and boards
of trade in the Dominion of Canada. At
Vancouver, in the month of September last,
the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, which
comprises 150 boards of trade and chambers
of commerce hailing from every province and
from almost every important centre in the
Dominion, adopted the following ressolution:

The Canadian Chamber of Commerce has
long urged upon the Government of Canada
the necessity of taking action to deal with the
railway problem. The Chamber has observed
with profound dissatisfaction the fact that
negligible progress has been made in achieving

the objective desired. The Chamber considers
that the continuing burden of railways’ costs

_remains as the chief threat to the stability of

our public finances.

The Canadian Chamber of Commerce, in
convention assembled, with all the emphasis at
its command now urges upon the Dominion
Government to take resolute and constructive
action to solve the railway problem and thus
relieve the burden now resting upon the people
of Canada in this regard. :

In my opinion it would be difficult to con-
ceive of a body of men of business more im-
portant than that which is represented by the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce. Certainly
there is none that provides the exchequer with
a larger amount by way of taxes every year.

And what about public opinion? Every-
where throughout the country you now hear
more frequently—and the assertion becomes
louder every day—that there must be prompt
and resolute action with respect to this prob-
lem. Even those who are directly responsible
for the settlement of the problem have ad-
mitted its gravity and urgency. Everyone
will remember what the Right Hon. Mr.
Bennett said when he was in office. He said
that if the financial integrity of this country
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was to be preserved this problem had to be
settled without any further delay. The Gov-
ernment that followed took no other position.
Two years ago Hon. Mr. Howe, speaking in
the Railway Committee of the House of
Commons, said that it was unreasonable to
expect the Canadian nation to continue to pay
$50,000,000 every year for deficits of the
Canadian National Railways. TFurther, Hon.
Mr. Howe said that it was the duty of the
Government to lift this load off the backs
of the taxpayers of Canada.

Well, honourable members, what happened?
The Bennett Government endeavoured to im-
plement the conclusions of the Duff report.

It did not meet with a great deal of success, .

perhaps, but although it had not much time
at its disposal, it did make some retrench-
ment. What has the present Government
done? I will not say that the Government
has thrown its responsibility upon the hands
of time. The Government trusted Providence,
trusted to the return of prosperity, and it
said that with the return of better times and
greater activity of business the difficulty would
disappear. Well, honourable members, we
have just recently had the reports of the
various banks as delivered at their annual
meetings—one of the last being submitted by
the honourable the leader of this House—and
I think I can say without danger of being
contradicted that nearly all of them have
demonstrated that we have now reached the
shores of better times. I am going to give
you one of the typical testimonies in that re-
spect. This is what Mr. Morris W. Wilson,
President of the Royal Bank, said on the
31st of January last:

During 1936 the rate of recovery in Canada
was phenomenal, and the high level attained in
that year was maintained in 1937. 1In spite
of the moderate recession at the end of the
year, induced by uncertainty of the business
outlook in the United States, the volume of
activity in most lines of business compares not
unfavourably with the record year 1929, and
in many lines, particularly mining, new high
records have been established. . . .

he manufacturing industries of Canada
continued to operate at high levels during 1937,
and in October the volume of production
established a new record, exceeding even the
highest point attained in’ 1929.
However, Mr. Wilson says this in respect of
the Canadian National Railways:

Notwithstanding the materially better con-
ditions that ruled during the major part of
1937, the railways received only slight benefits.
Increased gross revenues were largely absorbed
by increased operating expenses, and the year
will probably result in only a small reduction
in the heavy operating deficit of the National
Railways. This is distinctly discouraging and
only serves to emphasize the unwisdom of
expecting the situation to right itself through
increased traffic rather than through a more

intelligent handling of existing traffic by the
elimination of duplicating and overlapping and
uneconomic services. The patience of the
Canadian taxpayer in this respect is almost
beyond understanding.

Well, honourable members, notwithstanding
the fact that we have had better times for
two years, where do we stand with respect to
the Canadian National Railways? We are
still muleted every year to the extent of more
than $100,000,000: $40,000,000 for deficits and
at least $75,000,000 for lost interest on our raile
way investment.

What has the Government done? Here
again, I am tempted to criticize the Govern-
ment; to say, perhaps, that it has adopted the
policy of Mr. Micawber, in “David Copper-
field,” who waited for something to turn up.
But I will not do that. In my opinion it
would be too grave an accusation to say that
the Government has complacently allowed
Canada to bleed to the extent of $100,000,000
every year without doing anything to staunch
the hemorrhage. That would be accusing the
Government of heartless criminal negligence.
The truth, I think, is different. I think the
Government has been searching for a remedy
without being able to find one. I am
encouraged to think so by what Hon. Mr.
Howe said recently at Moncton. In receiving
a protest requesting immediate settlement of
the problem he said the pity was that no
useful suggestion had been made.

Well, honourable members, I am now going
to offer to the Government a suggestion
unanimously made by this House in 1925,
when conditions were not at all as grave as
they are to-day. It seems to me that if the
Government would listen to good advice it
surely would consider carefully the recommen-
dation made by the Senate after the most
thorough investigation, perhaps, ever made
in this country; an investigation in which
the best minds of the country—the best rail-
way experts and the best business men—were
called upon to contribute fully and freely be-
hind closed doors. At the close of that in-
vestigation the Senate recommended joint
managership—something which did not dis-
turb the property in either railway company,
and which left no ground for the contention
that it was impossible to unscramble
scrambled eggs. The Senate was very wary
of that, and recommended only unification
of management. If I may, I shall refresh
your memories by reading the conclusion of
this honourable House, and I shall do so
with pride. Here is the project suggested by
the Senate:

That both the Canadian Pacific Railway and

the Canadian National Railways should be
placed under the management of a Board of
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fifteen directors, five to be named by the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway, five to be named by the
Government, and these ten to choose five
proven, capable business men to complete the
Board; these last five directors to hold office
for ten years and to be removed only for cause.

The resolution goes on:

The merging of the two railway systems for
purposes of operation and administration as
above will remove or dispense with duplication
in railway tracks and rolling stock, in passenger
and freight services, in railway stations from
the Atlantic to the Pacific, in telegraph, ex-
press, and other services, in offices, in account-
ing and bookkeeping, in numerous other special
offices and staffs, in administration boards, etc.,
ete.,, and thereby and otherwise save an enor-
mous amount of money to the country. . . .

Your Committee is of the opinion that the
railway question is one of extreme importance
and of the utmost urgency; that the constantly
increasing public obligation on railway account
is approximately two million dollars per week,
and that until this problem is settled in some
way which will reduce the present enormous
expenditure there can be no relief from taxation
which is bearing so heavily on all classes, nor
can there be any move towards the reduction
in rates and fares so essential to the prosperity
of every inhabitant of Canada.

The conclusion of the committee was that
if the policy suggested by it were adopted
there would be a saving, as estimated by Sir
Henry Thornton, of $60,000,000; by Mr. Fair-
weather, the expert in economics of the Cana-
dian National Railways, of $56,000,000, and by
Sir Edward Beatty, of $75,000,000. Surely no
more dependable appraisal could be made.
The representatives of the Canadian National
Railways, at all events, did not want joint
managership, but they had to admit the un-
deniable truth.

Time has given greater authority to the
policy propounded by the Senate in 1925, and
its echo has gradually spread from one ocean
to the other., My present purpose is to show
how people throughout the land have rallied
to the judgment of this honourable House.
The Senate is not often given its due, but in
this case, unless I am much mistaken, the
members of the Government, willy-nilly, will
have to bow to the Senate and thank it for
having found the only possible solution of this
terrible problem.

Now, how has the policy propounded been
received? First of all, it has rallied to its
support the opinion of the President of the
Canadian Pacific Railway. That is some-
thing. May I read what Sir Edward Beatty
said in 1933 when addressing -the Canadian
Club of Toronto:

The next step in our effort to inform ourselves
about the railway situation came in 1925 when
a special committee of the Senate conducted a
protracted, if informal, investigation. 1 some-
times wonder if the people of Canada as a
whole realize the quality of work done by the.
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committee of the Senate, or the ability of these
elder statesmen shown in their for-the-most-
part impartial and conscientious study of the
questions submitted to them. They have the
great advantage of being members of a body
which is removed from the atmosphere of
active partisan politics; have, individually, had
great experience in business and, in many
cases, have graduated from the political arena,
and are, therefore, experienced in public affairs
and generally judicial in their consideration of
national and economic problems. While the
Senate’s deliberations were extended, their
conclusions were brief and to the point.

After reading the conclusions of the Senate
resolution, Sir Edward added:

The report of the Senate was not acted upon,
largely, I imagine, because conditions improved
and with them railway revenues, and we
entered upon the next few years of fictitious
prosperity and free spending, which has had a
substantial influence upon the severity of the
present depression. The report consequently
did not receive consideration by the directors
or shareholders of the Canadian Pacific. VWhat
their attitude towards it would have been I do
not know, but I am venturing to bring its
provisions to your notice because the seven
odd years which have since elapsed have amply
justified their apprehensions and their estimate
of the consequences of continuing the then and
present method of operation of the Government
system.

In certain quarters Sir Edward’s words will
be accepted with some suspicion that they
were prompted by his company’s interests.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Where was that
speech made?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Before the Cana-
dian Club of Toronto, on January 16, 1933.

Everyone must admit, I think, that in his
several utterances Sir Edward Beatty has
been as fair and frank as he has been forcible
and convincing. He never scught for the
Canadian Pacific what he did not ask for the
Canadian National. His plea was for both
companies; his plea was for Canada. No
doubt he was loyal to the Canadian Pacific,
but he was no less loyal to the Dominion.
After all, honourable senators, our two rail-
ways are the very arteries of the nation and
they must be one with it in strength or weak-
ness.

It must be remembered that the head of the
Canadian National considered the Senate’s
suggestion would mean a yearly saving for
Canada of $60,000,000. However, there are
experts on economics and transportatior, pro-
fessors in our universities, absolutely inde-
pendent of the railways, who have studied
with care the nation’s problem No. 1 and
pronounced themselves thereon. They speak
with the highest competence and authority.

May I quote Professor Leslie T. Fournier?
Since 1928 he has been associated with
Princeton University, where he lectures on
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transportation, public utilities, government
and business. For years he has probed our
railway situation, and in January, 1935, he
published in the Financial Post a series of
remarkable articles which were an able and
exhaustive study of his subject-matter. He
concluded, in part, as follows:

But one has only to study the operating
results over a period of years to realize that
the policy of developing a strong government
railway system as a competitor of the Cana-
dian Pacific has proved to be extremely costly
and uneconomic. Nor does there appear to be
any escape from the huge deficits of the Cana-
dian National as long as it is operated as a
competitor of the Canadian Pacific.

The fact is that there is mot enough traffic
on Canadian railways to support a competitive
railway structure.

This was true eleven years ago when the
Canadian National administration began to
build up the services and properties of the
system in order to strengthen its competitive
position. It is infinitely more true to-day Dbe-
cause in the meantime there have been capital
expenditures of over $800,000,000 on the two
properties, while the volume of traffic is far
below the level of 1923.

Therefore, if past standards of railway ser-
vice are to be preserved, and if the burden of
cost on the taxpayer from the deficits of the
Canadian National is to be reduced, there must
be a cessation of competitive railway operation
in Canada. This is the most important lesson
that can be derived from the experience of
the past fifteen years.

In a book published subsequently, under the
title “Railway Nationalization in Canada,”
Professor Fournier writes as follows, at page
347:

As it becomes generally evident that adequate
savings cannot be achieved by co-operation, it
may be expected that the demand for a more
effective solution of the railway problem will
grow. In the writer’s opinion, unified manage-
ment of the two systems is a means whereby
annual economies of fifty million dollars or
more are possible. It is a logical solution of
the railway problem, because it is the only
proposal which offers the promise of adequate
economies and because it would provide a
sound basis for the future development of
railway transportation in Canada.

Mr. W. T. Jackman, Professor of Trans-
portation at the University of Toronto, speak-
ing in that city on the 20th of January last,
said in respect of the cost of operating the
Canadian National Railways:

For every dollar paid for that railway’s
service, there was an additional fifty cents
paid for its financial defaults.

Let us note the financial record of the Cana-
dian National. At the time the roads included
in this system were taken over from their
private owners by the Government, in 1917-20,
the funded debt due to the public was $810,000,-
000 and the amount on Dominion Government
account . was  $524,000,000, or a total of
$1,334,000,000; but by 1936 the funded debt

due to the public was $1,185,000,000 and the
Dominion Government account including deficit
contributions was $1,948,000,000, or a total of
over $3,132,000,000. This shows an increase of
liabilities to the end of 1936 of about
$1,800,000,000.

The net income deficit of this system before
taking account of interest on Dominion Govern-
ment loan averaged, in 1932-36, $52,541,000 and
the unpaid interest on these Government loans
averaged about $36,000,000. These are the
figures obtained from the railway’s annual re-
ports. From the same source we learn that
the total net loss for 1932-36 was $496,242,111,
or an average annual loss of over $99,000,000.

Professor Jackman is quoted as favouring
unification of management, in the following
terms:

Noting some of the objections to unified
management of the two railways, Professor
Jackman stressed that it did not mean amal-
gamation. “ Amalgamation” means combined
ownership of two or more properties, while
unified management means the combined oper-
ation of these two systems, leaving the owner-
ship as it is.

The stage had long been passed, the speaker
held, when it was considered that “competition
is the life of trade” so far as public utilities
were concerned. “Rather is it the death of
trade,” he thought.

Stressing the advantages of unified manage-
ment, Professor Jackman said it would eliminate
the expense of operating a large amount of
mileage which is unnecessary. The Duff Royal
Commission in 1932, he recalled, had reported
there were 4,000 miles of unnecessary lines.

Of course, he commented, the existence of
this large amount of useless mileage means that
stations along the line, together with their
officers and attendants, the unprofitable train
operation, the expenditure for fuel, the depre-
ciation of equipment, the expenses of road main-
tenance, etec., produce a vast waste which is
not offset by revenue.

No community would be deprived of reason-
able transportation facilities and services, he
pointed out, but added that where two lines
of railway parallel each other for long distances
and are almost within a stone’s throw of each
other, the operation of both lines is a “gross
extravagance.”

Unified management would also eliminate
large amounts of duplicate overhead expense,
too, he continued. There would be no need for
two terminals, “with their heavy expenses of
maintenance and operation” at Montreal,
Winnipeg, Vancouver and other cities, no need
for duplicate accounting and office staffs all
over the country, no need for two competing
groups of freight solicitors, for two separate
supervisory staffs, for two independent tarifi-
issuing services with the great cost connected
therewith. Instead of duplicate express,
telegraph and hotel services and advertising
expenses, these could be performed at least as
effectively and with great economy under one
management,

I could also quote to the same effect Mr.
Swanson, Professor of Economics in the Uni-
versity of Saskatchewan; but I shall refrain,
so as to condense my argument as much as
possible. :
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How has public opinion responded to the
policy propounded by the Senate and, in
1933, voiced by Sir Edward Beatty? Let me
quote editorials of newspapers in various parts
of the country, which, I take it, were a fair
indication of public opinion. These com-
mentaries appeared between the 16th and
19th of January, 1933.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What year?
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: 1933.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, 1933?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I have others very
much more recent, which I shall quote later.

The Toronto Telegram said:

As put by the President of the C.P.R., the
choice before Canada seems to be whether this
country would best be served by two insolvent
railroads or by one solvent road. The natural
preference would be for two solvent systems,
since belief in competition and public ownership
is not dead, and since it is generally recognized
that the privately-owned road has other claims
to this country’s benevolence than as its
greatest taxpayer. But if overbuilding and
overoperating means present ruin to both if
separately operated, how is the gap to be
bridged between the present period of depres-
sion and that indefinite time in the future
when increased population and increased
bExsm.eis;s will tax the capacity of every foot
of rail?

The Ottawa Citizen concluded a general
survey of the amalgamation proposals with
the following paragraphs:

Mr. Beatty’s view that the railways should
be amalgamated into one system with one
management is obviously in accordance with
the general movement, as it is coming through-
out the world, toward industrial reconstruction.
There will doubtless be much debate about
whether one system should be under private or
vublic  ownership, control and operation.
Actually there is a far more vital issue to be
settled. The people of Canada need to decide
whether they are to continue to have the
financial means to enjoy the benefit of an
essential railway service.

The nature of the management is important,
but it has been demonstrated that Canada can
have efficient railway management with national
ownership as well as with private ownership.
When the people had money, they enjoyed the
privilege of railway service under both plans.
At present they are apparently confronted with
the possibility of having neither, unless the
necessary steps toward financial reconstruction
are taken.

Now let us look at what was said by a
paper in British Columbia. In the Colonist,
of Victoria, appeared this statement:

The new Budget introduced in Parliament
a few days ago provides for some economies.
It may be doubted if they are sufficient to
avoid the necessity for further taxation. It is
well, however. to know that Mr. Bennett is
fully seized with the_difficulties attendant on
any fresh taxation. He has been speaking in
plain language on this matter, as well as on
the subject of the imperative necessity of finding

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN,

a solution for the railway problem. As far
as the latter is concerned what is done during
the present session will have an important
bearing on the future, for good or ill. The
present legislation is regarded in many quarters
as a mere palliative and not as a solution.
No palliative will substantially reduce the
$1,000.000 a week which the taxpayers have to
contribute to state ownership. On the other
hand unified control, as proposed by Mr. Beatty,
would mean the introduction of all those
economies which are essential. Mr. Beatty’s
plan is substantially the same as that which a
special committee of the Senate endorsed and
recommended after careful study in 1925. The
conditions in that year seemed to warrant
unified control. How much more so do they at
present after the experiences through which
the two transcontinental railway companies
have been passing. It is a significant thing that
the preponderance of mnewspaper comment
throughout the Dominion is favourable to
unified control. The House of Commons in
considering the matter has a responsibility to
do what is best for the country, irrespective of
party political considerations.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What year was
that?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: 1933. A great num-
ber of newspapers at the same time, that is,
from the 16th to the 19th of January, 1933, ex-
pressed their views much in the same strain,
all being very insistent on immediate action by
the Government. I will not weary the House
by quoting further from these newspapers. I
will simply give a list of them and call atten-
tion to the fact that they cover practically
every section of the country. This is the
list: Montreal Gazette; Halifax Herald;
Halifax Chronicle; Saint John Telegraph-
Journal; Hamilton Herald; Mail and Empire,
Toronto; Border Cities Star, Windsor, Ont.;
Kingston Whig-Standard; Vancouver News;
Quebec Chronicle-Telegraph; St. Catharines
Standard; Woodstock Sentinel-Review; Sher-
brooke Daily Record; Sault Ste. Marie Daily
Star; London Free Press; Daily Times, Trail,
B.C.; Lethbridge Herald; Port Arthur News-
Chronicle; Brantford Expositor; Galt Re-
porter; Regina Leader-Post; Financial Post;
Vancouver Sun; La Presse, Montreal; Calgary
Albertan; Prince Albert Herald; Kitchener
Record; Family Herald and Weekly Star,
Montreal; Canadian Labour Leader; Guelph
Daily Mercury; St. Thomas Times-Journal;
The News, Medicine Hat, Alta.; The Times,
High River, Alta.; Farmers’ Advocate, Lon-
don, Ont.; Post-Record, Sydney; The News,
St. Johns, P.Q.; Lindsay Post; Moose Jaw
Times; The Province, Vancouver, B.C.; Brit-
ish-Columbian, New Westminster, B.C.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Are they all
of 1933? .
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Yes. Now I

come to 1935.
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Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Does the
honourable gentleman say all those papers
support him? |

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Yes, they are in
favour of joint management.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN:
the Regina Leader-Post?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: As further indi-
cating public opinion, I have at hand editor-
ials of the same nature published by Cana-
dian newspapers in 1935, and again in the
latter part of 1937, and even within the last
few weeks. These articles appeared in the
last days of January or first days of
February, 1935, in the following papers: On-
tario Grower, Hamilton, Ont.; Vancouver
Sun; Brantford Expositor; Calgary Herald;
Daily Colonist, Victoria, B.C.; Telegram, Saint
John, N.B.; Calgary Albertan; Sarnia Ob-
server; Sherbrooke Record. The last series
was published in December, 1937, and Janu-
ary, 1938, in the following publications: Chil-
liwack Progress; Windsor Daily Star; Moose
Jaw Times-Herald; Scarboro Post; Regina
Leader-Post; Quebec Chronicle-Telegraph;
Toronto Telegram; Brantford Expositor;
Chatham Daily News; Mercury, Guelph;
Montreal Daily Star; Financial Post; Trail
Times; Daily Sentinel-Review, Woodstock.

May I close my reference to the press by
a short extract from the Montreal Gazette
of the 5th of February last:

The central Government has assumed and is
assuming very heavy obligations. What those
obligations will be after the Rowell Commission
has reported, and its report has been acted
upon, no one can foresee. What the Dominion’s
income will be in the next twelve or fourteen
months, even at the present terrific rate of
taxation, no one knows. Yet every year money
is being thrown away which could be saved,
and not in small amounts, but in millions.
Mr. C. L. Burton, President of the Robert
Simpson Company, addressing the Canadian
Industrial Transport League on Thursday night
in this city, declared that unless the solution
for the railway problem is found, enterprise
in the Dominion will languish and business and
services will be throttled through constant and
unnecessary increases in taxation. Mr. Burton,
who quoted at some length from the arguments
advanced by Professor Jackman, of Toronto,
in support of unification—as distinct from
amalgamation—offered his own opinion that
elimination of needless waste through duplica-
tion might easily lead to fuller employment,
and he suggested the retirement of senior men.
The tax burden he described as colossal and as
responsible for much of the existing civil and
political unrest, which undoubtedly it is. The
organization addressed by Mr. Burton adopted
a resolution urging that steps be taken for
study of the railway problem by a non-partisan
body, and that closer co-operation between the
two systems be promoted.

Including

I quote now from MacLean’s Magazine of
March 1, 1938:

In 1922 the British railways were in a
chaotic condition. Throughout the country
there ran 20,000 miles of track, most of it
Earalleled, and in some cases short-circuited,
y good highways, along which ran efficient
and growing road traffic. . .

To-day the position is completely changed.
The bewildering network of railway under-
takings is replaced by four companies, which
work in harmony together and whose profits
rose last year to £23,000,000.

Redundant and duplicate posts have been
abolished; duplicate eervices have been
eliminated; rolling stock and appliances have
been standardized. . .

They were given time in which to arrive at
a harmonious agreement, after which a Gov-
ernment tribunal stepped in and took control
of the amalgamations.

The workers, of course, had their own diffi-
culties, but were well provided for under the
Act. Primarily, it was recognized that reduc-
tion of staffs must be gradual and by reduction
of the compulsory retiring age to fifty-five.

The Act dealt thoroughly and comprehensively
with the question of compensation for dis-
placement. It provided first of all that “every
existing officer and servant shall, as from the
date of amalgamation or absorption, become
an officer or servant of the amalgamated
company.”

It then laid down that, although an amal-
gamated company had the right to abolish any
office held unnecessary, no officer or servant
could be transferred without his own consent
to a position he held to be worse either in the
nature of work, salary, conditions, or pension
prospects.

Provision was made in such a case for refer-
ence to a special tribunal in which compensation
must be made if his case was proved.

Compensation was also to be paid to anyone
who suffered a reduction of salary or standing
“on the ground that his duties have been
diminished” or who otherwise suffered a finan-
cial loss by reason of the amalgamation. . . .

Large sums are being spent in improving
the standard of maintenance of certain absorbed
lines.

Despite these factors, the companies have been
enabled, while substantially maintaining their
revenues, to grant material concessions in rates
and charges of all descriptions.

Before the grouping, these rates and charges
were 112 per cent above pre-War level. They
are lnow only about 50 per cent above pre-War
level.

Sir Felix Pole, retired general manager of
the Great Western Railway, said three years
after the amalgamation: “I can say positively
that the grouping has produced added economies
and efficiency, and has been of direct benefit
to the trader and shareholders. By producing
greater security of tenure and increased pros-
pects of advancement, it has also been directly
to the advantage of the employees.”

There are many more editorials to the same
purpose, but they have escaped me. Those
referred to, however, clearly indicate the
trend of public opinion.

I think I am justified in submitting anew
to the Government the resolution of the



42 SENATE

Senate. I do so with great confidence. It
was the result of a thorough investigation
at which the best minds and the greatest
experts of the country freely gave their advice.
It was supported unanimously by both sides
in this House. It was valued by our best
railway experts as being worth to the country
every year from $56,000,000 to $75,000,000.
Time has fully justified the warning given
by the Senate. For not having heeded it,
Canada is the poorer to-day by virtually
$1,000.,000,000.

The objections made to the suggestion of
the Senate are fast fading away. They have
been refuted in great part by men of authority
and by organs of public opinion. I need there-
fore but refer to them briefly.

The bogy of a huge and oppressive monopoly
has been dispelled by the policy adopted in
Great Britain of consolidating its railways,
and the measures about to be carried out by
the United States for a similar purpose. With
the Railway Commission increasing, if need
be, in authority and personnel, how could our
railways be oppressive? The monopoly is not
theirs either in rates or in suppression of lines
and services; and certainly not in traffic,
which they lose more and more every day to
their competitors on land, on water and in
the air.

Then there is the objection that the plan
would increase unemployment. The possi-
bility of increasing unemployment by the
release of 15 to 17 per cent of present railway
employees is now denied, as any difficulty
in that respect would be temporary and self-
adjusting. Unification of management can
hardly be carried out in less than four or
five years. Statistics in the United States
establish that death, resignation and pension-
ing reduce the number of railway cmployees
annually by 5 per cent. Therefore the number
of men retired under joint management would
be accounted for by natural causes in the four
or five years during which unification was
being completed. After the reduction is made,
our railways will still be better manned than
those in the States. And that is not all. The
reduction to be made would be just one-
third of the reduction rendered necessary by
the depression. The statement has been made
to me—and I believe it—that our railways,
per unit of operation, are 40 per cent more
heavily manned.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : I say my honourable
friend is entirely mistaken.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I accept the
objection made by my honourable friend,
because I have the greatest respect for him.
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

I may be mistaken. If I am mistaken I wish
he would correct me, not only in this, but in
other statements which I have made.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I am sure that if
my honourable friend will check that up he
will find he is entirely mistaken.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I have done my
very best to get accurate information. I am
fallible, and if I err I ask honourable members
to correct me.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I think my
honourable friend will find that the percentage
is the other way, and not as he has stated it.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Let me say that
the objection is self-liquidated; that is to
say, the personnel will, through natural causes,
be reduced before it becomes necessary to
bring about any arbitrary release. Besides,
no business run at a loss can provide stability
of work. An editorial of the Montreal Star
of the 26th of January last, urging the
adoption of joint management without further
delay, calls attention to the memorandum
recently submitted to the Government by the
Canadian Federation of Labour. In this
paper Labour, through its Federation, states,
inter alia:

Realizing that the duplication and over-
lapping of transport facilities in Canada have
greatly increased the burden of public debt,
thereby raising an obstacle to social reform
and lowering the general standard of living,
while undermining established conditions of em.
ployment, the Canadian Federation of Labour
desires to record its firm opinion that the
Government should, at the coming session of
Parliament, bring forward comprehensive legis-
lative proposals intended to reduce the evils
of duplication of services, and to restore com-
petitive equality. It is a well-established fact
that uneconomic duplication and inadequate
regulation of transport services are the chief
reason for the difference of 15 per cent or
more between railwaymen’s wage rates in Can-
ada and in the United States, and the low wage
rates and poor working conditions of other
transport workers. The continuance of this
disorder in the transportation industries has
not been of any benefit to the workers, as is
evidenced by the dismissal of many thousands
of railwaymen since 1929, while the exploitation
of the workers in other forms of transport ser-
vice has become increasingly severe. The
Federation recommends specifically: “That im-
mediate steps be taken to substitute complete
co-ordination of the railway systems, under
strict Government regulation, for the piecemeal
co-operation which has proved inadequate to
solve the problem.”

Nobody now believes that under unification
sections of the community would be left
without railway service. Sir Edward Beatty,
time and again, has affirmed that this was
unthinkable, How could the five directors,
holding the balance of power between the
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two railways and selected as trustees of the
nation at large, permit such an outrage? How
could the Railway Commission tolerate it?
How could Parliament permit communities
to be marooned in the midst of the nation?
This objection is preposterous.

Another objection, honourable gentlemen,
is one that you can deal with better than I
can myself: it is that Parliament should
hesitate before taking any irretrievable step.
Parliament can always undo what it has done,
but the pity is that we cannot always undo
the consequences of leaving a task undone.

Finally, some people are still wedded to
public ownership administration for our
railways. They object that we are going to
abandon the principle of state ownership in
the administration of our railways. How are
the Canadian National Railways operated
to-day? They are operated by a board named
by the Government. How would the combined
railways be administered under one manage-
ment? There would be fifteen men, five of
whom would hold the balance of power in
every matter of importance. These five
trustees of the nation would be named partly
by the Government and partly by the Cana-
dian Pacific. So, as far as that is concerned,
public ownership would have a great deal to
say, and undoubtedly any man who was ob-
jectionable would be eliminated. That would
be the whole difference. Is it worth a loss of
$100,000,000 a year to maintain the present
system ?

I have been requested to produce evidence
of the savings claimed for joint manager-
ship. I am, of course, not qualified to furnish
a detailed list of retrenchments on hundreds
of items totalling some $56,000,000 to $75,000,-
000, but I can estimate the savings on one or
two major items. Joint managership would
do away with from 4,000 to 5,000 miles of
railway. The upkeep of railway lines costs
yearly, on the average, from $2,000 to $3,000
a mile. If we take the minimum of 4,000
miles of abandoned lines and multiply by
the minimum yearly upkeep of $2,000 a mile,
we shall find that we can effect a saving of
$8,000,000 a year. Furthermore, joint manager-
ship would dispense with the services of 26,000
railway employees whose average salary is
$1,700 a year. That would bring about a
saving of $44,000,000.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: These men
would have to be looked after, would they not?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Just a second. If
my honourable friend will permit me, I think
he will find- me fair. By adding the two totals
together we get a figure of $52,000,000.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Would my honour-
able friend also check up on the salary of
$1,700 a year? I wish that were the average.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am not in the
railway business by any means, but I have
endeavoured to get my information from a
good, honest source. Perhaps my honourable
friend will bear with me. I admit that on the
first item, the upkeep of the railway, not all
the saving could be realized; and that on the
second item the total economy on labour would
be attained only after three or four years. But
this does not touch the wide field of sup-
pressible duplication in railway stations and
ticket offices, passenger and freight services,
express and accounting departments, and prac-
tically every other branch of the railways.

I wish to call attention to the very excel-
lent pronouncement made by Mr. J. J. Gib-
bons, President of the Board of Trade of
Toronto, at the annual convention of the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce at Van-
couver on the 9th of September, 1937, which
strongly recommends the unifying of adminis-
tration, and answers much more -effectively
than I have done the possible objections to
the adoption of such a proposal. What answer
has been made to the Senate recommenda-
tion for joint managership? None but vague
and malicious assertions; for example, that
there is afoot a conspiracy against the Cana-
dian National Railways. Think of the con-
spiracy that would gather together such ele-
ments as the Senate, our best railway experts,
professors of economics, boards of trade and
chambers of commerce and the overwhelm-
ing majority of newspapers in the country—
newspapers which, I believe, clearly reflect
public opinion. Such a conspiracy could be
nothing but the manifestation of the will of
the people throughout the country.

The plain truth is that the hand of the
Government is stayed by political apprehen-
sion. It fears the political reaction of the
West. But the West needs assistance and
must help us to find it. The Government,
with its ear to the ground, must know that
the weight of public opinion is against any
further procrastination. May I now, there-
fore, strongly urge the Government to adopt
the suggestion made by this honourable
House? If, perchance, it fears to follow too
closely in the footsteps of the Senate, let
it at least adopt the same process and call
into consultation the best authorities in the
land. By so doing it will undoubtedly reach
the best practical conclusion, a conclusion

which, unless I am much mistaken, will ap-
proximate that of the Senate.
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The resolution submitted by me to the
House only requests the Government to ad-
dress itself without further delay to the
nation’s No. 1 problem—a most pressing and
most dangerous problem in that it feeds and
grows on time.

I recall the clever jibe made by the Right
Hon. Arthur Balfour at public life. He said
that in politics it was easier to repeat a
stupid thing often than to do a wise thing
once. I surmise that the Government is very
sensitive to the currents of public opinion. I
think I have shown how these currents are
running now. He who wishes to ride must
stay in the saddle; but he who from fear
drops the reins and grips the saddle is bound
to come a cropper. Has the hour not struck
when political expediency should give way
to national necessity and the highest order of
patriotic duty?

For years financial experts have repeated
again and again that the credit of Canada was
gravely affected by unemployment, by the
parlous condition of some of the provinces,
and by the constant enormous deficits of the
Canadian National Railways. The Govern-
ment has addressed itself to the unemploy-
ment problem. Mr. Purvis, in a masterly
way, has analysed and classified it. Now we
know clearly how to attack it. The Rowell
Commission is now investigating the provinces,
and I am confident that the Chairman of
that Commission and his colleagues will meet
our highest expectations, which are based on
their ability and standing. But as for the
railway problem nothing has been done. The
nation is pouring out its life-blood at the
rate of two millions of money a week, and the
Government, so far, has done nothing!

The nation, with its ever-increasing burden,
is growing more and more weary, and, un-
happily, its credit on money markets of the
world is weakening. The partial failure of
our recent conversion loan in London is a
warning that should not be disregarded. Can-
ada must be strong and magnetic enough to
retain the faith of her own people, and to
draw to her shores the men and the money
required to build her up to the full stature
of her marvelous destiny.

The present situation reminds me of the
frightful fate of two foreigners joyfully rowing
down the Niagara river, unaware of the ap-
proaching danger of the falls. On both shores
individuals, then small groups and finally
crowds, shout to them that there is danger
ahead. They laugh and jeer, and pay no
attention: they are happy, and the sun is
shining brightly. Suddenly, when they are
close to the brink, they see disaster before
them and bend desperately to the oars in an

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

effort to save themselves; but it is too late,
and, as the crowds on both sides of the river
cover their faces in horror, the men are swept
over the falls.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Are they dead?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am not going
to answer my honorable friend’s question,
but I will offer him a simile. For years
warnings have come to the Governient, now
from the Senate, now from men of high stand-
ing on both sides of politics, then from the
press and from the great mass of the people.
These warnings have gone unheeded, but if
we continue the course followed in the past
inflation is inevitable, and the result will be
most disastrous. Will the Government not
strive for safety whilst there is yet time?
Conditions are uncertain: the present reces-
sion may lead to a further depression; war
may break out at any time. While we are
on an even keel let us clear the decks. If the
hurricane breaks we may be too late.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am sure we
have listened to the honourable gentleman
from Montarville with great interest. I am
sure also the honourable gentleman desires
that the Senate express an opinion, or that a
number of senators give the country the
benefit of their views on the very important
problem before us. The Government will he
most interested in having the opinions of the
members of this House, many of whom have
had considerable experience in matters con-
nected with the administration of railways,
before it asks its representative in this House
to reply on its behalf. The Government, of
course, has some views to propound. These
views will be propounded in due time, though
I may make the reservation, perhaps, that
they may be somewhat influenced by the
weight of the arguments that come from the
members of this Chamber.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The honour-
able gentleman assumes, of course, that this
House would not be at all influenced by the
views of the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If no other
member of this House desires to follow my
honourable friend, I will move the adjourn-
ment of the debate until Tuesday next.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am quite
agreeable to Tuesday, but I always like to
get our work done as expeditiously as pos-
sible. We are to be here this week and I
would suggest to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my right
honourable friend wishes to express his opinions
to-morrow, I shall gladly give him precedence.
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Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: My opinions
are pretty well on record, and I am now
eagerly awaiting expression of the Govern-
ment’s opinion. It is usual for the Govern-
ment leader to speak early on a motion such
as this.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My right hon-
ourable friend has reference to a venerable
tradition of another place, one that was fol-
lowed while he was a member there and is
still followed. But our custom has been to
the contrary. When a motion is made calling
for an expression of views by the Senate,
the stand of the Government is expressed at
the close of the debate—the Government
being wiser then, perhaps, than when the
discussion began. I know that my right
honourable friend has stated in no uncertain
terms his opinion on the Senate’s action in
1925. I have an impression that I alluded
to it in this Chamber that year, and I shall
look up the debates to make sure. But one
always has the right to express one's views
and to change them in the light of experience.

1 suggested that the debate be adjourned
until Tuesday next because I feel that the
speech of my honourable friend from Montar-
ville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien), which coversd
considerable ground, ought to be dealt with
by me in a manner which, at least as to
form, would satisfy this House.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: All right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But if my right
honourable friend desires to speak to-morrow,
I shall move adjournment of the debate until
then.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: My honour-
able friend knows that I am never eager to
speak at any time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Neither am I.
Then shall we make it Tuesday?

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
debate was adjourned until Tuesday next.

DOMINION FRANCHISE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 2, an Act to amend the Do-
minion Franchise Act.

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill has
for its object the postponement for another
year of the revision of existing electoral lists,
which, according to the Act, should be done
annually. Passing of the Bill would mean dis-
pensing with revision of the lists for the next
twelve months.

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

THIRD READING

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

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

NATIONAL RAILWAYS AUDITORS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 17, an Act respecting the ap-
pointment of auditors for National Railways.

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill is
a repetition of the request that is made to
Parliament annually for appointment of
auditors for the Canadian National Railways.
Messrs. George A. Touche & Company,
chartered accountants, of the cities of Tor-
onto and Montreal, are the present auditors.
I am simply moving for their reappointment
for 1938. .

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The honour-
able gentleman is moving second reading of
the Bill, the object of which is the reappoint-
ment of that company.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the -third
reading. of the Bill.

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

SHIPPING BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 23, an Act to amend Part V
of the Canada Shipping Act, 1934. (Sick
Mariners and Marine Hospitals.)

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill
contains some minor amendments to the
Canada Shipping Act of 1934. It has to do
with part V of that Act, which requires that
a fee or duty, on behalf of sick mariners and
marine hospitals, shall in certain instances be
levied on coasting vessels going from one
port to another in Canada, and on ships reach-
ing Canada from a foreign port. It is desired
to make clear that the fee shall be payable
only once a year by coasting vessels, and once
for every voyage by vessels coming from
abroad.

Clause (b) clarifies the intention of the
existing Act that a ship arriving at any port
in the provinces mentioned, and coming from
a place out of Canada to which it is im-
mediately returning, shall not be subject to
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the fee, provided one has already been paid
since arrival in a previous port of ecall in
Canada. :

The final clause provides that no such fee
or duty shall be levied on “a barge, scow or
lighter, which does not carry any crew and
is not self-propelling.” At the present time
dues are payable by vessels of these types,
and strong representations have come in
against this feature of the Act, especially from
British Columbia. There is a difference of
opinion as to the necessity for this amend-
ment, since the Act defines a ship and the
definition does not include craft of the types
dealt with here. This point can be looked
into later. I intend to move, if second read-
ing is passed, that the Bill be referred to
one of our standing committees.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I should like to ask
the honourable leader whether he does not
think there is a- danger that this new clause
may interfere with a field that is taken care
of by the Shipping Act as it now stands. In
the Act the definition of a ship was made very
clear. It does not include a barge any more
than a raft of logs.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Although the
language of the Act is very clear, it has
apparently been the practice to levy a duty.
Now Parliament intervenes to say that it
should not have been so levied. That is one
of the points we may discuss in committee.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am glad the
Bill is to be referred to a committee. I do
not think the last clause is necessary at all.
As the Act reads, “barge” and “lighter”
are included in the definition of “ship,” but
only for certain stated purposes, which do not
include dues. What is needed is not a change
in this clause, but a change of practice. The
Act has been read wrongly.

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

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Bill was referred to the Standing Committee
on Banking and Commerce.

TRANS-CANADA AIR LINES BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 29, an Act to amend The
Trans-Canada Air Lines Act, 1937.

The Bill was read the first time.

RAILWAY BILL
FIRST READING POSTPONED

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 14, an Act to amend the
Railway Act (Telephone Tolls).

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: This Bill,
honourable senators, is in the same class as
one introduced yesterday; that is to say, it
is a public bill sponsored by a private member
of the House of Commons. I would suggest
that if any. honourable senator intends to
sponsor it he should say so before it is read a
first time; otherwise it should stand.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am glad His
Honour the Speaker draws our attention to
the lack of a sponsor. Yesterday we were
in the predicament that, a bill having been
read a first time, no one rose who had been
asked by its promoter in the other House to
take charge of it in this Chamber.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Shall the said
Bill stand until the next sitting of the House?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Is a copy of the Bill
available?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I imagine there is
now a copy in our boxes.

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 3, 1938S.

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Speaker
1n the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill A, an Act respecting the Dominion
Association of Chartered Accountants.—Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen.

MONUMENT TO SIR CHARLES
TUPPER

DISCUSSION
On the Orders of the Day :

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable senators,
before the Orders of the Day are called I
should like to take advantage of the oppor-
tunity of making a few remarks with regard
to an advocacy that I have seen in the press
of Canada recently for the erection on Parlia-
ment Hill of a statue to Sir Charles Tupper.
I do this because from a reading of the
reports one would be led to believe that this
matter had not been mentioned before.

I want to say, first, that personaily I am
greatly pleased at the action of the gentle-
man—not a member of Parliament—who has
raised this question, because it brings it again
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to public attention.
fairness to the Senate, to say that at least
three times since I have been here the ques-
tion of a monument to Sir Charles Tupper

I do wish, however, in

has been raised in this House. In 1931, when
the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds was reporting, the honourable mem-
ber from Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner) and
other honourable members spoke of the neces-
sity or advisability of statues to the memory
of some of those who had not already been
commemorated on this Hill. The honourable
member from Pictou said he had noticed that
there were statues on the Hill to Sir George
Etienne Cartier, Sir John A. Macdonald and
Queen Victoria.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: D’Arcy McGee.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: He intimated that he
could not quite understand why the Queen
was placed third in the list. Then he went
on to mention D’Arcy McGee, George E.
Brown, Sir Wilfrid Laurier and ons or two
others.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Baldwin and Lafon-

taine.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: He then called atten-
tion to the fact that no statue bhad been
erected on Parliament Hill to Sir Charles
Tupper, Sir Leonard Tilley and Joseph Howe.
On that occasion I, too, made some remarks,
but I will not take up the time of the House
by repeating them now. I simply want to
point out that the question was raised then.

In ‘1932 the honourable senator from Rock-
cliffe (Hon. Cairine Wilson), Chairman of
the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, being unable to attend a sitting
of the House when one of that committee’s
reports was to be presented, asked me to
make the report on her behalf. In doing
so I spoke, in part, as follows:

Among other matters that came before the
commlttee was one brought up in the House
a year or two agofand no doubt on other
occasions also—namely, the desirability of
erecting a statue to Sir Charles Tupper, one
of the Fathers of Confederation. It is my
opinion that you cannot mention the three
strongest characters who took an active part
in Confederation without including the name
of Sir Charles Tupper. Even down to recent
times he has been a prominent figure in the
life of Canada.

I will not read more than that now. At
that time I drew attention in particular to
the absence of a statue to Sir Charles Tupper
and pointed out that he was one of the most
prominent figures in the whole picture of
Confederation. He was longer in the public
life of Canada than any other man has
been, up to the present time. A member of

successive governments, he reached the high
office of Prime Minister of Canada. It seems
to me that because of his long and eminent
service to the Dominion he has a stronger
claim than perhaps any other public figure
from the Maritime Provinces to the honour
of a statue on Parliament Hill.

In the same discussion I also mentioned
Joseph Howe, as did others. He was prob-
ably one of the greatest orators that Canada
has produced; undoubtedly the most eloquent
public man who has come from the Maritime
Provinces. His reputation for possessing a
silver tongue and wonderful brain was wide-
spread not only in this country, but also in
the United States and Great Britain. Canada
would do well to commemorate Joseph Howe
by the erection of a statue on Parliament
Hill. Of course, it may be said that, after all,
he was a Maritime rather than a Dominion
figure. Nevertheless, he was a great Cana-
dian, a man whose name is worthy of being
perpetuated by a statue here.

I think that a statue should be erected to
another great figure of Confederation days,
Sir Leonard Tilley. It would seem to be but
right that the lives and services of these three
men should be commemorated on our grounds
here.

In speaking on this matter in 1932 I said
that the last previous statue erected on Parlia-
ment Hill had cost $18,000, but it was felt
that, because of lower costs prevailing ai that
time, a considerably smaller sum would be
sufficient. An estimate then given to me was
around $10,000. I do not believe a statue
could be erected for that amount: it seems
to me the cost would be probably $18,000.
But after listening to the array of figures
presented to us yesterday, when the raiiway
deficits were being discussed, it seems to me
it would be paltry to consider so small a sum
as an obstacle to the erection of a statue
to Sir Charles Tupper.

I want to make it clear that the rcquest
for a statue to Sir Charles Tupper was
originated in this House, and not by anyone
outside it. The absence of a statue to that
great statesman has been deplored here on
three occasions, and strong recommendations
to remedy the lack were made to the then
leader of the House, the same honourable
gentleman who leads the House at this time.
He said that he would be pleased to bring the
matter to the attention of the Government.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: I am under
the impression that already this session, in
the House of Commons, the attention of the
Government has been drawn to the desir-
ability of recognizing Sir Charles Tupper’s
services on behalf of Confederation by erect-
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ing a statue to his memory on the Hill. Un-
fortunately I have not had time to look up
the answer of the Government, but I am
pretty certain it would be sympathetic. At
all events, I will draw the attention of my
colleagues to the suggestion that for the third
time has come from my honourable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Black).

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Thank you.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, I desire to add a word on
the subject. Usually I am not very im-
patient of delay in erecting monuments, but
I think the country is justly charged with
neglect in the case of Sir Charles Tupper.

There were, in broad outline, three parties
to Confederation: the province of Ontario,
the province of Quebec, and the Maritime
Provinces. Those who conducted the long
struggle and helped to bring about its con-
summation on behalf of the two central prov-
inces have for many years been commemor-
ated by statues—Sir George Etienne Cartier
as the chief figure from the province of
Quebec, Sir John Macdonald and the Hon.
George Brown as leaders from the province
of Ontario; but as yet there has been no
recognition in the same way of any statesmen
from the third party to Confederation, the
Maritimes.

Of those who took a prominent part on
behalf of the Atlantic provinces, I do not
think it would be claimed for any of the
others that their services equalled those of
Sir Charles Tupper. Not only was he most
prominent and most aggressive in the battle
for the confederacy, but subsequently he took
the largest part in the political history of
the confederated Dominion. We lose some-
thing by too great delay in commemorating
his services. Even yet there are personal
friends of his who feel deeply grieved that
this recognition has been so long delayed. I
know a very prominent man in the city of
Halifax—his sons are in the far West—whose
dearest ambition is to see this monument
before he dies, or at all events to see the
claim to a monument recognized and a com-
mencement definitely made for its erection.
I sincerely urge the Government to consider
the subject now, and I am sure that if it
does so it will not feel we are justified as a
country in ungratefully neglecting this matter
much longer.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, I think Peter Mitchell, of New
Brunswick, deserves a share of recognition.
In Nova Scotia the people were in favour
of Confederation. Even Joseph Howe

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

favoured it, and became a Cabinet Minister
in the first administration of Sir John Mac-
donald. But the people of New Brunswick
were hostile to the proposal—I suppose,
mainly because they were trading so much
with the United States—and turned it down.
Yet Peter Mitchell fought and won a general
election on the issue and brought his prov-
ince into Confederation.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I may be pardoned,
honourable members, for making one further
remark. While it is true Peter Mitchell did
take a prominent part in the Maritime Prov-
inces on behalf of Confederation, still Sir
Leonard Tilley was the outstanding figure
so far as New Brunswick was concerned, and
it was he who actually brought New Bruns-
wick into Confederation. I could relate some
rather interesting and romantic history in
that connection, but I will not take up the
time of the House.

COPYRIGHT AMENDMENT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. R. F. GREEN moved the second
reading of Bill 12, an Act to amend the
Copyright Amendment Act, 1931.

He said: Honourable members, I am not
going to discuss this Bill. I ask that it
receive second reading and be referred to a
committee. The Bill passed the other House
unanimously, and I think its provisions are
very well known to members of this House.
It corrects some matters in connection with
the Copyright Act, limits the powers of the
Canadian Performing Rights Association, and
requires them to publish a list of all music
in which they claim copyright.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: I
understand the Bill is to be referred to the
Banking and Commerce Committee, and with
that reference I am in thorough agreement,
but perhaps at this point it would be well to
direct attention to one or two things. The
Bill provides by the first section that any
applicant for a licence shall be furnished with
a list of all the musical works, and so on,
owned or controlled by the party who grants
the licence. I notice in the course of the
debate which took place elsewhere it is stated
that the list, if inclusive of all claims of this
association, would be larger than the telephone
directory of Montreal. Now, what is the value
of such a list unless it is indexed and the
principle of the indexing is clearly defined?
I do not think the section is of the faintest
value unless there is an addition to that
effect. As this would require some drafting
in advance, it seems to me well to mention
it now. I am not objecting at all to the Bill,
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and I hope to give it earnest attention in
committee, but a good deal of mechanistic
work should be done before it is passed.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. GREEN moved that the Bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Banking and Commerce.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think it quite
proper that this Bill should go to the Banking
and Commerce Committee, for, if I remember
correctly, it was the session before last—

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Two years ago.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: During that
session we had many sittings of the Banking
and Commerce Committee, and I recall one
which lasted until past midnight, and during
which we discussed many questions that are
involved in the present Bill.

The motion was agreed to.

LORD’S DAY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. JAMES MURDOCK moved the
second reading of Bill 13, an Act to amend
the Lord’s Day Act.

He said: Honourable senators, when this
Bill came before us last Tuesday it was
evident that no one had been requested to
sponsor it in this House, and some honourable
gentlemen apparently wanted to dispose of the
measure immediately. That was why I
undertook to move that it be placed on the
Order Paper to be read a second time to-day.

I have examined the Bill in the meantime,
and I find what appear to me to be mistakes.
The proposed amendment would in my
judgment—and I am not a lawyer—make the
Act much less drastic than it is, and would
afford opportunity for its violation. For
example, the word “permits” is by this
proposed amendment stricken out of section
14. It was so stricken out—if I may
be permitted to say so—on the representations
of two distinguished gentlemen in another
place, one of whom I have since talked with.
He said to me, “ Yes, that was a mistake, and
the Bill should go to a committee to be
straightened out.”

When we discussed this Bill last Tuesday
a question was raised as to its constituting
further encroachments upon the liberties of
Canadian citizens in the handling of necessary
work on Sundays. Section 11 of the Act
contains twenty-four exceptions, which of
course are not touched by this Bill. Those
twenty-four exceptions cover almost every-
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thing. However, from my study of the Act
I find that last Sunday I unwittingly violated
one of its provisions when I drove my auto-
mobile up the Gatineau to watch the skiers,
for there is no exception which would permit
me to do that. Neither is there any exception
which would permit a trucking company to
transport a truck-load of goods from Toronto
to Ottawa, or from Ottawa to Montreal. I
think some changes might be made in the
statute in view of the fact that conditions
have changed materially since its enactment.

So far as this proposed amendment is con-
cerned, in my opinion it is entirely wrong
to suggest that
Any person, being a director, an officer, a
superintendent or an employee of a corporation,
to whose direction or orders any employee is
by the terms or conditions of his employment
bound to conform, who authorizes or directs
any such last mentioned employee of that cor-
poration to carry on any part of the business—

shall be liable to certain penalties. The Bill
says “authorizes or directs.” There is no ques-
tion at all of permission. The word “permit”
is struck out. I can imagine many cases in
which it would be unfair to hold responsible
a director of a Canadian company who lives
in the West Indies, the United States, England
or some other place far removed from the
scene of the company’s operations. I think
it is absurd to say that he shall be liable to
imprisonment for three or six months, as the
case may be.

But surely we can adopt the principle of
the Bill, which is that there shall be a
reasonable and proper observance of the
Lord’s Day. I hope the Senate will give the
Bill second reading and allow it to go to
the Committee on Banking and Commerce.
In committee it can be thoroughly discussed,
and if it is not thought desirable that it
should proceed further it can be stopped.

Another reason why I think the Bill should
be dealt with in that way is that the complete
report of the discussion on the second and
third readings of the Bill in another place
occupies only two pages of printing. It com-
mences at page 912 and ends at page 914
of Hansard of the House of Commons. To
my mind this indicates insufficient considera-
tion of an important matter.

Hon. E. D. SMITH: Honourable senators,
I quite agree with what has been said by the
last speaker regarding the consideration given
to this Bill in another place. As he has said,
the discussion on the second reading, the
committee stage, the third reading and the
reporting of the Bill occupies only five columns
of Hansard. Furthermore, in the whole of
that discussion there was not one word said
about the principle of the Bill.

REVISED EDITION
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I do not agree with the last speaker as to
referring the Bill to a committee. We are
here just now to discuss the principle of the
Bill—a principle to which I object most
strongly. I will read the whole of the section.
It says:

Any person, being a director, an officer, a
superintendent or an employee of a corporation,
to whose direction or orders any employee is
by the terms or conditions of his employment
bound to conform, who authorizes or directs
any such last mentioned employee of .that
corporation to carry on any part of the business
of the corporation in violation of any of the
provisions of this Act, shall be liable, on
summary conviction before two justices of the
peace, to similar penalties as those to which
a corporation is liable under subsection one
of this section or, for a first offence, to im-
prisonment for a term not exceeding three
months and not less than one month, with or
without hard labour, and for each subsequent
offence, to imprisonment for a term not exceed-
ing six months and not less than two months,
with or without hard labour.

The principle of the Bill, I take it, is that
the directors, officers and employees of a cor-
poration, instead of the corporation or com-
pany itself, shall have the respounsibility of
deciding whether there is an emergency.

As the honourable member from Parkdale
(Hon. Mr. Murdock) has said, there are no
fewer than twenty-four exemptions under the
Act. The one that I am most interested in
reads as follows:

(w) Any unavoidable work on the Lord’s
Day to save property in cases of emergency,

or where such property is in imminent danger
of destruction or serious injury.

The honourable member from De Lanau-
diére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) drew attention the
other day to the fact that certain industries
require constant operation. The canning in-
dustry is one of these, and the clause I have
just read applies to it particularly. It would
apply also to factories engaged in the manu-
facture of any kind of raw product, such as
wine factories, tomato catsup factories, soup
factories, and the like, which are subject to
variations of the weather. A hot spell may
come in September, as it often does, and
maybe three or four times the normal quan-
tity of tomatoes will come to the plant. The
manufacturer must then decide if there is an
emergency. He has to decide whether it
would be disastrous not only to the plant, but
to the farmers as well, not to operate on
Sunday, and he has to pay any penalties
that may ensue. It is hardly necessary to
state that it is often absolutely necessary to
operate at night and on Sundays.

This Bill provides that the foreman, not
the employer, is to decide in this matter.
It is possible that unless the plant is operated

Hon. E. D. SMITH.

night and day, Sundays and week days, per-
haps for weeks at a time, there will be a
heavy loss. But if this Bill passes, and the
owner tells the superintendent he would like
him to work on Sunday, the reply may be:
“If I remember, there was an Act passed
the other day, in the Parliament at Ottawa,
under which I may be sent to jail if I work
on Sunday.” The employer may argue and
try to convince the superintendent that
there is an emergency. The superintendent
himself may be partially convinced, but if
he goes to half a dozen sub-foremen or to
the men who run the machines he will learn
that they too have heard that they are liable
to be fined or sent to jail if they permit
or perform work on Sunday, and they may
refuse to work. That is my objection to
the principle of the Bill.

Such a situation would be a serious thing
for not only the employer, but also the work-
men and the farmers of the district. There-
fore I submit that the Bill should not go
to committee. I think it is the most un-
justifiable Bill that has come before this
House for many seasons. It is pernicious and -
mischievous. It would create trouble and
would be disastrous. The employer, not the
workman, is the man who would pay the
fine, and he is the man who should decide
whether there is an emergency or not. There-
fore I shall vote against the Bill. I trust
that honourable members will carefully con-
sider what I have said before making up
their minds to send it to committee.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Does my honour-
able friend not realize that he is liable under
the present law, and that it should be
changed? There should be exceptions made
to cover the circumstances he has recited.

Hon. Mr. SMITH: There are.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The law
of date.

Hon. Mr. SMITH: Subsection (w) of sec-
tion 11 covers the situation exactly. When-
ever there is an emergency or danger of dis-
aster or loss, it is up to the corporation to
decide, and to take its chances.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I was in this House when, in 1906,
the Act in question was passed by Parliament.
It created considerable excitement in various
parts of Canada. The measure passed the
House of Commons without much difficulty,
but when it came to the Senate many
amendments were made to it, and good care
was taken to see that no injury was done to
any industry. The Senate worked on the
Bill for two or three days, and finally passed

is out



MARCH 3, 1938 51

it, I remember, at three o’clock in the morning.
Because every province had its own Lord’s
Day Act, this House insisted upon the
necessity of obtaining beforehand the signature
of the Attorney-General of the province in
which action was to be taken. Inasmuch as
the legislation was intended to cope with
large corporations which insisted upon Sunday
labour, and which employed hundreds of men,
it was felt that the Attorneys-General of the
provinces should be asked to further it.

Well, the law was passed. One difficulty of
which I have often heard is that some of the
large mill-owners or corporations feel that
they must press on their work, and therefore
insist upon operations being continued on
Sunday. Just as I entered this Chamber I
was told by a member of this House in whose
constituency there are many such institutions
that some of those corporations are regularly
being prosecuted for operating on Sunday,
but that they simply pay the penalty imposed
and continue their operations. I understand
this Bill increases the penalty for the purpose
of strengthening the law. I think the Senate
might give the Bill second reading and send
it to committee so that we may hear the
testimony of those who think there is good
reason for strengthening the sanctions already
in the Act.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, when this Bill was mentioned
yesterday, or the day before, I heard for the
first time that directors were to be included
among those to be punished in the event of
violation of the Lord’s Day Act. Our
Companies Act already imposes upon directors
penalties that are out of all reason and sanity.
In the case of a director who acts fraudulently,
or who acts as between himself and his
company under the stimulus of selfishness,
there is very little in the way of punishment
that can be too severe; but on directors who
are acting in good faith and with a view to
their company’s good, and that alone, our law
already imposes penalties which are not in
the nature of fines, but almost take the
haggard form of ruin. This is true to such an
extent that shrewd men, really careful men,
will not consent to become members of
boards. Therefore when I found the present
measure contained this further penalty I was
opposed to it. My opposition in that respect
was largely removed when I had carefully read
the Bill. I saw that it would not make a
director liable merely because of being a
director; that he could be liable only if he
was a company officer or employee who gave
an order to another employee. Therefore not
much objection can be taken, provided that
the present law in this regard is good.
51958—4}

I think the honourable senator who moved
the motion (Hon. Mr. Murdock) is right in
what he says as to the word “permit.” If it
was proper to have that word included in the
former law. there is no reason why it should
not be included now. I understand it was
stricken out in the other House. The argu-
ment showed apprehension that a director
might be held to have permitted a violation
without learning of it. But that is all cir-
cumseribed by the proviso to which I have
referred, for a director could not become
Liable without knowing of the violation.

But I am impressed by the words of the
honourable senator to my left (Hon. E. D.
Smith). I do not think he has been answered
at all by the honourable leader of the House.
The point is that it is the corporation which
should suffer for an offence. It may be that
the present Act does not impose sufficient
punishment upon a corporation for breaking
the law. We are told that corporations get
off by paying moderate fines; that they con-
sider it better to pay such fines than comply
with the law, and therefore they persist in
breaking it. That can be cured by an increased
fine. There is nothing a corporation fears
except the loss of money, and it would be a
simple matter to make the penalty heavy
enough to prevent indifference to the law. The
honourable senator to my left points out that
under this Bill an employee would be pun-
ishable for an offence committed by the cor-
poration itself. That employee may }.36:’ a
sub-foreman or occupy some minor position.
I do not think the law can go farther than to
pursue, through the corporation, the general
manager. 1 doubt if it could go even sO
far, because a general manager is, after all,
merely an employee of the directors.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Exactly.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think the
case made by the honourable senator to my
left is unanswerable. The penalty should be
restricted to the offender. Something must
be wrong with the law if the penalty cannot
be made heavy enough to prevent infractions.
After all, no corporation is going to persist in
a practice that results in a serious loss of
money.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I did not go
into these details, because I took it that the
Bill would be sent to a committee, where the
whole matter would be examined.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: When the Lord’s
Day Act was put through it was the subject
of a good deal of discussion. I went to see
the then Minister of Justice, now the honour-
able senator from North York (Hon. Sir
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Allen Aylesworth), with Honoré Gervais, the
member for St. Mary, whom the honourable
senator from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien)
knew well and my leader (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) knew better. It was decided—and I
hope there will be no change in this respect—
to insert a proviso that no prosecution could
be undertaken without leave of the Attorney-
General of the province concerned. I asked
that that proviso be made applicable to one
clause, and it was. Then I wanted it made
applicable to another. There was some ob-
jection, but I insisted. It was also made
applicable to a third clause, as it should have
been. Mr. Aylesworth, as he was known then,
said, “That is not the way we lawyers make
laws.” I replied, “Well, that is the way we
land surveyors make them, and we do not
have any trouble.”

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK moved that the Bill

be referred to the Standing Committee on
Banking and Commerce.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: May I ask the sponsor
if he does not think the measure should be
referred to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Private Bills?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It is a public Bill.
Send it to Committee of the Whole.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think it should
go to the Banking and Commerce Committee,
for it affects the industries of the country.

Hon. Mr. CANTLEY: It should not go
50 any committee.

The motion was agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable sen-
ators, as we have very little on the Order
Paper for to-morrow, I intend to move that
when the Senate adjourns this afternoon it
stand adjourned until Tuesday next at 8
o’clock in the evening.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: May I ask
when the Trans-Canada Air Lines Bill is to
come up for second reading?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: It is on the Order
Paper for to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It will come
up on Tuesday, but we can postpone it until
Wednesday if my right honourable friend
desires.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
8, at 8 p.m.
Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN,

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 8, 1938.
The Senate met at 8 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.
Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES
BILL

FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. McMEANS introduced Bill B, an
Act respecting Divorce and Matrimonial
Causes.

The Bill was read the first time.

OPIUM AND NARCOTIC DRUG BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 24, an Act to amend the
Opium and Narcotic Drug Act, 1929.

The Bill was read the first time.

WINNIPEG AND ST. BONIFACE HAR-
BOUR COMMISSIONERS BILL

FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 32, an Act to amend the
Winnipeg and St. Boniface Harbour Com-
missioners Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

OTTAWA AGREEMENT BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 34, an Act to authorize an
agreement between His Majesty the King
and the Corporation of the City of Ottawa.

The Bill was read the first time.

RAILWAY ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(TELEPHONE TOLLS)

FIRST READING

1} message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 14, an Act to amend the
Railway Act (Telephone Tolls).

The Bill was read the first time.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. SAUVE inquired of the Govern-
ment:

1. What has been the cost of the League of
Nations since its foundation?

2. How much has it cost Canada?
3. What Canadian matters has it considered?
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have an answer
for the honourable gentleman, but as it con-
sists of some nine or ten pages I will abstain
from reading it unless my honourable friend
wants me to do so.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Dispense.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answers will
appear in Hansard to-morrow.

Following are the answers to the inquiry:

1. The cost of the League since its founda-
tion till December 31, 1936, the last date for
which the audited accounts are available, has
been approximately 380,480,589 gold francs.
This figure is somewhat in excess of the exact
cost for the reason that since September
27, 1936, expenditures previously expressed in
gold francs have been expressed in Swiss francs,
which were between that date and December
31, 1936, at a discount of approximately 30
per cent.

2. Canada’s contribution to the League since
its foundation till the present has been
17,543,086 gold francs.

3. It would be quite impossible, so great is
the scope of the League’s activities, to give
an adequate idea in a summary statement of
the questions affecting Canada which have
been considered by the League. These ques-
tions, however, include, apart from the pro-
vision of means for peaceful settlement of dis-
putes and efforts to further disarmament, such
matters as the following:

The publication of treaties and conven-
tions;

The co-ordination of statistics of produc-
tion and trade;

The simplification of customs formalities;

Expert studies of a wide range of economic
and financial questions and questions of in-
tellectual co-operation which could not be use-
fully undertaken by national bodies;

Restriction of the illicit traffic in opium and
other dangerous drugs;

Suppression of the traffic in women and the
traffic in obscene publications; .

The co-ordination of technical work in
various fields of preventive medicine;

The standardization of sera;

The standardization of morbidity and mor-
tality statistics;

Supervision of sanitation and quarantine in
certain areas with a view to preventing epi-
demics;

Child welfare;

Studies directed to securing the greater
equality of the sexes in regard to nationality;

The codification of international law and
the progressive unification of penal law;

Careful and intensive investigation and re-
search with respect to hours of work, weekly
rest, labour conditions, industrial hygiene, pre-
vention of industrial accidents, factory in-
spection, workmen’s compensation, the pro-
tection of women workers, the protection of
children and young persons, annual holidays
with pay, unemployment, social insurance,
remuneration of labour, salaried employees,
professional workers, home work, special prob-
lems of agricultural workers, seamen, etc.,
ete., resulting, in many cases, in conventions
designed to improve the general position of
labour, and to prevent the competition of
countries with low labour standards dragging
down the standards of the countries, including
Canada, which have achieved, through long:
years of effort, relatively high standards.

In addition to the matters covered in these
conventions, methodical research work is car-
ried on and studies published on technical
progress and unemployment, rationalization,
collective agreements, statistics of aliens, the
mechanization of office work, technical and
vocational education, and apprenticeship,
regulation of hours of work and of rest of
truck drivers, and many other questions of
value to Canada and to all countries inter-
ested in social legislation and improving gen-
eral living conditions.

These conventions are set forth, for
convenience of reference, in two lists—the
first showing conventions ratified by Canada
and the second showing the conventions not
yvet ratified by Canada though many of them
deal with matters of interest to Canada.

LL.O. CONVENTIONS RATIFIED BY CANADA

Convention fixing the minimum age for
admission of children to employment at sea,
adopted as_ a draft convention by the
International Conference at its second session
on July 9, 1920. Date of registration of
Canadian ratification, March 31, 1926.

_Convention concerning unemployment indem-
nity in case of loss or foundering of the ship,
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its second
session on July 9, 1920. Date of registration
of Canadian ratification, March 31, 1926.

Convention fixing the minimum age for the
admission of young persons to employment as
trimmers or stokers, adopted as a draft
convention by the International Labour:
Conference at its third session on November:
11, 1921. Date of registration of Canadian:
ratification, March 31, 1926,

Convention concerning the compulsory medical
examination of children and young persons
employed at sea, adopted as a draft convention
by the International Labour Conference at its
third session on November 11, 1921. Date of
registration of Canadian ratification, March
31, 1926.

. Convention limiting the hours of work in
industrial undertakings to eight in the day and
forty-eight in the week, adopted as a draft
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convention by the International Labour
Conference at its first session on November 28,
1919. Date of registration of Canadian
ratification, March 21, 1935. ke

Convention concerning the application of the
weekly rest in industrial undertakings, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its third session on
November 17, 1921. Date of registration of
Canadian ratification, March 21, 1935.

Convention concerning the creation of
minimum wage-fixing machinery, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its eleventh session on June 16,
1928. Date of registration of Canadian
ratification, April 25, 1935.

1.L.0. CONVENTIONS NOT RATIFIED BY CANADA

Convention concerning unemployment, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its first session on
November 28, 1919.

Convention concerning the employment of
women before and after childbirth, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its first session on
November 29, 1919. .

Convention concerning the employment of
women during the night, adopted as a draft
convention by the International = Labour
Conference at its first session on November
28, 1919.

Convention fixing the minimum age for
admission of children to industrial employment,
adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its first
session on November 28, 1919.

Convention concerning the night work of
young persons employed in industry, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its first session on
November 28, 1919.

Convention for establishing facilities for
finding employment for seamen, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
?é)znoference at its second session on July 10,

Convention concerning the age for admission
of children to employment in agriculture,
adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its third
session on November 16, 1921.

Convention concerning the rights of associa-
tion and combination of agricultural workers,
adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its third
session on November 12, 1921.

Convention concerning workmen’s compen-
sation in agriculture, adopted as a draft
convention by the International Labour Con-
ference at its third session on November 12,
1921.

Convention concerning the use of white lead
in painting, adopted as a draft convention by
the International Labour Conference at its
third session on November 19, 1921.

Conference concerning workmen’s compen-
sation for accidents, adopted as a draft con-
vention by the International Labour Conference
at its seventh session on June 10, 1925.

Convention concerning workmen’s compen-
sation for occupational diseases, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its seventh session on June 10,
1925.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Convention concerning equality of treatment
for national and foreign workers as regards
workmen’s compensation for accidents, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its seventh session on
June 5§, 1925.

Convention concerning night work in bakeries,
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its seventh
session on June 8, 1925.

Convention concerning the simplification of
the inspection of emigrants on board ship,
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its eighth session
on June 5, 1926.

Convention concerning seamen’s articles of
agreement, adopted as a draft convention by
the International ILabour Conference at its
ninth session on June 24, 1926.

Convention concerning the repatriation of
seamen, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its ninth
session on June 23, 1926.

Convention concerning sickness insurance for
workers in industry and commerce and domestic
servants, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its tenth
session on June 15, 1927.

Convention concerning sickness insurance for
agricultural workers, adopted as a draft con-
vention by the International Labour Conference
at its tenth session on June 15, 1927.

Convention concerning the marking of the
weight on heavy packages transported by vessels;
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its twelfth
session on June 21, 1929.

Convention concerning the protection against
accidents of workers employed in loading or
unloading ships, adopted as a draft convention
by the International Labour Conference at its
twelfth session on June 21, 1929.

Convention concerning forced or compulsory
labour, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its four-
teenth session on June 28, 1930.

Convention concerning the regulation of hours
of work in commerce and offices, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its fourteenth session on June
28, 1930.

Convention limiting hours of work in coal-
mines, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its fifteenth
session on June 18, 1931.

Convention concerning the protection against
accidents of workers employed in loading or
unloading ships (revised 1932), adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its sixteenth session on April
27, 1932.

Convention concerning the age for admission
of children to non-industrial employment,
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its sixteenth
session on April 30, 1932.

Convention concerning fee-charging employ-
ment agencies, adopted as a draft convention
by the International Labour Conference at its
seventeenth session on June 29, 1933.

Convention concerning compulsory old-age
insurance for persons employed in industrial
or commercial undertakings, in the liberal pro-
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fessions, and for outworkers and domestic
servants, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its seven-
teenth session on June 29, 1933.

Convention concerning compulsory old-age
insurance for persons employed in agricultural
undertakings, adopted as a draft convention by
the International Labour Conference at its
seventeenth session on June 29, 1933.

(Convention concerning compulsory invalidity
insurance for persons employed in industrial or
commercial undertakings, in the liberal pro-
fessions, and for outworkers and domestic
servants, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its seven-
teenth session on June 29, 1933.

Convention concerning compulsory invalidity
insurance for persons employed in agricultural
undertakings, adopted as a draft convention by
the International Labour Conference at its
seventeenth session on June 29, 1933.

Convention concerning compulsory widows’
and orphans’ insurance for persons employed in
industrial or commercial undertakings, in the
liberal professions, and for outworkers and
domestic servants, adopted as a draft conven-
tion by the International Labour Conference
at its seventeenth session on June 29, 1933.

Convention concerning compulsory widows’
and orphans’ insurance for persons employed
in agricultural undertakings, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its seventeenth session on June
29, 1933.

Convention concerning employment of women
during the night (revised 1934), adopted as
a draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its eighteenth session on June
19, 1934.

Convention concerning workmen’s compensa-
tion for occupational diseases (revised 1934),
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its eighteenth
session on June 21, 1934.

Convention for the regulation of hours of
work in automatic sheet-glass works, adopted
as a draft convention by the International
Labour Conference at its eighteenth session on
June 21, 1934.

Convention ensuring benefit or allowances to
the involuntarily unemployed, adopted as a
draft convention by the Internmational Labour
Conference at its eighteenth session on June
23, 1934.

Convention concerning the employment of
women on underground work in mines of all
kinds, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its nine-
teenth session on June 21, 1935.

Convention limiting hours of work in coal
mines (revised 1935), adopted as a draft con-
vention by the International Labour Conference
at its nineteenth session on June 21, 1935.

Convention concerning the reduction of hours
of work to forty a week, adopted as a draft
convention by the International Labour. Con-
ference at its nineteenth session on Jumne 22,
1935.

Convention concerning the establishment of
an international scheme for the maintenance
of rights under invalidity, old-age and widows’
and orphans’ insurance, adopted as a draft
convention by the International Labour Con-
ference at its nineteenth session on June 22,
1935. .

Convention concerning the reduction of hours
of work in glass-bottle works, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its nineteenth session on June
25, 1935.

Convention concerning the regulation of cer-
tain special systems of recruiting workers,
adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its twentieth
session on June 20, 1936.

Convention concerning the reduction of hours
of work on public works, adopted as a draft
convention by the International Labour Con-
ference at its twentieth session on June 23,
1936.

Convention concerning annual holidays with
pay, adopted as a draft convention by the Inter-
national Labour Conference at its twentieth
session on June 24, 1936.

Convention concerning the minimum require-
ment of professional capacity for masters and
officers on board merchant ships, adopted as
a draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its twenty-first session on October
24, 1936.

Convention concerning annual holidays with
pay for seamen, adopted as a draft convention
by the International Labour Conference at its
twenty-first session on October 24, 1936.

Convention concerning the liability of the
shipowner in case of sickness, injury or death
of seamen, adopted as a draft convention by
the International Labour Conference at its
twenty-first session on October 24, 1936.

Convention concerning sickness insurance for
seamen, adopted as a draft convention by the
International Labour Conference at its twenty-
first session on October 24, 1936.

Convention concerning hours of work on board
ship and manning, adopted as a draft conven-
tion by the International Labour Conference
at its twenty-first session on October 24, 1936.

Convention fixing the minimum age for the
admission of children to employment at sea

(revised 1936), adopted as a draft convention

by the International Labour Conference at its
twenty-second session on October 24, 1936.

Convention fixing the minimum age for
admission of children to industrial employment
(revised 1937), adopted as a draft convention
by the International Labour Conference at its
twenty-third session on June 22, 1937.

Convention concerning the age for admission
of children to non-industrial employment. (re-
vised 1937), adopted as a draft convention by
the International Labour Conference at its
twenty-third session on June 22, 1937.

Convention concerning the reduction of hours
of work in the textile industry, adopted as a
draft convention by the International Labour
Conference at its twenty-third session on June
292, “1937.

Convention concerning safety provisions in
the building industry, adopted as a draft con-
vention by the International Labour Conference
at its twenty-third session on June 23, 1937.

EXTERNAL RELATIONS
CREATION OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN moved:

That a new standing committee of this
honourable House be created, called the Stand-
ing Committee on Foreign Affairs, for the
purpose of dealing with matters of international
concern, and that the rules of the House be
amended accordingly.
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He said: Honourable members, I need say
very little, it seems to me, in explanation of
the motion which stands in my name. Per-
haps I should say, however, that since I fur-
nished the House with explanations when the
notice of motion was placed on the Order
Paper, conditions in Europe have become much
more ominous. The shadow of Hitler has
been cast over Austria. The Prime Minister
of Great Britain, as he stated in the House of
Commons, has thought it necessary, in order
to prevent war, to deal directly and imme-
diately with Italy, and has even dispensed
with the very valuable services of a statesman
like the Right Honourable Anthony Eden.

If the situation was dangerous before, what
is it to-day? It seems to me that every think-
ing person in Europe or on this side of the
water must be asking himself, “Whither are
we going?” In the darkness we should like
to have some light, and in my opinion the
creation of this committee would afford a
means by which the members of this House
could get, from a gentleman whom I might
refer to as the ambassador-at-large of the
Government, the honourable the leader of this
House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), all the infor-
mation that it is possible to have on foreign
affairs. I have discussed this matter with a
number of my colleagues in this House, and
the conclusion has been unanimous that we
need all the information available, so that we
may make up our minds as to what we would
do if in the darkness the lightning were to
strike and another war were to sweep over
the world.

To these few remarks I would add only the
suggestion that in order to make the com-
mittee wider in scope we might change its
name to “the Standing Committee on Exter-
nal Relations and on matters relating thereto.”
This would permit all international matters to
come within the ambit of the committee.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I do not know whether I spoke on
the occasion when my honourable friend gave
notice of this motion, made a short explana-
tion, and was followed by my honourable
friend from Vancouver (Hon. Mr. McRae). If
I did not say so then, I desire to say now that
I see no objection to the motion. Many ques-
tions would come within the purview of the
committee to be formed. I realize that we are
breaking new ground, and we shall have to
walk circumspectly when dealing with matters
that concern not only Canada but also other
parts of the Commonwealth. However, we
shall attend to these matters to the best of
our ability.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

Hon. A. D. McRAE: Honourable senators,
it is unnecessary for me to say again that I
am favourable to the formation of this stand-
ing committee. The change of name proposed
by the honourable senator from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) will include, I under-
stand, a rather wide field. I have particularly
in mind some resolutions that I have received
from the Wild Game Maintenance Association
of the Western Provinces, who are particu-
larly anxious to have the subject of game
conservation presented. Many similar ques-
tions will arise from time to time, and, as I
understand, the proposed committee would be
empowered to consider these matters. I am
therefore in favour of the establishment of
this standing committee.

Hon. W. M. ASELTINE: Honourable
senators, I am not opposing the motion. In
fact, I think that such a committee would be
a very important one and could do a great
deal of good. At first I had it in mind to
move in amendment that the work of the
committee be broadened to include internal
affairs as well. My idea was that the com-
mittee would be able to deal with conserva-
tion of the wild life of our country. As the
honourable senator from Vancouver (Hon.
Mr. McRae) has just stated, petitions have
come to us from the Western Provinces,
where, in the last few years, game birds have
been depleted to a greater extent than I
should like to state. Wild game are becoming
less and less numerous as the years go by.
It seems to me very important, therefore, that
we should have a standing committee of the
Senate to deal with conservation of the wild
life of this Dominion. When I was a boy.,.
living in the Ottawa valley, I did a great
deal of fishing. At that time fish were plenti-
ful in all the lakes and streams surrounding
Ottawa and in Lanark county. Now you
have to go miles and miles, sometimes hundreds
of miles, to get good fishing, and probably
farther still to get good hunting in the fall.
At a later date I shall probably bring in a
motion for the appointment of a standing’
committee on the conservation of our wild
life. While agreeing to this motion, I did not
want to let the occasion go by without giving
some notice to honourable senators of what
I may do in the future.

Hon. JOHN T. HAIG: Honourable sena-
tors, the Manitoba Game and Fish Associa-
tion have written to a number of honourable
members of this House, I believe, requesting
that we do something along the line sug-
gested by the honourable senator who has.
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just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Aseltine). The
association points out that the Senate of the
United States formed a committee on con-
servation of fish and wild game, and that it
has already made great strides. ~Further,
large areas have been set aside over there for
preservation of wild life of all kinds. It is
suggested that if a similar course were fol-
lowed in Canada we should be very much
benefited. Some game birds, such as ducks
and geese, travel north and south, and both
countries have much the same problem with
regard to them. At a recent meeting of game
preservation associations from the whole of
the United States, it was announced that more
than ten million persons had been signed up
as members of these organizations. This
gives some idea of how active they are.

I was asked to propose that a committee
be established in this House along the lines
of the committee of the United States Senate.
If the present motion is wide enough to
empower a committee to deal with this sub-
ject of game and wild life, I am perfectly
satisfied; but if it is not, I should certainly
like to have it broadened.

Hon. J. A. CALDER: Honourable sena-
tors, it is quite a long cry from ducks and
geese to the situation that was pictured by
the honourable gentleman to my right (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien). I am not opposing the
motion, but for the life of me I cannot see
where in the world the committee will ever
get. There is a most complicated situation
* in Europe. A dozen countries or more are
involved most intricately, and their govern-
ments are dealing with that situation in many
ways that we never hear about and may never
expect to hear about, though we may see the
results sometimes. We must not get the idea
that if we appoint this committee we shall
be given all the information possessed by
the governments in all those European coun-
tries. Never in the world could we get it.
Where would our information come from?
What would be the source of the commit-
tee’s information? Would it be the Prime
Minister of Canada? Well, I doubt very
much whether he would tell us a great deal.

Hon. Mr. POPE: He is a wise bird.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Yes; people have to
be wise in such positions. It may be desir-
able to set up a committee as proposed, to
deal with some problems. No harm would be
done anyway, and we could see what value
it had as we went along. But I am afraid
we never shall get any information that will
enable us to conclude how the European
situation should be handled. That is my
view at the moment, I may be wrong. How-

ever, as I have said, I do not see that any
harm can be done by creating the committee
and doing as much as we can to save game
fish and wild life.

Hon. JAMES MURDOCK: Honourable
senators, I should like to ask a few questions
with regard to this motion. I understood the
mover (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) and the honour-
able senator from Vancouver (Hon. Mr.
McRae) suggested that affairs of international
concern would come before the committee.
Would they include, for instance, such a
matter as that of an international bridge at
Niagara Falls, which is now before us? And
would they include the Copyright Amendment
Bill, also before us just now, which has a
direct bearing upon a convention entered
into by various nations many years ago? The
honourable mover of the motion (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien) nods his head to signify Yes.

Then may I ask, if the aims and objects of
the committee are to be as he has outlined,
does he not regard this language in his motion,
“for the purpose of dealing with matters of
international  concern,” as unfortunate?
“Dealing with matters” would appear to
contemplate dealing with them to the point
of disposing of them. I think it would have
been more appropriate if the honourable
senator had said, “ for the purpose of consider-
ing matters of international concern.” One
gentleman said to me the other day, “The
Senate is now going to set up a committee to
usurp the powers of. the Department of
External Affairs of the Federal Government.
A Senate committee is going to deal with all
those matters.” Now, I know my honourable
friend does not intend that, but would his
motion not be clearer if he would substitute
in it some such words as I have suggested?

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable senators, I certainly will not oppose
the motion. I am not sure that I should be
so complacent were I sitting in the seat
opposite, but I presume the leader of the
Government feels the committee would do
no harm.

The Senate of the United States is of course
not at all analogous to this House as regards
foreign affairs. In that country all foreign
treaties must be approved by that single
body, and only by it. Here treaties are
indeed effective even if not approved by
Parliament at all, though the present custom,
becoming a constitutional practice, is to
obtain the approval of Parliament. Clearly,
therefore, we cannot expect any committee
of our Senate to have anything like the same
status of authority in respect of external
affairs as the committee of the United States
Senate possesses.
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Nor should I expect that officers of the
Department of External Affairs, who alone
would have information which is denied even
to the press, would likely give a committee
of this House information that they were not
prepared to disclose to Parliament. A
committee might be able to make some
special studies of certain phases of our external
relations, but these could be only in the nature
of informative studies for the benefit of the
House, and in no sense could they be
administrative acts. I should think that at
first the committee would probably confine
itself to matters of immediate and practical
concern which have to do with external
relations, such as the protection of migratory
birds.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Trade treaties.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The honour-
able senator from Parkdale (Hon. Mr.
Murdock) asked if such a matter as an
international bridge would be dealt with by
the committee. If the matter were before
us in a bill, it would be for the House to
choose whether the bill should be sent to
this committee or to the Railways Committee,
to which hitherto such measures have been
sent. The same procedure would apply to
the other instance mentioned by the honour-
able senator from Parkdale. But undoubtedly
he is right in suggesting that the resolution
should read rather less peremptorily than it

does now. 1 would suggest that it read
this way:
That a new standing committee of this

honourable House be created, called the Stand-
ing Committee on KExternal Relations and all
matters having to do therewith, to consider
and report upon the same, and that the Rules
of the House be amended accordingly.

Then certainly the committee would be
wide enough to include the subject emphasized
by the honourable the junior senator from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig).

I do not like at all the term “foreign
affairs” in relation to Canada. Perhaps I am
out of date, but it seems to me very pre-
sumptuous for us to be talking about a
foreign policy. Professors write very learned
books and magazine articles on the subject.
I read a book a little while ago, before it
was finally published, about the foreign policy
of Canada. The term is altogether too em-
bracing. If we are to have a foreign policy
we must launch upon a course of conduct
wholly different and mightily more portentous
than we are embarked upon to-day. We have
external relations, of course, but that is a
less ambitious term. It does seem hard to
comprehend how people take this country so
seriously as a great, influential factor in

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN,

world affairs. I do not want to minimize our
strength and our growing consequence, but
this picture of Canada constantly assuming to
lead democracies in matters of foreign affairs
is really pretty tiresome. We had better
realize just where we are and what we
amount to, and behave accordingly.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I do not think I
can give any further information. My motion
has been very happily revised, and I am
thankful to the right honourable leader on
this side of the House for his suggestion. I
might tell him that I had no such ambition
as that which has been hinted at.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I know that.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: We are not the
makers of world conditions; but we may
find it very hard to get away from the conse-
quences of those conditions.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: That, I take it, is
not open to contradiction. Therefore should
we not try to get all the light that can pru-
dently be cast upon the road we are travelling
—against our will, if you like? What objec-
tion is there to our seeing ahead as far as
we can? Why should we in the slightest
degree hesitate to ask our Department of Ex-
ternal Affairs to give us all information that
can prudently be furnished?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is all

right.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Surely, honourable
members, to-morrow we may have a full-dress
discussion on foreign affairs. After all, this
House has to deal with every treaty that
Canada enters into, and every phase of foreign
affairs. Would it not be much more satis-
factory for us to be well informed, so that,
being much better posted than we are to-day,
we may, as the honourable leader of this
House has said, tread warily on thin ice,
if there be any?

I do not want to prolong the discussion,
but I may add there are many phases of
external affairs as to which I should like to
know what the Government intends to do.
For instance, now that the Prime Minister
of Great Britain has declared his country’s
attitude towards the League of Nations, what
is to be our attitude towards it? Surely there
is no objection to our being informed as to
that. I repeat, I had no ambitious inten-
tions such as have been hinted at. All I
want to get is such light as may be prudently
thrown on external relations, and that I think
I am fairly entitled to.
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Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: I am very sorry
not to be able to agree with the honourable
member from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beau-
bien). If we are to be furnished information
here in the open, how can we prevent that
from reaching a potential enemy? One of
the weaknesses of the League of Nations was
that it discussed ticklish international affairs
in public. Diplomacy is never conducted in
the open. Talleyrand said that language had
been given to man to disguise his thoughts.
How can we disguise our thoughts in frank
discussion? I have great faith in the Empire.
If the possession of such faith constitutes an
Imperialist, then I am one. British statesmen
and diplomats are the best trained in the
world. Look at the way in which they have
extended the Empire within my lifetime.
Even if we locked the doors of this Chamber
and had secret sessions, the gist of our
discussions would leak out, to the advantage
of any potential enemy. I do not think it is
wise to show your hand. I have never played
cards in my life, but I know you never show
your hand in a card game.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I would suggest that a
better name would be the League of Notions.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Does my honour-
able friend intend to amend his motion as
suggested?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Yes. I asked leave

a moment ago to change the wording.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: The remarks
of the honourable the junior member from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) suggest a question
to my mind. Every province has its own
game laws. The proposed committee should
take into account that in several of the
matters mentioned we cannot interfere with
provincial laws.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The protec-
tion of migratory birds comes under external
relations. It has nothing to do with pro-
vincial jurisdiction.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: No, not that.
I was thinking of local fish and game laws.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: It is not in-
tended to bring those matters before the
proposed committee.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I am glad to
hear that; otherwise I should have had to take
objection. The provinces have their own
inspectors to enforce provincial fish and game
laws.

The Hon. the SPEAKER:
as amended will read:

The motion

That a standing committee of this honourable
House be created, called the Standing Commit-
tee on External Relations and all matters having
to do therewith, for the purpose of dealing with
matters of international concern, and that the
rules of the House be amended accordingly.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think the
latter part, “for the purpose of dealing with
matters of international concern,” should be
changed to read, “to consider and report upon
the same.”

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Does that affect
trade relations?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Those words,
“to consider and report upon the same,” are
to be substituted as stated.

The motion as amended was agreed to.

TRANS-CANADA AIR LINES BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 29, an Act to amend the
Trans-Canada Air Lines Act, 1937.

He said: The purpose of this Bill is to
correct two omissions in the Act of last
session. Under agreement made some two
yvears ago by ' the Governments of Great
Britain, Ireland, Newfoundland and Canada,
each Government is to take a proportion
of stock in a company to be formed to
operate a trans-Atlantic air-line service. The
first amendment gives authority to Trans-
Canada Air Lines to purchase Canada’s share
of stock in that company. This authority was
inadvertently omitted from the Act, although
the Minister of Transport stated last session
that the necessary funds had been provided.

The purpose of the second amendment is
to correct another omission. It will be re-
called by honourable members that the route
of Trans-Canada Air Lines as originally laid
out between Montreal and Moncton goes over
the State of Maine. A strict reading of the
Act would not permit Trans-Canada Air Lines
to operate outside Canada. Accordingly sub-
section 1 of section 15 is amended to cover
operation “between points in Canada and
points outside of Canada, over routes wholly
within or partly within and partly outside
of Canada.”

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Is not the
consent of the United States Government
necessary for the crossing of its territory?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes. I think
an agreement has been arrived at between
the United States and Canada in this regard.
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Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, I have read the very brief
discussion which took place in the other
Chamber, and if I offer anything by way of
-eriticism, or even question the whole policy,
I cannot boast of having found any encourage-
ment to do so from my perusal of that dis-
cussion. There all parties seemed to be
agreed; one had only to be air-minded in
order to see virtue in every enterprise having
to do with aviation.

When, two years ago, we passed a measure
authorizing the establishment of a Canadian
air service, I questioned its wisdom. Generally
speaking, in business the shrewd, long-headed
fellow waits for the other fellow to carry out
experiments. If after one, two or three trials
success is attained, the experimenter is lucky
and usually does very well; but as a rule the
man who sits by and waits until new things
are perfected and become stabilized is best
off by the time he reaches old age. The same
principle operates in the life of a nation.
I cannot see why Canada is rushing to the
front to become a pioneer in aviation.

I know we must have certain aviation
services. Where a commercial demand for
any such service exists it will be satisfied by
private enterprise. Possibly some little en-
couragement should be given in the way of
training, or provision for training, and the like,
for aviation services in districts where it
cannot be furnished by our other transporta-
tion agencies, such as in the North.

So far as I am aware, the plan which we
launched two years ago for the establishment
of an air service across the Dominion has not
succeeded; nor has anything on such a scale
succeeded anywhere. If my information is
correct, no commercial success has attended a
corresponding venture in the United States.
Yet that country has thirteen times our
population; its land contour is better fitted
than ours for the establishment of such a
service; its climate also, regard being had to
the entire year, is more favourable to air
travel.

Would it not have been wiser to wait
until we could measure the financial results
of a similar enterprise over there, and not
consider ourselves lacking in vision if we did
not keep step with them? I venture to say
there is a great deal more to be learned about
transcontinental aviation, and I should like to
observe its operation from the side-lines rather
than plunge into the financial risks involved.
This is especially true because of the situation
of our National Railways. We are continually
bemoaning our awful railway burden. And we
cannot bemoan it too much, for as a result
of the enormous railway debt and annually

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

recurring operating deficits, taxation is crush-
ing us to-day. But although so lamenting,
we are at the same time engaged in throwing
millions of dollars into an enterprise which will
compete to take away business from our
railways.

This Bill, of course, does not launch the en-
terprise. I believe its purpose is merely to
correct two omissions, though I cannot just
understand why the first omission was made.
The Act of last session provided for the
establishment of an operating company, the
whole of whose stock was to be subscribed by
the Dominion of Canada—that is to say, by
the National Railways. We were told then
that the Canadian Pacific Railway Company
had stepped aside because it could not get
control. I do not know why it stepped aside,
but I am thoroughly sure it did step aside.
But we did not: we stepped right into the
middle, and had the privilege of acquiring all
the stock.

The Act also provided that the corporation,
in addition to establishing this Canadian trans-
continental air service, could also take stock in
an international company, to be subscribed for
co-operatively—a very fine word—by Great
Britain, Ireland, Canada and Newfoundland;
Newfoundland’s share being kindly put up by
Great Britain. Great Britain is to have 51
per cent, which is quite right, I suppose, as
she is doing all the pioneering. I can realize
that Great Britain has a real object to serve
by pioneering this way. If she does not do it,
who will? Certainly she cannot afford, because
of her international position, to be behind in
respect of training of this kind.

But it is said that two years ago we pro-
vided the money to do all that we are now
taking statutory power to accomplish. That is
an agreeable way of putting it. I do not
think we provided the money. What is meant,
I think, is that we provided stock that can be
taken up when we get the money. But we
have to get the money.

So we are now right in the forefront of
trans-Atlantic aviation, and we are putting
in more money—a vast amount of money, I
should say, because I do not think $1,250,000
is going very far. It will get us just about
as far as the first $10,000,000 got us with the
Canadian Pacific Railway; or perhaps it would
be better to say about as far as our first
contributions to the Canadian National
Railways got us in the establishment of that
system. We are launching into trans-Atlantic
aviation, going in as a junior partner to the
extent of the 244 per cent which the Canadian
National Railways will have. That means,
of course, removing its deficit. I hope this
suggestion will cheer the heart of my
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honourable friend to my right (Hon. Mr.
Calder), who does not look upon the prospects
of clearing that deficit with very pleasant
anticipation. It is all right to be air-minded,
but is it not about time that we in Canada
became economy-minded? ‘I know exactly
where we are going to land. I hope I shall
not be regarded as a pessimist because I make
the statement so positively. We have seen
provinces land there, and we are going in
just the same way. The wiser course for this
country is to measure its potentialities and
its present assets against its liabilities and to
behave accordingly, and if it does that it
will let richer and bigger countries do the
experimenting, and will gain wisdom by
observation rather than in the way in which
it was gained in connection with the Canadian
National Railways.

This Bill will have to go to committee.
As to the second clause, I cannot see any
objection. It merely says that if in the
establishment of our transcontinental service
it is necessary to cross American territory
we shall have power to do so. No doubt we
shall have to cross the state of Maine. Already
there is a service between Seattle and
Vancouver, and I presume there is some
service over the state of Maine; so there is
no reason why the Bill in this respect should
be objected to.

I only give my way of looking at the
matter. There was not a member of the
other House who had views in common with
these in any way whatsoever; but I cannot
see the wisdom of our getting into the pack
and leading the air race, especially at the
expense of our railways.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: I have no
memorandum which I can read, justifying the
policy that was adopted last year, although
I must have had one when I presented the
Bill to this' Chamber. What occurs to me
is this. After our study in committee of
what our air lines were accomplishing, I quite
understood from the splendid work done
towards the north, starting from the base line
of our railways, that we might well defend a
policy which would permit of a fast connection
being established for our nine provinces
under the auspices of one of our trans-
continental lines.

My honourable friend from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) said last week that he
knew our railways were already losing business
to road, water and air transport. I quite
understand that we should be thinking of
future transportation, which will be constantly
increasing. I was astounded at the figures
given us in committee last year as.to the
tonnage carried by various companies to parts

of the north country, even though  they are
not served by a railway. But there must be
some justification for organizing at once a
service that will link our provinces together
and will provide transportation from the
Atlantic to the Pacific in about one-quarter of
the time taken by the railways.

As to the trans-Atlantic line, Great Britain
is very much interested. Ireland—I think
it is Southern Ireland, because the route will
pass through Southern Ireland—is also very
much interested; and I have read of a
discussion which indicated that the United
States felt they should have the advantage
of the terminal of a British trans-Atlantic line.
Since we have established a transcontinental
line of railway, it seems quite justifiable to
link up with British institutions, and to allow
them to join with us in feeding our trans-
continental line. The aviation principle is
developing rapidly, and I think that the
experiments made justify countries in estab-
lishing regular lines across the ocean. Some
twenty years ago, when Bleriot flew across
the Channel for the first time, I foresaw that
before very long someone would be hopping
over the Atlantic. This has come to pass,
and now there are in the postal services
gigantic aeroplanes capable of carrying dozens
of passengers and tons of freight. I believe
that those who are alive ten years from now
will be able to leave Montreal or Ottawa in
the morning, have dinner in London, and come
back overnight.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Why?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They may do
it of necessity or for pleasure.

I have no details at hand, but I know
that a service is to be regularly organized,
and I see it as an important feeder for our
trans-continental line.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would move
that the Bill be referred to Committee of
the Whole to-morrow.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The last air-
ways bill went before the Committee on Rail-
ways, Telegraphs and Harbours.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My right hon-
ourable friend has suggested a slight amend-
ment, I think. If he did not, there is a word
to be eliminated.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The word
“mails.” That is very easy. I know the Bill
went before the Committee on Railways,
Telegraphs and Harbours last year. I am not
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going to insist if no others are interested—
I may be entirely alone in this matter—but
I should like to hear another discussion of
the merits of the whole situation when the
Minister is present.

Hon. L. COTE: Last year when the Bill
was before the committee we had the Minister
present, and although the leader of the Gov-
ernment has said to-night that this trans-
Atlantic service would be a feeder to our
Canadian railway lines—

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No.

Hon. Mr. COTE: That was my impression
last year until I went to the committee, and
I remember distinctly that the Minister ex-
pressed the opinion that the transcontinental
air line would not affect the railway lines
in any way. He said it would not compete
with them and would not help them. I remem-
ber that the Bill provided for only 51 per
cent ownership by the Canadian National
Railways, and that participation to the extent
of 49 per cent by other companies was provided
for. Being green at the game, I was fearful
that the 49 per cent would be given to

- other companies to the detriment of the
Canadian National Railways. I was told by
the Minister there was no fear of that; that
the trans-Canada air line would not compete
with the Canadian National Railways or any
other railway, but would carry only what I
think he called “created freight”—something
entirely new, which the railways were not
handling.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: It would go in circles.

Hon. Mr. COTE: It would carry freight
created by the service. If this Bill goes to
committee, I think it would be very inter-
esting to learn from the Minister how the
service has been getting along. It has been
in existence for some months, and before we
extend it to cover the Atlantic that informa-
tien would be of advantage.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think my
honourable friend has misunderstood my state-
ment in regard to the trans-Atlantic airway
bringing goods and mail here, and being a
feeder to our own transcontinental air lines.

I have no objection whatever to the Bill
being sent to the Committee on Railways,
Telegraphs and Harbours, so that we may
have an expert from the department present
to explain the whole situation and the func-
tioning of this new trans-Atlantic line. I
would move that the Bill be referred to the
Committee on Railways, Telegraphs and Har-
bours.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable:
members, has the honourable gentleman leave'
to withdraw his previous motion, and to sub-
stitute the motion that the Bill be referred to
the Standing Committee on Railways, Tele-
graphs and Harbours?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There is one
point of which I think honourable members
should be aware, even before they repair to
the committee. What the honourable senator
(Hon. Mr. Cété) says is right. When the Bill
was expounded to the committee two years
ago it was contemplated that Canada would
own 50 or 51 per cent, and that the remainder
would be subscribed for—eagerly subscribed
for—by other aviation companies. But it is
clear, as related recently very close to where
we are sitting, that although the other com-
panies did come forward they did not produce
any cash. What seems to be worth cold cash
to the Dominion did not seem worth it to
them. What they were ready to give, appar-
ently, though it has not been stated, was some
kind of stock. But the Government decided
to take the whole thing over, and a new situ-
ation has arisen. The Canadian National
Railways are now 100 per cent owners of the
new venture.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But they can dis-
pose of the stock.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: To whom?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Anyone who has
the cash.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: And likewise
we can dispose of the stock of the Canadian
National Railways.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Bill was referred to the Standing Committee
on Railways, Telegraphs and Harbours.

PRIVATE BILL

2 SECOND READING
On motion of Right Hon. Mr. Meighen,
Bill A, an Act respecting the Dominion

Association of Chartered Accountants, was
read the second time.

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 9, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
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CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
MOTION—DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion by Hon.
Mr. Beaubien:

That, in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the rail-
way problem of Canada at an early date in
order to stop the ruinous loss made each year
by the Dominion through the Canadian National

Railways, and which already amounts to several
billion dollars.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, it is unnecessary to state that the
address delivered by the mover of this motion,
the honourable senator from.Montarville (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien), was very interesting indeed.
That is true of the address as a whole, but
I have in mind at the moment particularly
his references to our federal, provincial and
municipal obligations, which are, in the main,
incontrovertible. I must confess, however,
that his conclusions on this subject were some-
what depressing and perhaps a little pessi-
mistic. We all should realize that we are
just moving out of a period of depression
that has staggered the world. But for our
unemployment problem and our Western
drought calamity, I think we should be able
to congratulate ourselves on the good con-
dition of federal finances, at all events. We
should not forget that throughout that eco-
nomic crisis our people displayed their native
stamina and withstood the strain courage-
ously and well. I suggest with hope that we
shall have a return to the brighter days of
normal conditions. But, without going into
financial details, I may say that in the mean-
time the world envies our lot. They see,
as we ourselves have seen, that our people
are at work, doing wonderfully well. Our
exports are an evidence of our production.
Yet our railway problem is still with us.

I will not discuss the liabilities of the
Canadian National Railways at length. I will
only deal with that part of the honourable
gentleman’s address in which he spoke of the
Canadian National debt as having passed the
three billion dollars mark and being added
to at the rate of $100,000,000 a year. I should
like to remark that this represents the funded
debt to the publie, which is for the most part
guaranteed by either the federal or the provin-
cial governments of Canada, and also what
is known as Dominion of Canada account,
" which includes loans to railways $686,000,000,
interest on these loans accrued and unpaid
$530,832,000, deficit on interest charges $284,-
416,000, and cost of construction of the original
Government railways, built as a public work,
$405,000,000. My honourable friend sets up

an interest charge of $75,000,000 on this im-
mense sum, and then adds $40,000,000 as
deficit, forgetful of the fact that this deficit
item is already included in his total of three
billion dollars. ‘

As to the original Government railways,
there is no more reason for calculating interest
on that investment than on the investment
in our canals, harbours or public buildings.
Tt should be borne in mind that the deficits
referred to are deficits consisting of interest
charges and that there are no deficits on
operation of the Canadian National, which
provides a net operating revenue of about
$15,000000 a year. The Ottawa Journal of
yesterday supports this view in an editorial
headed, “A Fictitious Five Hundred Millions.”

This does not get over the conviction that
we all have, that the situation is a very
serious one. That situation became acute
and was revealed when the War was on.
The Drayton-Acworth Royal Commission of
1917 surveyed the whole field at that time
and went deeply into the various problems
which were engross sing the mind of the public.
After examining suggestions for private and
for public ownership it rejected both in the
following terms:

We do not thmk that a railway monopoly
is deswable either in the hands of a company
or in the hands of the State. We are con-
vinced that the people of Canada who have
spent or guaranteed—whether wisely or not
is not now the question—hundreds of millions
of dollars, largely with the object of breaking
a private monopoly, would never consent to
the re-establishment of a still greater monopoly,
even if the Government were a partner in
the concern.

In 1925 a committee of the Senate made a
lengthy inquiry and also rejected any idea
of merger. The Duff Royal Commission of
1931 came to the same conclusion. It said:

To establish a monopoly of such a magnitude
would place in the hands of those responsible
for the administration of the system powers
that would, if not properly exercised, prejudice
the interests of the Dominion as a whole.

The Duff Commission also rejected the idea
of leasing the Canadian National to the
Canadian Pacific, in perpetuity or for a .
definite time, and said it did so because the
lease would tend to a merger. It recom-
mended separate maintenance of the two
entities.

What the Senate favoured in 1925 was a
middle-way proposal for continuing the
separate entities, but under unified manage-
ment as to administration and operation.
The Senate committee’s report asserted that
unified management would remove or dispense
with duplication in railway tracks and roll-
ing stock, in passenger and freight services,
in railway stations from the Atlantic to the
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Pacific, in telegraph, express and other ser-
vices, in offices, in accounting and bookkeep-
ing, in numerous other special offices and in
administrative boards, staffs, and so- on. This
report came before us in the last days of the
session of 1925. During the election cam-
paign which followed closely upon proroga-
tion that year this matter was not discussed
before the people; nor was it discussed in
the campaign of the following year. Perhaps
a special reason for silence on the subject
during the election of 1926 was the recovery
which manifested itself in the latter part of
1925 and in the next year.

The recovery at that time was so marked
that Mr. Beatty became optimistic and was
then in favour of competition. Speaking
before the Canadian Club at Montreal, on
March 15, 1926, he referred to a statement
which he had made before the Senate com-
mittee. The Montreal Gazette report of
his address was given under the following
heading:

Says competition in

2 transportation
efficiency.

spurs

Referring to his appearance before the
Senate committee, he said:

I was asked if I believed in a railway
monopoly for this country, and I answered that
while no one should attempt to forecast the
conditions in this country for the next few
years with that certainty which would justify
a definite and unchangeable view, that I did
not believe in a monopoly, and I did not
believe in it for a reason that was perhaps in
a peculiar way the result of my own experi-
ences. I said that I thought a merger of
these two principal properties would involve
difficulties in administration which were scarcely
contemplated and which would in time affect
the character of the service given to the public;
that I did not know how it could be possible,
with the best executives, the most loyal and
efficient officers and most patriotic board of
directors, for an enterprise with one hundred
and fifty thousand employees to be maintained
in the highest state of efficiency without the
spur of competition. We must admit that
consolidations, properly conceived and carried
out, are capable of effecting great economies.
There is no way in which the same amount of
money can be saved in a short space of time,
and it may be that the people of Canada will
have to determine at some stage whether the
obvious disadvantages of consolidation are out-
weighed by the financial interests or necessities
of the country.

I may be wrong in my point of view, but it
is extremely difficult to maintain a high morale
and that “on his toes” attitude of railway
employees when they have nothing to measure
their efforts against, and when, so far as they
are concerned, the struggle for results is taken
away because there is no one else in the ring.

And he adds this obvious remark, which
he has repeated since:
Railway rearrangements can save money but

they cannot create new traffic, and in the last
analysis traffic volume, which means the coun-
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try’s development and commercial prosperity,
will determine the extent of the transportation
burdens of this country.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: When did he
give that address?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: March 15, 1926.
We did not hear of the Senate resolution
during 1927 and 1928, for they were prosperous
years and railway revenues were increasing.
The slump, which set in towards the end of
1928 and gathered momentum throughout 1929
and 1930, began to cause alarm among the
railway fraternity, and the railway companies
asked for an inquiry.

Hence the Duff Commission came into
being. It made an exhaustive study of rail-
ways and transportation, as my honourable
friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien)
has said, and absolutely rejected the principle
of a merger of the two railway systems either
under private or public ownership. The Com-
mission also examined the possibilities of uni-
fied management. The Senate resolution was
brought to its attention, with the statement
that unification would effect an annual sav-
ing of about $75,000,000 through abandon-
ment of rails to the tune of some five thousand
miles or more, and consolidation of stations,
yvards and terminal facilities, of locomotive
and car shops, and of supervisory and mana-
gerial organizations.

Mr. Beatty—as he was when he appeared
before the Duff Commission in 1932—de-
clared himself against competition, although
in 1926 he had urged its advantages. He
proposed consolidation of the two railways
by a lease of the Government lines to the
Canadian Pacific on a profit-sharing basis.
Here are his words:

I suggest to you, with deference, that the
object to be sought is the securing of an incen-
tive to efficiency, coupled with a sense of
responsibility which secures economical oper-
ations, and that this result can only be achieved
under private operation of the railways of
Canada. This belief leads me to the conclusion
that under existing conditions in Canada the
only solution which will stand the test of the
country’s necessities is a consolidation through
a lease on a profit-sharing basis of the Govern-
ment railways to the Canadian Pacific.

He estimated that on the basis of the 1931

operating figures this would result in a saving

of $60,000,000. A month later he filed a

statement with the Commission showing pos-

sible annual savings of $6,340,000 through co-

operative arrangements and $75,000,000 by

unification of the two systems under private '
management.

Mr. Beatty was asked whether there was
any method by which the lines merged under
his proposal might be ‘“unserambled” later.
He replied:
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I do not think they are ‘“unscramblable” if
vour effort is to secure maximum economy.
My view of that has always been that if you
approach this with the idea that you are
going to have maximum economies, you cannot
at the same time restore those in a few years
in the condition in which you got them. I
do not think that is possible. If you are going
to abandon a piece of track because you don’t
need it, you won’t save much if you say in
five or six years, “I have to give it back in
the condition in which I got it.”

Sir Henry Thornton estimated a saving of
$60,000,000. His opinion on amalgamation
under some unified form of administration
or private ownership will be found at page
668 of the proceedings of the Commission,
as follows:

Amalgamation under some unified form of
administration will, in theory, produce the
maximum of economies, of which a material
proportion will doubtless fructify. It has been
estimated that these economies would yield
a return of something like $60,000,000 per
annum, increasing progressively from the first
year and reaching the figure named perhaps
at the expiration of a five-year period. Whether
all of this sum can be salvaged by amalgamation
is arguable, but whatever it may be should not
be ignored in the discussion, and it would
represent after its full attainment a continuous
and annual return.

Speaking of the influence of politics on the
management of railways, he said, as reported
at pages 668 and 669 of the proceedings:

This difficulty would of course be removed
if the two railways were amalgamated under
private ownership; but at once there is aroused
in the minds of the citizens of our Dominion
that fear which is quite justifiably displayed
whenever a great and formidable monopoly
appears—a fear which the activities of many
monopolies in the past have justified. There
will also be the criticism that with the removal
of competition there is bound to be a deterior-
ation in service and efficiency, irrespective of
the desire and effort of the management to
avoid such results.

In short, for a variety of reasons the amal-
gamation of the Canadian National and the
Canadian Pacific would be definitely repugnant
to the people of the Dominion in my judgment;
and, apart from anything else, it becomes
politically impracticable. I believe it must
therefore be discarded as a solution.

It will be seen from the foregoing that
while Sir Henry Thornton had theoretical
views on amalgamation and unification, yet
he definitely discarded the idea that either
was a solution of Canada’s railway problem.

Later on Mr. Beatty was again examined
before the Commission, when he spoke on
the necessity of complete unification. His
views will be found at page 2410 of the pro-
ceedings of the Commission. I cite them:

I would point out the self-evident fact that
maximum economies are only possible through
complete unification. The more favourably
situated lines, the better facilities and equip-
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ment of the two companies would be available
to carry out the combined operation in the
most efficient manner and at the least expense.

It is evident that complete unification be-
speaks permanency. There would be but one
railway system. The Duff Commission saw in
unified management a permanent fusion, an
unscramblable proposition, and as it had re-
jected merger and monopoly under private
or public ownership, quite logically it also
rejected unified management, which in its
opinion meant a permanent merger. As the
two railway systems could not in that event
be separated subsequently and restored to their
former condition as individual systems, the
Commission, after examining the whole field
and considering the various proposals sub-
mitted, reported in favour of co-operation.

Sir Edward Beatty’s unification plan would
doubtless ensure economies if it remained in
the realm of theory and did not touch the
earth. Unfortunately—or fortunately—railways
run on the ground. They are serving human
beings, for whom they were built.

At the time Mr. Beatty appeared before
the Commission the railways had a free hand
as to abandonments and rail-lifting; but under
an amendment made to the Railway Act about
a year and a half later no such steps could
be taken without approval being first obtained
from the Railway Commission. Mr. Beaudry
Leman, a member of the Duff Commission,
drew the attention of Mr. Beatty to the
change, and this interesting conversation will
be found at page 2459 of the proceedings:

Commissioner Leman: In your project of
unification do you visualize carrying on through
the instrumentality of the Canadian Pacific
Railway, or have you been investigating the
advantages or otherwise of a third body step-
ping in and carrying on—a body upon which
the Government and yourselves would be repre-
sented and which, of course, would take the
responsibility for everything that is to be done
in the way of abandonments, including the dis-
satisfaction created thereby, and the bringing
together of the policies of the companies, which
would retain their identities?

Mr. Beatty: That is feasible. It has
two disadvantages. It brings the Government
into closer association with the administration
of the properties than I think is wise, and it
also renders doubtful the type that would be
selected for appointment to the Board. The
reason I suggested the Canadian Pacific as
the means is that I would rather start with a
Board that is known. I did think there would
have to be added to the Board in course of
time men not necessarily nominees of the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway. If the Government
selected the directors I would not like it, but
if the Government established a tribunal to
select them, an independent body composed of
men, as I have mentioned, from the Canadian
Bankers Association, the Canadian Chambers
of Commerce and a judge of the Supreme Court,
then of course you would be almost certain to
get the type of men whose ability would justify
the selection.
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Commissioner Leman: Would there not be
a great advantage from the Canadian Pacific
Railway point of view in not having the
odium and unpopularity of deciding? You
have 5,000 miles of road that you contemplate
abandoning. This is not a popular move.

Mr. Beatty: No. To that extent it would
be helpful. Perhaps we could not escape our
share of the responsibility, no matter what
happened.

Commissioner Leman: But if you contem-
plate resuming your identity at a later date
would there not be some advantage in having
a third body during the intermediate period?

Mr. Beatty: We have always contem-
plated from the beginning that there would
be an over-riding Commission which would be
a court of appeal in all these matters. It
would be in the shape either of a glorified
railway commission or a separate and in-
dependent body which would pass on this very
thing, and permit or refuse to permit the
abandonment of properties in the public interest.
I think that is essential. I do mot think you
should say to a private body of men like a
board of directors, “You have unlimited power
to do these things.”

I would point out that we have never had
the conditions under which the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company would agree to uni-
fied management. Perhaps I should recall
that the Senate resolution assured the Cana-
dian Pacific a dividend on its common shares,
which at that time were earning ten per cent.
For several years the company has passed
the dividend on its common stock. Surely
no one to-day would guarantee the Canadian
Pacific a dividend on that stock.

True, Sir Edward Beatty has often said,
“Tet us first agree on the principle, and then
we will discuss details.” I would suggest that
the principal conditions of any projected asso-
ciation are usually based on what each party
brings in and what it takes out as its share of
profit. I have often wondered whether, in case
the Canadian National capitalization were re-
valued on the basis of a part of its bonded
indebtedness, so as to bring it to the level
of the total bonded obligations of the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway and thus to put the two
systems on a fairly equal basis, the Canadian
Pacific Railway would join in a scheme of
unified management under which it would re-
ceive equal treatment in the apportionment
of profits. I understand that the Canadian
Pacific Railway was at one time desirous of
ranking the Canadian National obligations with
its own common stock, the Canadian Pacific
to have the privilege of receiving interest on
its obligations and on preferred stock. When
the Canadian Pacific Railway invites the
Canadian National Railways to come and
play in its yard, the Canadian National is
entitled to know what will be the conditions
of the game, and I would suggest to Sir Ed-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ward Beatty that he drop generalities and
give the public a fair outline of his plan.

One must not lose sight of the fact that
any scheme of unified management would be
contingent upon a financial arrangement satis-
factory to the Canadian Pacific Railway. This
aspect of the question is but an aside, as the
Act of 1933 forbids amalgamation and unified
management and control of the railway sys-
tems which form part of the Canadian National
Railways. It must not be forgotten, and of
course my colleagues around me do not for-
get, that the Act of 1933 originated in this
Chamber and was unanimously adopted. I
think I am quite logical, therefore, in stating
that the Act of 1933 superseded the Senate
resolution of 1925, and that it is now the
law of the land.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Not quite. I
wish it were.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There was a
change in the trusteeship, which I think was
welcomed in many quarters, but the sense of
the Act remained.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: It was wel-
comed by the job-hunters.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will state what
has been achieved so far under this Act and
in conjunction with it. The stereotyped sug-
gestion of $75,000.000 or $60,000,000 of savings
under co-operation, or even under unified man-
agement, is at present, manifestly, a hopeless
proposition. Apart from line abandonments,
the co-operative measures which the two rail-
ways have put into effect since the passage
of the Canadian National-Canadian Pacific
Act of 1933, are estimated to have resulted
in a joint annual saving of $1,092,500. These
co-operative measures have had to do with
the pooling of passenger services and the joint
use of certain facilities. In the matter of line
abandonments not a great deal has been
accomplished, although a joint executive com-
mittee of the officials of the two companies
has been giving continuous study to the pos-
sibilities of various proposals in this respect.
Abandonment proposals are in two categories:
(a) those relating to functionally duplicate
lines, and (b) those relating to non-competitive
thin-traffic lines. Those in category (a) are
required to be dealt with under the Canadian
National-Canadian Pacific Act of 1933; those
in category (b) may be dealt with without
reference. to the Canadian National-Canadian
Pacific Act, because no joint interest is in-
volved, and each company may deal with such
mileages as a purely company matter. But
no mileage could be abandoned by either rail-
way without the authority and approval of
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the Board of Railway Commissioners, which
hears argument for and against all applica-
tions.

2 projects actually accomplished.

15 projects approved by Joint Executive Com-
but no formal application for

mittee,
abandonment has yet been filed.

13 projects studied, but rejected owmg to. lack

of sufficient economy.. .. .. .
19 projects still being studied .

Total mileage. .

The situation regarding co-operative line
abandonments of functionally duplicate lines
may be summarized as follows:

Estimated
Milea¥s joint annual
C.N. CR " Total saving
11 28 39 $42.300
330 295 625 525,600
Indefinite 407 PR
Indefinite 1,563 Indefinite
2,634

Right Hon. Mr.
the figures per year?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Per year.

GRAHAM: Are those

The situation with respect to thin-traffic
branch lines is as follows:

CN.R. C.R.R:
Estimated
annual Savings
Mileage savings Mileage unknown
Applications granted.. 252 $261,000 80
Applications denied. yEiE 2971 186,000 40
Applications withdrawn. . .. 38 10,000 Nil
Applications awaiting decision “of Board of
Railway Commissioners. . 16 8.000 Nil S
Applications on which action deferred 22 20,000 Nil B
LOFGLER- e e e e e T 599 $485,000 120
From the foregoing figures it will be noted ered. The $75,000,000 saving claimed for

that the economies resulting from mileage
abandonments actually accomplished have
been $1,087 per mile—the figure of my honour-

able friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien) was much higher—
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I said $2,000.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: —$1,087 per

mile under joint arrangement, and $1,035 per
mile from abandonment of thin-traffic lines.
If it were possible to abandon the whole of
the 5,000 odd miles included in the Canadian
Pacific’s unification abandonment programme,
the resultant economies would amount to
about $5500,000; and as the 5,000 miles of
line affected are 66 per cent Canadian Na-
tional mileage, the Canadian National pro-
perties would bear the brunt of this dis-
memberment.

To secure the economies referred to, the
consent of the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners would, as already stated, be required
in every instance, as would also the consent
of the bondholders whose investment in for-
mer privately-owned lines would be affected.
In addition, the wholesale abandonment of
struggling communities of people who have
settled along our colonization railways, and
established industries which would be in-
juriously affected, would have to be consid-
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unification takes no account of the possible
demands for compensation from such sources,
nor of the cost of compensating employees
displaced, who are estimated to number 22,314,
or seventeen per cent, on the basis of last
year’s pay-rolls. In addition, the cost of
lifting the rails themselves would be a con-
siderable item, and this has not been taken
into consideration by the proponents of uni-
fication.,

With respect to the abandonment applica-
tions of the two principal railways during the
past five years, the Board of Railway Com-
missioners has supplied figures, from which
it will be noted that the mileage of Canadian
National Railways abandonments refused by
the Board exceeds the mileage of the aban-
donments granted. The figures are as fol-
lows:

Canadian National Railways—

Applications for abandonment.. 29

Mileage involved. 614-81

Mileage granted.. .. .. .. .. 272-64

Mileage pending.. .. .. .. .. 28:52

Mileage refused.. U ey T

Mileage withdrawn.. .. .. .. 37-50
Canadian Pacific Railway—

Applications for abandonment. . 9
Mileage involved.. .. .. .. .. 172:92
Mileage granted.. .. .. .. .. 117-12
Mileage refused.. .. .. .. .. 55-83



68

SENATE

‘At the time the Canadian Pacific abandon-
ment programme was set up, proposals to aban-~
don railway mileage did not require the ap-
proval of the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners, but in 1933 the Railway Act was
amended to read as follows:

Section 165 (a). The company may abandon
the operation of any line of railway with the
approval of the Board, and no company shall

abandon the operation of any line of railway
without such approval.

It may be opportune to indicate the diffi-
culties that are met in the matter of co-opera-
tion by the two companies in their efforts
to reduce expenses. During the session of
1934 the Minister of Railways desired to
introduce bills to unify the telegraph and ex-
press services, with the consent and approval
of the two railways, but he had to abandon
his projects because, forsooth, of ominous
rumblings which indicated that the bringing
together of those two branches of the railway
systems under a unified régime was regarded
as the thin edge of a merger.

So much has been heard of Canadian Na-
tional Railways deficits that the man in the
street is usually surprised when he is told
that since consolidation under the present
arrangement in 1923 the system has never
failed to meet its operating expenses, even
during the worst years of the depression, and
that at the present time it is able to achieve
a net operating revenue of about $15,000,000,
and to contribute, notwithstanding the un-
controlled and unregulated highway competi-
tion of recent years, more than $6,000,000 a
year towards fixed charges due the public.
This has been possible despite the fact that the
railways constituting the Canadian National
Railway System, unlike those of the Canadian
Pacific Railway, were designed for opera-
tion not as a unit, but as competing systems.
Furthermore, it must not be forgotten that
the fixed charges of the Canadian National
lines, guaranteed by the Dominion and cer-
tain of the provinces, are an inheritance from
private ownership.

Inasmuch as the return of the National
Railways to private management would not
lessen the responsibility of the owners, the
people of Canada, the question may well be
asked whether it would cure our railway ills.
On the contrary, any arrangement for unified
management and operation would enlarge and
increase the responsibility to the extent that
the financial obligations of the private company
were involved in it. At the present time the
Government knows where it stands so far as
its railway obligations are concerned. Does
anyone know where it would stand under
unification?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

I have had occasion to repeat, after Sir
Edward Beatty, that unification means
permanency. One cannot retrace one’s step.
What will be the fate of the railways in five
or ten years? My honourable friend from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) has stated
that every day the railways are losing more
and more traffic to their competitors on land,
on water and in the air. Then certain
important questions arise. Under joint
management, who would provide new capital?
Who would be responsible for refunding?
Who would issue the necessary security for
the refunding, at maturity, of Canadian
Pacific as well as Canadian National issues
if business were not good? Would the
Government’s guarantee not be required?
Under joint management, whatever happened,
would the Government not be forced to
furnish railway services? Would the Govern-
ment not have to cover the yearly deficits?
Would not the obligations of the State increase
rather than diminish?

After all, the deciding factor in the railway
situation is the amount of business offering.
Unification would not increase railway traffic.
That it would decrease present working
expenses is doubtful in view of the fact that
the estimated saving of $75,000,000 was
predicated upon 1930 operations, and that
since that time the combined operating
expenditures of the two railways, even under
separate management, have dropped from
$382,000,000 to $286,000,000. This reduction
reflects the economies which the two railways
have been obliged to introduce in their own
interests. It reflects also the lessened volume
of business available to them. It is impossible
to suppose that under any plan of operation,
separate or united, an additional saving or
reduction of $75,000,000 on expenditures can
be made if the efficiency of the railways is
to be maintained and a reasonable service
provided.

Thus we arrive at the same conclusion as
the Royal Commission did. The extreme
competition to which that body directed
attention is no longer in evidence. Both
railways have learned their lesson in this
matter and are co-operating whenever it is
possible to do so within lines of existing
legislation. Competitive branch-line construc-
tion is virtually a thing of the past, as are
unwise or unnecessary hotel and steamship
ventures. In 1933, when answering Mr.
Beatty’s point that competition and co-opera-
tion were incompatible, my right honourable
friend (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) said that
as time went on the area of competition
would be gradually reduced, while the area
of co-operation would be proportionately
enlarged.
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As to hotels, I might mention in passing
that an agreement has just been entered into
by the two companies, to the very great
advantage of each, for joint and equal use of
the new Canadian National hotel at Vancouver.

Wholesale abandonment of mileage under
the unification plan is recognized as being im-
practicable as a policy. But that fact ought
not to prevent the two railways from study-
ing abandonment projects that would not
result in leaving struggling communities with-
out railway service upon which they were
dependent. In brief, the Government feels
that within the confines of the present legis-
lation, subject to the will and desire of the
railway managements to co-operate, and sub-
ject also, if necessary, to the arbitral features
of the Act, it will be possible to achieve what-
ever worth-while further economies can be
achieved, without inviting by completely
merging administration and operation of the
railways and consolidating their physical pro-
perties the very grave potential dangers to
which royal commissions have repeatedly
directed attention, and with much less hard-
ship and disturbance of the social and economic
life of the country than would result from a
merger of the railways.

The Government fully appreciates the
gravity of the extent of assistance required
to enable the Canadian National Railways to
pay bond interest, and has explored every
possible avenue for improvement. The results
indicate clearly that any improvement pos-
sible through amalgamation or unified manage-
ment would be trivial when compared with
the dislocation of business that such a move
would bring about. The policy of the Gov-
ernment will - be to operate the Canadian
National Railways as economically as pos-
sible and at the same time to put forward
every effort to increase the volume of traffic,
which is the real key to the situation. The
Government is satisfied that only through
increased volume of traffic can the railway
problem be solved or the situation materially
improved from the national viewpoint.

Now I come to the motion before us. It
asks the Senate to urge Parliament to settle
the railway problem of Canada at an early
date, It offers no concrete proposal, nor any
other kind of proposal. But its mover, my
honourable friend from Montarville (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien), suggests that the Govern-
ment adopt the Senate’s resolution of 1925.
If he looks at its terms, though, he will
realize that no one, not even he himself, would
suggest them to-day. Present conditions are
not those of 1925. The honourable senator
adds that, if his suggestion is not acceptable,
the Government should ecall in the best
authorities in the land to give advice. But I

would ask him: What tribunal does he
suggest? Has he in mind another royal com-
mission?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: They are no good.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Duff Com-
mission was composed of the highest authori-
ties. Its members were: Right Hon. Lord
Ashfield, of London, England, Right Hon.
Lyman Poore Duff, Sir Joseph W. Flavelle,
Mr. Beaudry Leman, Mr. Leonor Fresnel Loree,
of New York, Mr. Walter Charles Murray, and
Mr. John Clarence Webster. I am convinced
that if they were reconvened to-day—and I
doubt if my honourable friend or anyone
else, after exploring the whole country, could
suggest more capable men—they would main-
tain their conclusions of 1932, even under the
present changed conditions. The Senate in
1933 had a public and exhaustive inquiry
before adopting the Canadian National-Cana-
dian Pacific Bill, which was based on the
conclusions of that royal commission. Will
the Senate in 1938 reverse its decision of
1933? Will it do so simply as a result of
Sir Edward Beatty’s campaign throughout the
land? Will it do so without a serious inquiry,
and without hearing the views and arguments
of our own Canadian National executive?

My honourable friend has said that if the
Government wants more light it should call
in the best authorities in the land. To my

mind, the best authorities are close at hand.

They are charged with the execution of the
will of Parliament. I refer to the members
of the joint co-operative committee appointed
by the two railway companies to effect
economies as directed by the Act of 1933.
The representatives forming that co-operative
committee are: for the Canadian National,
S. W. TFairweather, Director, Bureau of
Economics, chairman; C. S. Gzowski, Chief
Engineer of Construction, and N. B. Walton,
Chief of Transportation; and, for the
Canadian Pacific, H. D. Grout, Assistant to
the Vice-President, chairman; R. B. Jones,
Assistant Engineer, and G. C. Brooks, Chief
Joint Facility Accountant. This committee
initiates and considers co-operative projects,
and submits such definite proposals as may
result to a joint executive committee composed
of directors of both railways. The Canadian
National representatives are S. J. Hungerford,
President, H. J. Symington, K.C., and James
Y. Murdock, K.C., while the Canadian Pacific
is represented by Sir Edward Beatty, President,
and two other directors, who at different times
have been W. N. Black, and W. N. Tilley,
K.C. or Ross H. McMaster. Only this joint
executive committee deals with co-operative
proposals that are recommended. They have
to be passed upon by the board of directors
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of each railway, and if they involve abandon-
ments they also require final approval and
authority of the Board of Railway Com-
missioners.

The Senate could call these experts before
one of its committees and ask them to explain
what they have done, what they are doing
and what they expect to do. On maps that
were filed by the two companies with the
Duff Commission they could show us projected
abandonments. These maps are no longer
secret, since they have to be presented—
piecemeal, it is true—before the Railway
Board when an application is made to have
an abandonment approved.

If the Senate appointed a committee and it
found any impediment in the way of more
effective co-operation between the railways,
Parliament and the public should be informed.
Perhaps there is a psychological situation
which should be sifted or removed.

If it were made clear that the idea of
amalgamation under any form must be
discarded, and that unified management would
mean amalgamation, perhaps then the present
campaign for amalgamation would come to
an end and the Canadian Pacific authorities
would devote themselves whole-heartedly to
thorough application of the principles set out
by the Duff Commission and in the Act of
1933, so as to bring them to full fruition.
I feel that when the amalgamation idea is
dropped much more rapid progress will be
forthcoming.

There is one feature of this railway question
which is of paramount importance. The
leaders of both parties, when seeking a mandate
from the people, declared their railway policy.
In 1930 Mr. Bennett reached power with the
flamboyant  slogan, “Competition ever,
amalgamation never,” and this principle was
embodied in the Act of 1933. He did not
recede from that position in the campaign
of 1935. In that campaign Mr. King, likewise,
told the people that the Liberal party stands
for the maintenance of the integrity of the
Canadian National Railways as a publicly-
owned and publicly-controlled service.

My honourable friend from Montarville has
cited that part of the press of Canada which
in 1933 supported the views of Sir Edward
Beatty. But the opinions expressed by those
newspapers were not heeded by the party
leaders, Conservative or Liberal. In these
circumstances, if any different policy is to
be formulated for handling the railway
problem, is it not only just and proper that it
should be submitted to the people in due
time? No one, surely, would suggest that the
elected representatives could break faith with
their mandators.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, there is nothing that so
contributes to happiness of mind and, I sup-
pose, consequentially, to health of body, as
facility in forgetting. If a man is a good
forgetter he will go through life with much
less anguish than if memories of the past
haunt him all his days. I do not wonder that
my honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) is indeed strong and rugged. Physic-
ally and intellectually he is in the pink, be-
cause he possesses that facility in a superla-
tive degree. We have before us a resolu-
tion urging upon the Administration of which
he is a distinguished member the solution of
our railway problem. I do not know that
I have heard the horrors of that problem
portrayed by anyone in more impressive
language than was used by my honourable
friend opposite in other days. My memory
goes back a long way: I am not blessed with
that capacity which he possesses to such a
high degree. It goes back to 1921, when
candidates who had his ardent support pic-
tured this Dominion as hurrying into the
depths of bankruptey because of the folly of
the then Administration in becoming, on ac-
count of assuming liabilities, the owner of
properties which were its surety. They were
thoroughly convinced that we should be faced
with a terrific railway problem, and they
ascribed all its woes, complications and
troubles to public ownership. Well, sixteen
years have passed. I ask my honourable
friend: Does he think the railway problem
of to-day presents fewer troubles and com-
plications and a lighter challenge than it did
in 1921 and 19227

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I was sympa-
thetic with my right honourable friend at
the time.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The sym-
pathy was expressed by opposition—which I
thought was rather unfair opposition. Now
that I know my honourable friend I can
hardly believe he gave expression to things
which I heard from his lips at that time.

Our railway problem of to-day transcends
in every feature, especially its discouraging
and depressing features, anything which it
presented in 1921. There was nothing then
even dreamed of comparable to what faces us
right now. It has got worse every year since;
even in the good years. In a few moments
I shall recite why, as I believe, it is not diffi-
cult to assess responsibility for the present
situation.

My honourable friend engages to-day in a
very interesting debate with Sir Edward
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Beatty by way of answer to the motion of
the honourable senator from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien). When he ceases de-
bating with Sir Edward Beatty he debates
with himself, with his own conclusions of
1925, in attempting to show what babes in
the woods the Senate committee members
at that time were. In addition he pleads
for the continuance of two railway systems
because, in his judgment, there must be com-
petition; yet in the very next breath he is
showing that the day of competition is gone.
That is not an answer to this motion.

I am glad my honourable friend said what
he did about the Duff Commission. I do
not know how anyone could have a different
view. If ever there was a commission ap-
pointed by Parliament or Government which
was competent for its task, it was that one;
if ever there was a commission free of par-
tisanship as between contending forces in
Canada, it was the Duff Commission; and if
ever a commission did its work intelligently
and thoroughly, that one did. I know it did
not report in favour of amalgamation. My
belief is that it felt the people of Canada
were not prepared for that. I do not know
whether they are prepared yet. It reported
in favour of something which it thought was
possible and practicable, and laid down lines
for getting results which it deemed so essen-
tial. In its report the commission recom-
mended as a cardinal principle that the ad-
ministration of the National Railways should
be removed from governmental influence al-
together; should, in fact, be answerable in
future not to Government, but to Parlia-
ment. This was the considered opinion of the
Duff Commission, a commission, as my hon-
ourable friend says, composed of the very
best men who could have been selected for
the purpose.

During the following session the report
took the form of legislation under the Cana-
dian National-Canadian Pacific Act, supported
by both houses of Parliament. This legisla-
tion implemented the report to the letter,
from its first line to its last. As soon as the
best available chairman of the Board could be
chosen he was appointed by Order in
Council.

After one year and nine months of opera-
tion the Government of which my honourable
friend is a member repealed that legislation
in its chief feature, took away the supremacy
of Parliament and restored the supremacy of
Government, and did so because of, or after,
a statement by its Minister of Railways that
he was not going to see the National Rail-
ways run without the influence of the Govern-
ment, as it might destroy his political life.

To-day the report of the Duff Commission
is in ashes as to its cardinal feature. We
have now a return to governmental opera-
tion directly under the Minister of Railways,
and, if my information is within fifty per
cent of being correct, we have a restoration of
political patronage on a scale never known
before.

Some disappointment was expressed as to
the achievement of the one year and nine
months’ operation. That is not a long period
and never could give a fair trial to any sys-
tem. Surely a man of the intelligence of
my honourable friend knows that. The car-
dinal principle of operation free from Govern-
ment influence could not be tested within
that time. There could be a return for only
one complete year. But the principle was
thrown aside. This much, though, was ac-
complished: a scale of precipitate indebted-
ness was reversed. For nine years, according
to the report, in respect of annual obliga-
tions, apart entirely from obligations to the
Government, we had been running behind
at the rate of $50,000,000 a year, and for
new capital expenditures we had run into
debt to the extent of another $50,000,000.
We did not get rid of all the $50,000,000 deficit
in operation, though we got rid of some;
but we did get rid of the whole $50,000,000
for new capital expenditures. The retire-
ments in that year and nine months were
greater than the increased capital investment.

I now assess responsibility for the mire we
are in with respect to our National Railways.
We had nine years of a railway orgy under
Sir Henry Thornton; nine years of a railway
debauch, during which we went into debt
at a rate exceeding $100,000,000 a year. Yet
we wonder at our railway problem!

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And the Canadian
Pacific, too.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The Cana-
dian Pacific, pleading by way of excuse, per-
haps by way of valid reason, that it had to
follow the example set, had done so and
suffered some of the consequences. No wonder
it cannot pay dividends. Possibly it had to
follow; I am not a railway man and do not
know. But I do know who set the pace, who
acquired roads that were worthless, who built
hotels that have had to be closed for years,
who built boats that had to be tied up at
docks, who made the National Railways a
virtual appendage of the Liberal party. I
can name him now. I have told him so to
his face. There lies the responsibility for
our position. Increase capital charges against
a system to that gigantic extent, and unless
it is an industry on the ascent in the com-



72 SENATE

mercial world, growing in importance and in
consequence, that industry is sure to be
sunk. And the railway industry is not on
the ascent; it is on the road down.
Someone said we cannot possibly have
amalgamation because it would eliminate
competition, I do not know that we can have
amalgamation, but I know we never should
have needed it nor anything similar if we had
taken the right course, However, we need

" never fear lack of competition. All railways

to-day have competition, the like of which
they have not known for a hundred years.
Railways in every country have competition.
They know now what competition is. They
are not the commercial aristocrats they were
twenty-five or thirty years ago. They have
now to cater to the public as other business
concerns in competition with one another have
had to cater all through the decades. The
railways have competition of motor trucks and
buses, they have still the old competition of
the lakes, and now they have the latest com-
petition of air services. The railways will
never lack competition. The lack of it is not
what they are suffering from. They are suffer-
ing from a contraction of the business they can
do, owing to the competition to which I have
referred. The National Railway System is
suffering as well from a multiplication of
liabilities because of attachment to Govern-
ment., The Government in office to-day is the
Government that did the attaching just two
years ago—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Right Hon, Mr. MEIGHEN: —and the man
chiefly responsible is the Minister of Transport.

Now let me examine the defence made by
my honourable friend opposite. Apparently
the leader of the Government in this House
does not feel we have any very heavy or for-
bidding railway problem. He is not at all
afraid of it to-day.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should like
the situation to improve.

Right Hon, Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes; I do not
doubt he would like it to improve. I wish
he would tell us what he is doing to improve
it. We have no figures from him. I know
where the system was two years ago: we had
all the figures then. I know at that time we
were running behind somewhat less than
$1,000,000 a week. We had reduced the an-
nual deficit by $2,000,000 or $3,000,000. With
that reduction the present Minister of Trans-
port proclaimed himself wholly dissatisfied.
He ridiculed such reductions as had been made
in connection with the merchant marine and
other services as detailed by Mr. Fullerton.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.,

There was a $48,000,000 deficit to be got rid
of, and he was going to amend the Act to
accomplish this. Have we had a report on
how much of that has been got rid of? Up
to last year we had a straight four years of
operation since the Act went into effect in
1933. We had the benefit of the accelerated
business era. We are on the down-grade
now, but up to 1937 we had had very good
years. I should like to know the operating
results to the end of 1937. The Minister of
Transport was not satisfied with a reduction of
$2.000,000 or so in the annual deficit and the
clear wiping out of all new capital expendi-
tures. He was going to get into the saddle
and do things, and do them soon. Has he
done anything under his amending Act? I
cannot get any figures. I do not get any
from the leader of the Government. I have
not heard anything of the results for 1937.
They may be somewhat better. They ought
to be a great deal better, for 1937 is the best
year we have had since 1928. But I venture
to suggest that when they do come down they
will be a disappointment to this House. I
do not believe they will be satisfactory. I do
believe they will show the great bulk, if not
all, of the deficit of 1935 continued. If that
is not a problem, then I know not how to
measure one,

The honourable senator from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien), who introduced this
motion, in one of the best speeches I have
heard in either House in many a day, told us
that taxes are the very essence of the diffi-
culties that we hear about from hour to hour
and from day to day. And they are. It is
for that reason we have unemployment. The
load of taxation keeps down the activity of
business; it presses on us so heavily that
business cannot expand; and if business can-
not expand it cannot take on more labour.
It is only by expansion of business and pro-
duction that we can ever reduce the volume
of our unemployment. Taxation is the burden
that prevents that expansion. Only the day
before yesterday I met in the hall of this
building one of the leading men in a great
industry in our province, an industry of first
magnitude, carrying on business in many
countries of the world. I know of no industry
better or more unselfishly managed; I know
of none where labour is happier. He told
me the management were discouraged. They
had given their lives to the expansion of the
enterprise; they had given everything. “But,”
he said, “last year we paid $3 in taxation
for every dollar we could pay our share-
holders, and for the three years previous we
paid $300,000 in taxation although our share-
holders lost $100,000.” I find now the man-




MARCH 9, 1938 53

agement are buying some small Government
annuities, Their courage for expansion and for
more employment has gone, crushed out of
them by the burden of taxation. And the main
element in this burden of taxes is still our
National Railways. It is a tremendous prob-
lem. If we are satisfied with the pace we are
going to-day, well, I know business is not
satisfied, and I know no man out of employ-
ment, if he is intelligent, can be satisfied,
for it is one of the causes of his being where
he is to-day.

I come back now to the Senate resolution
of 1925, so frequently referred to by the hon-
ourable member from Montarville. I was
not a party to that resolution. I was in the
other House at the time and I think I com-
mented somewhat severely on it there. I
have not changed my views in the interim.
I do not think we ever could operate on the
basis of that resolution. I do not see how
the members of the Senate committee then
thought the railways could operate under it.
The resolution provides that there shall be
joint operation under a board, five of the
members to be selected by one system, five
by the other, and five by those ten. I do not
think it is an unwise suggestion. I think the
suggestion is' worth consideration as a method
of securing a unified directorate, if unified
operation is decided on. But the other terms
of the resolution seem to me utterly im-
possible.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: And so was
that one, utterly impracticable.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am not so
certain of that, but I do not intend to discuss
it, for the resolution as a whole could not
possibly be adopted. My honourable friend
opposite was a member of the Senate com-
mittee. The resolution provided that the
Canadian Pacific should be guaranteed an
agreed dividend on its stock. I do not see
how that could have been wisely recom-
mended even in 1925.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Canadian
Pacific was earning ten per cent on its com-
mon stock at that time.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Then after
the Canadian Pacific was paid all interest
on its bonds, presumably on its preferred
stock and also on its common stock, whatever
was left should be applied on a valuation, to
be fixed by the Government, of the Canadian
National, based upon the earning capacity of
the road. I am afraid not very much con-
sideration was given to that resolution. My
honourable friend has become much more
thorough in his findings in the years that

have intervened. Imagine unified operation
with the cream all going to the one system!
If there was anything left after the bonds
and stock of the privately-owned system were
taken care of, the other system would get it.
I do not think my words in the Commons were
at all too strong to apply to a resolution
such as that.

But the main essence of the findings was
that there would have to be unified operation
some day. I must confess I am not sure there
will have to be unified operation. I have
lost a lot of confidence in Government opera-
tion from practical experience of it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not
know why it should be so. There is nobody
in the Dominion who should be more dis-
appointed than I am.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: In England
it is possible to have virtually unified opera-
tion. There they have a healthy public opinion.
They have four railway systems, it is true,
but the legislation under which those four
systems operate brings about virtual unifica-
tion as we seek to get it here. I should like to
get by unification something just like what
they have achieved in England.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But it all
rests upon a certain measure of capacity of
governments to keep away from undue inter-
ference.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: They have
such freedom from interference in England.
We cannot get it in Canada. We struggled
to get it. For that purpose we put a certain
plan into operation, but it was no sooner
in than it was changed by our successors.
Such has been our experience from the very
birth of the problem to this hour. I have
for my part given up hope that you can do
anything so long as you are going to have
these alternate Governments, each smashing
everything done by its predecessor—so long
as you are going to have a return of govern-
ment interference after each election—so long
as you are going to have sectional appeals
to the employees of the railways against a
political party because it would dare even
to consider anything in the nature of unified
management. In England there was never
such care taken of other employees as was
taken of railway employees when its railway
legislation was enacted. Never in any branch
of industry has it been possible to show m-ve
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concern for the workers. The Government
took care that, no matter what happened,
no employee should suffer. Whether his posi-
tion was changed or he was reduced in salary,
he got compensation. In every phase of
the settlement the first man looked after was
the employee. Nevertheless the four great
railway systems have made gains and savings
amounting to millions of pounds. As a result
of the legislation the hundreds of railways
were saved from bankruptey, with losses
which would have run into millions of pounds.
Those railways have been put on a paying
basis with a good return to their share-
holders. That has not been done at the
expense of labour, for the employees have
been protected at every stage. We could do
something similar in Canada if we had the
same healthiness of public opinion and the
same character of political appeal that they
have in the old land; but we have not. If we
continue the way we are doing now we shall
come to something worse than unification—
to something such as other countries and some
of our provinces have come to. We cannot
continue on this path.

I appeal to my honourable friend to join
me in this. I hope the Senate will abandon
the findings of 1925 and address itself again
to the task of finding something practical and
applicable, and which at least will help. I am
not going to try to drive the Government
into something which it is afraid will defeat it.
In my heart of hearts I do not believe there
is any reason in the world why it has resisted
unification but fear of defeat. That would
affect any Government. There is none so
virtuous as to be prepared to accept defeat
as the price of service. But surely we can
do something to improve what exists to-day.
If the returns for 1937 are up to the expecta-
tions which were advanced two years ago,
very well; but I am certain they will dis-
appoint us. If we get the same sad story,
surely we can do something to help pave the
way so that next session we can place on the
Statute Book a law which will be an improve-
ment on the present position.

You ask me if I am in favour of unification.
I should like to think public opinion was such
that it could be done, and after it was done
there would not be those selfish, vile appeals
to class prejudice which always seem to fol-
low in Canada. If we had reasonable appeals
and reasonable statements of fact at election
time, there is not an employee of the National
Railways or any other railway who would
have any fear of unification. But I know we
shall not have reasonable appeals, and I can
see grave danger in the direction of unifica-
tion when that unification is to be accom-

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

panied by a tremendous organization as an
engine to defeat and destroy a political party.
It should not be so, but it will be in Canada.

I ask my honourable friend to bring down
at the earliest date the returns of actual
results for the past year and, if he can, the
results of this year—which will be a great
deal worse. My honourable friend says we
are moving out of the depression. The last
time those words could have been used was six
months ago. Since then we have been moving
back down the disastrous trail. The unem-
ployment figures given are six months old,
or older than that. If we had figures up to
date we should see no bright star, and we
shall not see any, either in this country or in a
country near us, until some assurance is given
that a person can expand his business without
being regarded as a public enemy.

But my point is this. We must not think
things are all right because employment returns
were getting better seven or eight months ago.
The problem is a big one, it is right on our
backs, and it will not be overcome as soon as
a committee of this House is appointed, even
though that committee may do its utmost to
improve the situation.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable senators,
after the brilliant speeches made by the two
leaders of this House, I do not intend to
venture any very extended remarks on the
railway question. It is admitted by every-
body that this is an extremely serious ques-
tion, one which affects the whole economic
life of Canada, and that unless some relief
can be obtained from taxation we are headed,
as has been said by the right honourable
leader on this side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen),
in the same direction as some of our prov-
inces have gone. We are coming to the
point where the whole financial structure of
Canada will be in the mud. In other words,
if we continue our process of creating debt
we shall have to go into bankruptecy.

The remarks of the honourable leader of
the House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) led me
to believe that he would like to see this
whole question considered more fully by the
Senate, possibly in committee. In 1925,
thirteen years ago, we had a special com-
mittee on the subject of railways. The com-
mittee sat behind closed doors, and the evi-
dence taken was not published. The informa-
tion obtained was extremely valuable, and
its use in successive years would have done
much.to prevent the enormous railway debt
which has been accumulated. I gathered
from the remarks of the honourable leader
opposite that he would welcome something
in the nature of an investigation which might
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lead us to recommend, not amalgamation,
not unification, but some method of joint
management whereby this enormous annual
deficit could be gradually reduced.

Honourable members of this Chamber do
not believe that by one immediate act we can
cut off $60,000.000 or $75,000,000 of expendi-
ture, but we do believe that over a period
of years it can be done. That such a thing
was possible was very clearly set forth before
the committee in 1925 by the heads of both
the railways, and by other experts on traffic
problems, who mentioned definite amounts
which could be saved. I do not believe that
any committee of this House which conducts
its investigations along party lines will get
anywhere, but it seems to me that this rail-
way problem is one question which is large
snough to bring both parties in this country
together. From what I have observed of the
actions of honourable members of this House
since coming here, I am perfectly satisfied
that they can so divest themselves of party
spirit, of party antagonism or party loyalty—
call it what you will—as to consider without
bias the welfare of this country and the neces-
sity of some action towards economy. I
believe that they may be able to recommend
to the Government some solution of this rail-
way problem which would bring about the
salvation of the country.

The right honourable the leader on this
side of the House (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen)
stressed very strongly, and properly so, the
situation which confronted Great Britain and
the solution that was reached. He particularly
called attention to a most important fact,
namely, that not one railway employee in
that country, from the highest to the lowest,
suffered by the conversion of about one
hundred lines into four lines. It is true that
that sort of thing cannot be done in a year,
or in two or three years. Through process
of time there is a gradual elimination of
employees. Death, advancing years, retire-
ment, and the movement from one sphere of
activity to another all take their toll. The
result is that in most businesses, especially

those employing large numbers of men, there -

is an almost complete change in personnel
every ten years. I shall give you an example
of that, because I do not want you to think
I am exaggerating. I am interested in a
business that has about 600 or 680 employees.
In this business we find that there is an
average change in personnel of about 10 per
cent a year.

Now let us suppose, in connection with
the railways, that about ten per cent of the
employees drop out each year, that another

ten or fifteen per cent reach a pensionable
age, and that another percentage desire to
change their employment. In that process
the surplus will be very quickly eliminated.
I do not think it would take more than three,
or at the most four years, to provide for all
employees who might at first be superfluous
if the railways were organized in such a way
as to eliminate duplication of employment.
It would be necessary to take care of the
employees eliminated during those three or
four years. The means of doing that has been
well demonstrated in Great Britain.

I am going to suggest for the consideration
of this House the advisability of appointing
a special committee to consider this railway
problem—a committee which will have power
to bring before it experts on traffic problems,
and which, if it is unable to report this year,
will be continued to the beginning of next
session. This committee should be com-
posed of the best minds of this House. It
should consist of members who will give
the subject before them impartial and thor-
ough consideration, who will entirely dis-
regard all party benefit or party injury, and
whose only concern will be the reduction of
taxation and debt, the improvement of our
sconomic situation, and the welfare of Canada.
With that end in view, I submit to this House
the following amendment:

That all the words after “That” in the first
line of the resolution proposed by the honour-
able senator from Montarville be stricken out,
and that there be substituted therefor the
words: “a committee of the Senate be appointed
to inquire into and report upon the best means
to relieve the country from the extremely
serious railway expenditure, with power to
send for persons, papers and records.”

In moving this resolution I do not like to
take upon myself the responsibility of even
suggesting who should be the members of the
committee. If such a committee is to be
formed—and I hope it will be, because I be-
lieve some real good may come out of it—
I think the leaders on both sides of the
House might suggest the names of those who
are to be its members. I have pleasure, there-
fore, honourable senators, in moving this
amendment to the resolution now under dis-
cussion.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Is it your
pleasure, honourable members, to adopt the
amendment?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I would ask
whether an amendment can be made to a
motion of this kind?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Why not?
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Any member can
move any resolution he likes. If we do not
like it we can throw it out.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: An amendment
can be made to a motion.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I am not taking
exception to the amendment. I am just
asking the question.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not
know of any reason why this motion is not
amendable, like any other.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It is a resolution.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: May I ask
a question? Is it not a mistake to confine
the inquiry to expenditure? As a matter
of fact, the size of the expenditure might not
be a serious matter. If the business of the
railways increased, the expenditure also would
of necessity have to be increased from a
business standpoint. I think the wording of
the resolution should be carefully looked into.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would suggest
that the honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr.
Black) postpone his amendment till the next
sitting, so that we may see what form is best
to cover what he intends to cover.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I have no objection
whatever to that suggestion. The amendment
was drawn in such a way as to make it as
brief and as broad as possible. The word
“ expenditure ” certainly covers the expendi-
ture of the railway. However, with the leave
of my seconder, I am quite ready to have this
regarded as a notice that I propose to move
an amendment at the next sitting. Then we
shall have time to consider more carefully

the wording of the amendment.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The amend-
ment is in exactly the same words as the
motion of Honourable Senator David in 1925,
with the single exception that the adjective
before the word “expenditure ” is ¢ extremely
serious ” instead of “ruinous;” This is a
great tribute to the moderation of my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Black),

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should like to
examine into the form of the amendment,
because I think the committee, in order to
carry out the wish expressed by Parliament
in the Act of 1933, might well inquire into
what is going on. I am not quite sure the
amendment as proposed would cover that.
If my honourable friend will simply treat this
as a notice of motion we shall have time to
consider the extent of the mandate to be
given to the committee.

Right Hon. Mr, MEIGHEN,

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I shall be very glad
to do what has been suggested, because unless
we have harmony in our endeavour to secure
an inquiry we shall not get anywhere with
the inquiry itself.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Has the honour-
able member (Hon. Mr. Black) leave to
withdraw his amendment?

The proposed amendment was withdrawn.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I move the adjournment
of the debate until Tuesday next.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 10, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

TRANS-CANADA AIR LINES BILL
THIRD READING

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM moved the
third reading of Bill 29, an Act to amend
the Trans-Canada Air Line Act, 1937, as
amended.

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

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Bill C, an Act respecting Canadian Pacific
Railway Company—Hon. Mr. McMeans.

Bill D, an Act respecting Révillon Fréres
Trading Company, Limited—Hon. Mr. Me-
Means.

Bill E, an Act respecting The Restigouche
Log Driving and Boom Company —Hon. Mr.
Robinson.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL
RELATIONS

MOTION

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

That Rule 78 be amended by adding thereto
the following:

19. The Committee on External Relations,
composed of not less than fifteen and not more
than twenty-five senators.

He said: Honourable senators, this results
from the action of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.
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GOVERNMENT STATIONERY
COMPLAINT AS TO QUALITY

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
before the Orders of the Day are pro-
ceeded with, I wish to call the attention of
the committee that deals with public printing
and stationery, or of the chairman of that
committee, to the fact that the mucilage on
the flaps of the envelopes supplied to us is of
so very poor a quality that there is great
difficulty in getting the envelopes to stick.
This is particularly true of the larger sizes.

Hon. Mr. DUFF: Use fish glue.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: This is a complaint I
have often heard in another place and here,
but there does not seem to be much improve-
ment. The stationery appears to be inferior
to that which is purchasable in the retail stores,
and I suppose a good price is paid for it.

Hon. G. V. WHITE: Honourable senators,
I will endeavour to see that there is a better
sticker put on the envelopes.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: 1 have experienced
the same difficulty as the honourable gentle-
man (Hon. Mr. Hughes). When I mentioned
it I was told that if I would exercise a little
patience after the sticker was moistened I
would find no trouble at all.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I have exercised a
good deal of patience.

OPIUM AND NARCOTIC DRUG BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. J. H. KING moved the second read-
ing of Bill 24, an Act to amend the Opium
and Narcotic Drug Act, 1929.

He said: Honourable senators, may I be
permitted to make a few remarks in regard
to the proposed amendments to the Opium
and Narcotic Drug Act? There have been
no amendments to this Act since 1932, but in
the interval a convention has been concluded
at Geneva by representatives of some thirty-
odd world powers who met there to consider
means of bringing about uniformity in legis-
lation for further -controlling international
traffic in narcotics and dangerous drugs.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: In what year
was that done?

Hon. Mr. KING: In 1936. Canada was
represented by Colonel Sharman, of the De-
partment of Pensions and National Health,
the chief officer dealing with the adminis-
tration of this Act. The convention suggested
severe penalties, including imprisonment, for

certain specific offences in relation to illicit
traffic in narcotics. Some of these, such as
conspiracy, are already covered by our
Criminal Code, and others have for years
been covered by the present Act. It is the
Department’s desire that other recommenda-
tions contained in the convention be now
incorporated in the Act. After careful study
by the Department, in conjunction with the
Department of Justice, it has been deemed
advisable to amend our narcotic law so that
we may have legislation similar to that which
will obtain in other countries subscribing to
the convention. Our Act has been found
effective in the domestic field, but illicit traffic
in narcotics is essentially international, and,
if it is to be successfully coped with, inter-
national co-operation is required.

Canada has at times been a favourite
country for persons illegally selling dangerous
drugs. It is believed that if we tighten up
our laws and make them conform with those
of other subscribing countries we shall prob-
ably be able to rid ourselves of certain un-
desirable activities that have gone on hitherto.
When I was Minister of the Department of
Health, some years ago, we were able to
uncover an international drug ring in the
city of Montreal, which was operated from
there in a fairly successful attempt to supply
the neighbouring republic. We broke up
the ring, and persons connected with it were
imprisoned.

The convention provides facilities for ex-
traditing persons connected with illicit drug
traffic. We should benefit greatly by co-
operating with other countries in this respect.

Canada has always maintained at the League
of Nations that she was not interested in
the production or manufacture of narcotic
drugs. * Our -present law applies to imports
and distribution, and it has been fairly effec-
tive. But within the last year or two it has
been found that we are producers to some
extent, for the opium poppy plant has been
successfully grown in British Columbia, and
from it has been made a potion of very strong
narcotic properties. The Department was
able to make a seizure in some cases and
secure convictions. This Bill empowers the
Minister to control by licence not only the
production of opium, but also of another
drug, known as Cannabis Sativa, which,
though a new product here, has been known
for centuries in the Orient. Within the last
few years the authorities in the United States
have realized that this drug is being used
extensively by the younger people. Cigarettes
are manufactured from the leaf of Cannabis
Sativa, commonly known as a hemp product,
and sold to pupils in high schools and to
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the young people at dance parties, and so
on. It is a rather interesting story, and I
would refer honourable members to an article
in the American Magazine of July, 1937. There
they will find a full account of the increasing
use of the drug in the United States and this
country. The writer states the police records
indicate that the smoking of cigarettes made
from Cannabis Sativa leaf has been the cause
of many sex crimes, murders, robberies, and
other crimes. We had not been much affected
until about a year or so ago, when inquiries
by the Department disclosed that increasing
quantities of the leaf were being brought in.
The plant is a common weed in certain parts
of Canada, and during the War an effort was
made to grow it for its fibre.

The Bill empowers the Minister to license
the growing of hemp, which is the common
term for the plant. Is is suggested by our
departmental officials that this will enable us
to exercise control, as refusal to grant a
licence will be equivalent to prohibition. It
may be asked: Why not prohibit its growth
altogether? In reply, I may say that in certain
parts of Canada hemp is grown for its fibre,
though only in a small way. The fibre is
used in the manufacture of twine and other
fine cords; it does not enter into rope-making.
I think there would be no special advantage
in allowing opium poppies to be grown, and if
the cultivating of hemp is to be permitted it
must be done under very strict supervision, as
proposed by the Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I draw the
honourable gentleman’s attention to the fact
that the Bill provides for licensing opium
poppy.

Hon. Mr. KING: It does so provide.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Why?

Hon. Mr. KING: The point was discussed
in the other House, and the Minister stated
that the licence requirement would give the
Department a measure of control not possible
under straight prohibition. It is the purpose
of the Bill that those who wish to engage in
the cultivation or production of opium poppy,
or Cannabis Sativa, must first secure a licence
to do so. The Minister is given discretionary
power to withhold the granting of such licence s
which, of course, would mean prohibition.

In the United States the Federal Govern-
ment has recently secured legislation to license
the growing of hemp, or Cannabis Sativa, and
so control its production. In that country
hemp is cultivated on a fairly large scale.
Within the last year the federal authorities
have seized and confiscated unlicensed Crops.

Hon. Mr. King.

Occasion may arise to justify the granting
of licences for the cultivation of hemp. Only
last year the Department of Agriculture cul-
tivated hemp at the Experimental Farm to
test its fibre.

I will give a brief résumé of the suggested
amendments.

The first amendment is administrative and
deals with production.

The second covers three specific offences
mentioned in the convention, namely, the de-
livery, offering, and offering for sale of nar-
cotics. The convention contains nineteen
recommendations; sixteen are already covered
in our legislation.

The third amendment prohibits unlicensed
cultivation.

The fourth amendment brings Part I and
Part IT of the narcotic schedule within the sec-
tion.

The fifth, the amendment to section 17, deals
with opium pipes and opium-smoking parapher-
nalia, and provides that the occupier of any
premises where the paraphernalia is found
must satisfy the court that they were there
without his knowledge, or that he was fully
entitled to possess them. Occasionally
museums or persons who have travelled in
the Far East possess such paraphernalia, and
they apply to the Minister for permission to
retain possession.

The sixth amendment, dealing with section
24, is purely administrative. The schedule is
divided into two parts. As the Act now stands,
the Governor in Council may add to the drugs
thereby affected, but legislation is requisite to
move a drug from Part I to Part II, or vice
versa, or to remove a drug from the schedule.
We are under obligation to keep our schedule
in line with the recommendation of the Health
Committee of the League of Nations. It is
considered that should it be necessary to move
a drug from Part II to Part I in keeping our
legislation up to date, authority for such action
might well be conferred on the Governor in
Council.

The seventh amendment relates to section
27 and is designed to have sections 6, 10 and
16 of the present Act applied to drugs in
Part II of the schedule.

The three remaining amendments refer to
the schedule itself.

Before resuming my seat, I should like to
commend the officials of the Department who
are carrying on this work. Perusal of the
annual reports will show that we have a very
thorough administration of our Act. In this
connection a few figures are significant. In
1919 we imported 12,333 ounces of cocaine: in
1928 that importation had been reduced to
2,967 ounces, and in 1936 to 1,103 ounces. Of
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course, I am speaking only of legitimate im-
portations. As to morphine, in 1919 our im-
ports were 30,087 ounces: in 1928 we imported
6,926 ounces, and in 1936 only 5,81 ounces.
With respect to crude opium, in 1919 we
imported 34,262 pounds: in 1928 the quantity
was reduced to 970 pounds, and in 1936 to
485 pounds. From these figures honourable
members will realize how active the Depart-
ment has been in controlling legitimate traffic
in these dangerous drugs.

During 1936 and 1937 the Department made
several large seizures of morphine in Van-
couver. This drug, originating in the Far East,
is smuggled into Pacific Coast cities of the
United States and Canada. The seizures
seemed to have very seriously inconvenienced
those who were using illicit supplies, and it was
found immediately afterwards that the impor-
tation of prepared opium came into effect in
very large measure. A seizure was made in
New Westminster of 550 tins of opium. A tin
contains approximately seven and a hali
ounces.

I think it only fair to state that the Cana-
dian Pacific Steamship Company has been
very helpful to the officers of the Department
in frustrating this illicit traffic. It is carried
on by seamen or other persons employed by
those engaged in the trade. The Canadian
Pacific Steamship Company has, at its own
expense, taken every possible precaution to
prevent this illicit traffic on its ships. The
company’s very effective co-operation was
recognized at a recent meeting of the Opium
Advisory Committee at Geneva, and the dele-
gate of another country stated:

The Canadian Pacific Steamship Company
unquestionably maintains the best system of
preventive measures known. The company
spends a great deal of money yearly to prevent
smuggling of narcotics by its ships. All its
vessels are free from contact by unauthorized
craft in the Far East. It is the opinion of
expert observers that the Canadian Pacific
system could well be taken as the measuring-
rod to be maintained by every steamship
company.

As I have already stated, if illicit drug
traffic is to be successfully combated, similar
preventive legislation must be enacted by the
various countries participating in the interna-
tional convention. I am pleased to say that
the officers of the Narcoties Division of the
Department have received full co-operation
from the United States authorities, and I think
the officers who control this traffic in both
countries are to be commended for the very
fine work they are doing.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, I observe there has been a
diminution in the legitimate importations of

morphine and opium, but as I listened to the
figures I wondered if the diminution had not
been mainly due to the fact that substitutes
for those two drugs, such as codeine, are
proving more popular. I notice they appea:
frequently in police court reports in the press
while morphine and opium are never heard of
If the Minister or officers of the Departmeni
can give it to us, I should like to have some
information as to illegitimate importation,
and as to the extent of the drug habit in
this country. From a reading of the press one
would conclude—perhaps wrongly—that in
earlier years, if the drug habit was contracted,
it was almost always by members of the
medical profession, druggists or other persons
who had been in contact with drugs by reason
of their having been prescribed in cases of
illness, but in later years the main area of
the habit has been among young people whose
morale has not been taken care of and who
have come into contact with drug-runners.
Furthermore, it would seem that a large
proportion of those who appear in our courts
charged with crimes have acquired the habit,
and that many of them owe their criminal
propensities to it. I wonder whether the
Department has any dependable information,
first, as to the degree to which the habit is
extending, or contracting—I should be
delighted to hear that it is contracting, but I
am afraid it is not; and, second, as to how
far, according to the judgment of our police
and law officials, the major crimes of our
country are due to the impulsion of the drug
habit.

I am glad the honourable member (Hon.
Mr. King) commended the officers of the
Department. I have never been in that
Department, but I have had reason to have
contact with it, and this would lead me to
believe the officers are efficient. Besides, I
have a great deal of confidence in the Minister
himself.

No effort could be too great, even if it
involved expense, which would sweep this
evil from the country. I have read the debate
in the other House. I would go further than
the Minister has gone in relation to the
growth in this country of a plant, such as the
opium poppy, which has no other worth-while
commercial use than as the ingredient of a
drug. I would provide not only that it should
not be cultivated, but that anyone knowing
of it should uproot it and destroy it, or, at
least, that he should bring it to the attention
of the authorities. To legislate that such a
plant may be grown by licence is to give it a
kind of semi-respectability. As to hemp
production it may be necessary, because of
farmers having worked up a certain measure
of business, to permit licensing for a time
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until it is reduced and eliminated; but in the
case of the opium poppy this is not necessary.
I am sorry if it is necessary in the first case,
for there is great danger in it, particularly
after the publicity that has been given in
the press. I am not complaining of the
publicity, which unavoidably originates in
Parliament, but I am afraid that the possible
use of this plant, which grows so rank in
Western Canada, will become known and that
the curiosity of the young will impel them
to experiment with it. I should like to see
the ban as prohibitive as possible, and the
penalties as stiff as they can be made, until
this curse is eliminated for good and all.

Hon. Mr. KING: What my right honour-
able friend has said about codeine is unfor-
tunately true. The difficulty of securing
morphine has brought about a swing to the
codeine preparations, and statistics prepared
by the League of Nations showed that Canada
was the largest codeine consumer per capita
in the world. The Department has taken
steps to rectify this situation by bringing it
under the Act so that it may be dealt with in
the administration in the same way as some
other drugs. Representations have also been
made to the pharmaceutical associations
throughout Canada, and to the provincial gov-
ernments. Some provincial governments, I
believe, have passed enactments permitting the
sale of codeine in retail drug stores only on
medical prescription, while we have a federal
requirement that not more than one ounce of
codeine monthly shall be supplied to retail
drug stores, and that sales must be reported.
Since this action was taken the consumption
of codeine has been reduced, and I have no
doubt there will be a further marked reduc-
tion. However, as my right honourable friend
(Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) has said, there
has been a swing from morphine to codeine.

Codeine and morphine are both very useful
drugs. Codeine is now prescribed by physicians
rather than morphine. I think the medical
profession to-day realizes, as it did not do
some 25, 30 or 40 years ago, when I was a
student, the danger of prescribing morphine.
It is hoped that this legislation will make
possible a greater measure of control of the
internal trade in codeine.

I have read the Minister’s remarks in regard
to licensing. I think his position is that the
opium poppy is the source of very important
derivatives produced or developed in certain
countries, and which are very necessary to
the human race. In those countries they are
produced under a licensing system. I do not
think we in Canada shall ever produce them
commercially.

Right Hon, Mr, MEIGHEN.

As to hemp, or Cannabis Sativa, I think the
Minister felt that the granting of a licence
would bring out into the open those people
who might desire to grow the plant, and that
a neighbour or some other individual in' the
community would ask, “Have you a licence?”
and could bring the matter to the attention
of the Government. I am afraid that if you
merely put on a prohibition people will be
stimulated to break it, and the result may be
just what has been accomplished by prohibi-
tion in other fields. At all events, that
seemed to be the thought of the Minister,
and I would suggest that we accept the Bill
as it is in that regard.

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

REFERRED TO OOMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. KING: I would move that the
Bill be referred to Committee of the Whole.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Would it not be
advisable to have the Bill go to one of the
other committees, where experts from the
Department would be available to answer some
of the questions asked by the right honour-
able the leader opposite (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen) a few minutes ago? Personally I
should like to know something more about
these things.

Hon. Mr. KING: I have no objection. We
have a Committee on Public Health. It is
not a large committee, but any senator who
desires could attend, and we should have the
departmental officials to instruct us. I move
that the Bill be referred to the Committee on
Public Health and Inspection of Foods.

The motion was agreed to.

WINNIPEG AND ST. BONIFACE HAR-
BOUR COMMISSIONERS BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 32, an Act to amend
The Winnipeg and St. Boniface Harbour Com-
missioners Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the purpose
of this Bill is to extend the jurisdiction of the
harbour commissioners of Winnipeg and St.
Boniface so that municipalities which are
contiguous to those cities, and which desire
to do so, may come under the Act.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, I am very sorry to note
the absence of both the senior member (Hon.
Mr. McMeans) and the junior member (Hon.
Mr. Haig) from Winnipeg. I do not desire to
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cast any reflection on the maritime importance
of Manitoba, but I must admit that this is
the first time I have heard there was a har-
bour there. Is there anyone present in the
House who can explain what this harbour
commission does? I have read the Bill and
the discussion upon it in another place, and
I do not know. Everybody knows that
there are no boats calling at Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I understand
that there is considerable dredging going on
and that the board is becoming more and
more important. I believe that in the cir-
cumstances the neighbouring municipalities
would like to obtain the advantages that will
accrue to them if they form part of the port.
If we passed second reading now we could
take the Bill up in committee on Tuesday next,
when the honourable members from Winnipeg
would likely be present.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Everyone
would probably think me a traitor to the
province of Manitoba if I questioned this
Bill, but I have not seen a boat on those
rivers out there since 1898. Is the Govern-
ment dredging in the hope of establishing
a maritime trade in Winnipeg?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know.
I had an impression that it was my right
honourable friend’s ‘Government which had
started dredging there. However, I shall
know more about it by Tuesday.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The Gov-
ernment my honourable friend refers to must
have been in office a long time back, before
the days of modern dredging. No dredging
was done there while I was in office.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Honourable members,
I think this Bill had better be given second
reading and sent to committee as soon as
possible. Like my right honourable friend
(Right Hon. Mr. Meighen), I never heard
of boats of any consequence plying around
the city of Winnipeg or St. Boniface, though
I have known the Red river and the river
that runs into it nearby for something like
forty-five years. How anyone could con-
ceive of establishing a harbour there I cannot
understand. If the measure is sent to com-
mittee we may be able to have it explained.

Hon. Mr. KING: Honourable senators, I
remember very well that some years ago Hon.
Robert Rogers came to my office and told
me it was necessary to have piers or docks
built near Winnipeg in order to facilitate trans-
portation of sand and gravel required in that
city.
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Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That may be
the explanation. I did not think of that.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: But surely a board
of harbour commissioners would not be
required, if there were no more shipping
than that.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I move that
the Bill be referred to Committee of the
Whole on Tuesday next.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The Committee
of the Whole or the Railways Committee?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: The Committee
on Railways, Telegraphs and Harbours?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We are cloth-
ing this piece of legislation with considerable
importance. It occurred to me that, as
everyone seemed to feel there was not much
navigation at the ports of Winnipeg and St.
Boniface, we could have the necessary dis-
cussion, of the measure in Committee of the
Whole. But I am in the hands of the House
in this matter.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: It seems to
me that the Bill could be dealt with appro-
priately in Committee of the Whole. I think
I understand the situation now, since the
honourable gentleman from Kootenay East
(Hon. Mr. King) has spoken. The reason for
docks must be the one he has given. But,
knowing nothing at all about politics, as
such, I cannot quite conceive why an ex-
tensive harbour commission is necessary in
order to facilitate drawing of sand.

The motion was agreed to.

OTTAWA AGREEMENT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 34, an Act to authorize
an Agreement between His Majesty the King
and the Corporation of the City of Ottawa.

He said: Honourable members will recall
that every session there is introduced a Bill
to authorize extension for one year of an
agreement between the Government and the
city of Ottawa. Under this agreement the
sum of $100,000 is paid to the city in lieu of
taxes on our buildings. The object of the
Bill is to extend the agreement for another
year.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I ask the
honourable gentleman if this Bill provides for
any increase over the amount that was paid
last year?

REVISED EDITION
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No; the amount
is the same as was paid last year.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not know
how the city manages to get along on it.

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

THIRD READING

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

The motion was agreed to, and the B111 was
read the third time, and passed

RAILWAY ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(TELEPHONE TOLLS)
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK ' moved the second
reading of Bill 14, an Act to amend the Rail-
way Act (Telephone Tolls).

He said: Honourable senators, the honour-
able gentleman from Victoria (Hon. Mr.
Tobin) asked me to move second reading of
this Bill to-day, in his absence. I understand
the purpose of the measure is to clarify the
jurisdiction of the Board of Railway Com-
missioners in connection with base-rate areas
or exchange areas and telephone tolls and
services applicable thereto. The amendment
is said to be necessitated by the decision of
the Board in the case of Quebec-Montmorency
Chamber of Commerce v. Bell Telephone Co.
(Canadian Railway Cases, Vol. XLVI, Part
2, page 203). I take it that the Board has
jurisdiction to investigate telephone rates in
certain instances, but it asserted it did not
have authority to deal with matters that
arose in the Quebec-Montmorency case. The
object here is to give the Board power in all
such cases. It seems to me that there are
questions involved which should be discussed
in the Railway Committee before the Bill
is finally adopted.

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

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Alice Cecile
Pinder Hartt.

Bill-'G, an Act for the relief of Ruby May
Foster Ryder.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Ethel Sadie
Davidson Case.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Ray Simon
Stern.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Norma
Adelaide MacKenzie Hird.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Mabel
Marjorie Thompson Maynes.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Walter
Edward Gorham.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Anne Eddie Bender.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Kathryn
Chronis Briggs.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Vera May
Levis Holloway.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Robert
Andrew Young.

The Senate adjourned until

Tuesday,
March 15, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 15, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

WINNIPEG AND ST. BONIFACE HAR-
BOUR COMMISSIONERS BILL

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE—PROGRESS
REPORTED

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into Committee on Bill No. 32,
an Act to amend The Winnipeg and St.
Boniface Harbour Commissioners Act.

Hon. Mr. Donnelly in the Chair.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: As I have
not yet received a memorandum on the Bill,
perhaps I might cite the explanation given
when it was introduced in the other House.
That explanation reads:

The purpose of this Bill is to extend the
jurisdiction of the Winnipeg and St. Boniface
Harbour Commissioners to the waters and
municipalities contiguous to the cities of Winni-
peg and St. Bomface, which desire to be brought
under the Act. The harbour limits now include
the Red river within the boundaries of Winni-
peg on the one side, and St. Boniface on the
other. The municipality of East Kildonan has
requested that the portion of the river frontmg
that municipality should be included. It is
also probable that Kildonan West, Fort Garry
and St. Vital will make similar applications.
With the completion of the sewage system for
Winnipeg it is expected that the Red river
will be used more extensively by pleasure boats,
and for that reason the city has asked the
Government to introduce this Bill to extend
the boundaries of the harbour commission.

If these municipalities decide to come in,
each council will have the privilege of appoint-
ing one member to the Board.
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On section 1—municipality:

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Mr. Chair-
man, can the Minister tell us who are the
present members of the commission, what, if
any, remuneration they get, and what, if any-
thing, they do?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have sent for
the statute constituting the commission. It
was enacted in 1912.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The commis-
sioners cannot have had very much to do,
since there has been scarcely any navigation
on the river.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They expect to
have pleasure boats plying on the river when
a sewage system, now in course of construc-
tion, is completed.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think we
ought to ascertain whether any public money
is being expended. I am not saying this in
criticism particularly. I see the Bill was
passed in 1912.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
child.

Right Hon: Mr. MEIGHEN: No. It was
before my natal day, politically. I did not
arrive. on the governmental scene until 1913.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Pre-natal.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not
know what the commissioners of the harbour
of Winnipeg can find to do.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I wonder, too.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I be per-
mitted to explain? A lock was built at
considerable cost to the country to enable
fish, stone, lumber and sand to be brought
from Lake Winnipeg up the Red river to the
city of Winnipeg. It must be borne in mind
that within thirty miles of Winnipeg we have
one of the largest lakes on the continent. I
think the Government spent a good deal of
money on the canal. It was made a political
issue by the then local member, who threatened
to resign his seat if the work was not under-
taken.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Who was the
member?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Mr. Boyle. I remem-
ber he got a good deal of publicity at the time.
The canal was formally opened by Sir Wilfrid
Laurier, who was brought up the river in a
steamboat. We had a very good time on that
occasion.

‘Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : I noticed that.
I was there.
51958—64

It was your

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: There are wharves
built here and there along the banks of the
river. Steamboats used to ply between Win-
nipeg and the larger resorts on the lake.
Undoubtedly the canal was of considerable
benefit to the whole district as a means of
control during flood time. These harbour
commissioners look after the protection of
the river banks, the wharves, and so on.
There are four or five swing bridges across
the river.” In the old days the boats travel-
ling up or down the river would toot their
whistles and the bridges would be swung open
to let them pass. Now there is a beautiful
bridge which is used by hundreds of people.
To-day, with railroads on either side of the
river, a good deal of the water-borne traffic
has gone, and during the winter months, of
course, there is none at all. Nevertheless,
this is a matter of importance to the city
of Winnipeg. This year there has been a
tremendous amount of snow in the surround-
ing country, and when the floods come there
has to be drainage. The Red is a mighty big
river. In the old days people used to empty
their refuse into the river and pollute its
waters. It was to prevent this, amongst
other things, I understand, that the harbour
commissioners were appointed. I may not
be very exact as to the details of this matter,
but I am familiar with the general principle.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: May I ask the
honourable gentleman what the dues would
amount to on these wharves he speaks of?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honour-
able gentleman ask me something easy?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Canals are ob-
solete. Years ago I was guilty of preaching
the doctrine of the Georgian Bay Canal. At
that time there was only one man in this
House, the late Senator Edwards, who seemed
to be strongly opposed to it. He said that
a ship could go around by way of the lakes
in much less time than it would take for
it to pass through the Georgian Bay Canal.

But in this case, even supposing there were
some trade, the canal would be open only
seven months of the year; then it would have
to discontinue business for the five months
when it would be frozen over. No railroad
could live on only five months’ receipts each
yvear and pay its bond interest. We do not
want to go back to the stage-coach days. I
think that most canals are now absolutely
obsolete.

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL:
the Suez canal?

What about
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Just wait a minute,
please. Where there is only one lock, as in
the case of the Soo canal, which does two
and a half times the trade that is done by
the Suez canal—

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL:
you it is obsolete.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Suez canal
is open twelve months of the year.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: On the Red river
there is a lock to enable boats to get over
the rapids.

Hon. J. A. CALDER: I cannot understand
why the work referred to by the honourable
the senior member from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr.
McMeans) has to be looked after by a board
of harbour commissioners. I have not the
slightest objection to the work that is being
done, but it would seem to me that a small
canal and the banks of a river are matters
that might be attended to by the Depart-
ment of Public Works. Why there should
be a board of harbour commissioners to look
after that area is more than I can understand.

I do not think this is a serious question.
Nevertheless, it is before Parliament. I dare
say this board was created at a time when we
did many things that should not have been
done, and if there is no real necessity for it
we should be aware of that fact. If money
can be saved in any way, we should en-
deavour to save it. What we should know,
I think, is briefly this. First, is there a harbour
that does business in the ordinary sense in
which a harbour does business? If so, what
are the nature and the extent of that busi-
ness? Second, who are the harbour commis-
sioners? For what length of time are they
appointed? What salaries do they get?
What are their expenses? In other words,
how much does it cost to run that sort of
thing? I think we should have that informa-
tion before we pass this Bill. I do not know
how we shall get the information except by
having one of the officers of the department
before us or by sending the Bill to the select
committee. As I say, I am not opposed to the
Bill at the present time, for I do not know
anything about it. I know a good deal about
Western Canada, but I never heard about these
harbour commissioners before. It may be
necessary to have someone to do certain
work there, but we do not know what it is.
My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. McMeans)
speaks about the amount of traffic that goes
through the canal.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Locks.
Hon. Mr. MACDONELL.

According to

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Well, locks. We have
locks all over the country without having
harbour commissions. There are no harbour
commissioners for the Trent Valley canal.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Are there not?

Hon. Mr. CALDER: I should not think
so. I have never heard of any harbour com-
missioners at Ottawa, and there must be
ten times as much traffic on the Ottawa river
as there can possibly be in the neighbour-
hood of Winnipeg. So I say that before we
pass this Bill we should have some definite
information as to what we are doing.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I draw the atten-
tion of my honourable friend to the fact that
all we can do with this Bill is adopt it or
reject it. It is simply an enabling Bill to
extend the jurisdiction of that port. To my
surprise, when I look at 2 George V, Chapter
55, assented to on the 1st of April, 1912, I
find that considerable attention must have
been devoted to the organizing of this com-
mission. The Act says, in part:

The Corporation shall consist of five com-
missioners, three of whom shall be appointed
by by-law of the council of the city of Winnipeg
and two by by-law of the council of the city
of St. Boniface.

Each commissioner so appointed shall hold
office for three years, subject to removal, and
until his successor is appointed.

There is page after page of this enactment.
The Bill sets out the powers of the corpora-
tion to acquire property required for the har-
bour, fixes its borrowing powers, and so on.

However, as my honourable friends from
the West know so little about the administra-
tion of the Act, I have no objection to try-
ing to secure the information that is wanted.
We may or may not pass this Bill. I would
ask that the committee rise, report progress,
and ask leave to sit again. In the meantime
I shall endeavour to find out something about
the cost of the commission.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not think it
has cost anything.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: The work may be
voluntary.

Progress was reported.

DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES
BILL

MOTION FOR SECOND READING—DEBATE
ADJOURNED

Hon. L. McMEANS moved the second read-
ing of Bill B, an Act respecting Divorce and
Matrimonial Causes.

He said: Honourable members, it is with con-
siderable regret that I find myself in the
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position of moving the second reading of this
Bill. I feel that some more competent mem-
ber of this House should have the Bill in his
charge. I am consoled, however, by the fact
that my defects will be made up for by those
who follow me.

It is usual on moving the second reading of
a bill to outline its purposes. This Bill is an
adaptation of the Act passed by the British
House of Commons during the year 1937.
That Act was introduced by Colonel Herbert,
the writer of the book “Holy Deadlock,” who
in it brought the attention of the people of
England to the condition of the divorce laws
of that country at that time. The preamble
to the English Act explains the Act itself. It
reads as follows:

An Act to amend the law relating to marriage
and divorce.

Whereas it is expedient for the true support
of marriage, the protection of children, the
removal of hardship, the reduction of illicit
unions and unseemly litigation, the relief of
conscience among the clergy, and the restoration
of due respect for the law, that the Acts
relating to marriage and divorce be amended.

This Bill was introduced in the Senate last
Tuesday. Two days later, on Thursday, the
Winnipeg Free Press, which we all know is
one of the leading newspapers in Canada,
published the following editorial:

There are very sufficient reasons why the
rigidity of the divorce law should be relaxed
in Canada as it was last year in Great Britain,
the situations in the two countries being largely
similar. It is a subject on which there is, of
course, great difference of opinion, and it is
important that, in the discussion of the Bill
introduced by Senator McMeans, there should
be calm consideration of the whole situation.
At present, divorce can be granted only for
adultery or the committing of unnatural offence.
There are many Canadians who believe there
are other valid grounds that should be recog-
nized and that more harm than good results
from not doing so.

The importance of the home as the basis of
our national life and the consequent need of
preserving the marriage bond as inviolate as
possible, may be fully conceded. There is no
intention of loosening that tie beyond the
requirements of sound and necessary considera-
tion. To do so would be to seriously increase
many of our social problems closely related to
family life. But entirely unreasonable and
unwholesome conditions are resulting from the
refusal to grant divorce except for practically
only one cause.

If a worthless husband deserts his wife and
goes off to the United States and lives there
permanently, she is condemned under the
present law to a life of loneliness for the rest
of her days. The same thing results if either
husband or wife becomes incurably insane.
Because one life has been fatally blighted,
should the other be sacrificed to an undue
degree? If a sailor is missing and never
returns, must his wife be denied a normal
life? If a brutal husband is persistently cruel,

must the wife endure it with no hope of release?
If there is no natural affection, is there a home
worth preserving?

I have no desire to attempt a lengthy
historical review of the divorce law in Eng-
land. Prior to the year 1857 it was almost
impossible for anyone but a wealthy person
to get a divorce in the United Kingdom. First
of all, it was necessary to make application to
the ecclesiastical courts, which had sole con-
trol, and if the applicant was successful there
in getting a divorce a mensa et toro—meaning
from bed and board—it was necessary then
to take action in the superior courts, sue the
seducer in a claim for damages, and get
judgment there. The final step was the filing
of a petition in the House of Lords. Such
was the only procedure for obtaining divorce
up to the year 1857.

In 1857 the British Parliament passed the
Matrimonial Causes Act. Under that statute
adultery was the only ground for divorce, but
even if it was proved against her husband,
a woman could not succeed in an application
unless she showed the adultery had been
accompanied by cruelty. The courts held that
to prove cruelty in a divorce action it was
necessary to establish that the woman was in
danger of losing her life or limbs, or that
her mental suffering was so severe as to
endanger her life. That law remained
unchanged for eighty years, except for one
amendment, which I think was made in 1932
and was not very important. Under this
amendment women were given the right to
apply for divorce on the same ground as men.
There had been some minor changes with
regard to procedure in the courts and lowering
of costs. Otherwise the law passed in 1857
remained in effect until last year.

In 1908 the English people were somewhat
concerned about the divorce question and the
Government appointed a royal commission
composed of men of the highest standing in
the land. That commission sat for three
yvears and took evidence from leading persons
in the country—scientists, clergymen, profes-
sional men, ex attorneys-general, and so on—
and presented a voluminous report in 1912,
I need not read from that report, for it is
readily available to anyone interested, but I
might say that it recommended a change in
the law. It was suggested that four additional
grounds should be recognized for the granting
of divorce: imprisonment—which, I might
say, is not a ground in the present Bill—and
cruelty, habitual drunkenness and insanity.
But that report, like the reports of many other
commissions, was not acted upon.

As T have said, no very important change
was made in the divorce law until last year,
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when a bill was introduced by Colonel Herbert,
member of the British House of Commons
and author of the book called “Holy
Deadlock.”

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON : “Unholy,” was it not?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: It was either holy
or unholy. In any event, the book stirred up
the people of England. Colonel Herbert’s
-bill was based on the report of 1912. I will
not quote from the debate that followed. The
bill did not meet with very serious opposition,
either in the House of Commons or in the
House of Lords. Even the Church of England
bishops with seats in the House of Lords did
not oppose it, though they would not vote
for it. Some amendments were made before
the measure became law. For instance, the
committee of the Lords to which it was
referred struck out the clauses specifying life
imprisonment and habitual drunkenness as
grounds for divorce.

The amendments to our own divorce law
that are proposed in the Bill before us are
not, it seems to me, very drastic. They
provide three new grounds on which a husband
or wife may apply for divorce: -cruelty,
insanity, and, the most important change of
all, desertion for at least three years. There
is also a clause which prohibits the bringing
of an action for divorce within three years after
the marriage. In the present law there is no
time limit within which application may not
be made. This restrictive clause would prevent
applications by some persons who might
otherwise make them.

It does not seem to me that anyone can
say the proposed extension of the grounds is
very drastic. Let me give you one instance,
having to do with the ground of lunacy.
Mr. Bowman, ex-Speaker of the House of
Commons, said to me a few days ago, “Some-
thing must be done about this matter.” He
told me of a farmer who came to his office
in the town of Dauphin, Manitoba, where he
practises law, and asked for advice. The
man’s wife had been in the asylum for
thirteen years, and it was said there was no
possibility of her ever being released. The
farmer said: “I have a farm there and some
young children, and if I were free to marry
it might be possible to get a woman to act
as mother to them. Is there any possibility
of obtaining relief for me?” Mr. Bowman
had to tell him there was not, because an
application for divorce could not be made
in his case, as the law stands at present.
There are hundreds of cases like that; I
would go further and say there are thousands.
My statement is based on numerous letters
that have come to me. I do not see how
anyone can justify refusing divorce to a man

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

or woman whose wife or husband is incur-
ably insane. Why should one party to a
marriage, who is not personally at fault, have
to spend the rest of his or her life in misery?
A further point that we should consider,
and one which I regard as very important,
is that a law which refuses divorce in such
circumstances is likely to lead to perjury,
immorality and collusion. It is better that
an innocent party should be able to obtain
a divorce and marry someone else than be
forced to lead a life of immorality, as hun-
dreds are doing to-day.

Desertion for a period of at least three
years would also be a ground for divorce
under this Bill. Perhaps that is as justifiable
a ground as any. Consider the case of a
woman whose husband has deserted her for
at least three years. She may have some
children, or none at all, but in any event she
receives no support from her husband, and
is left destitute unless she goes to work.
Should her life be ruined by the conduct
of the man who had sworn to protect her?
Must she be forced to live alone the rest of
her life, or follow the common course of
living with someone whom the law will not
permit her to marry? I do not know but
that desertion is, in some instances, a better
ground for divorce than lunacy. I receive
letters every day about unfortunate cases.
To talk about protecting the sanctity of
the home when the home is broken up by
desertion seems to me to be idle.

At the time of Confederation the British
North America Act gave the Dominion ex-
clusive authority over marriage and divorce,
but our Parliament has passed only three
laws on the subject. One gave women the
right to petition on the same ground as men.
That was done, I suppose, for the purpose of
conforming with the English Act. Then, after
a great deal of discussion in this House, we
enacted a statute giving Ontario courts juris-
diction to grant divorces. The third Act was
based on a bill, introduced by a gentleman
from the West, conferring the right of domicile
upon women in certain circumstances. That
bill had its origin in a case that I know
something about. An exceptionally fine
young woman was married in Winnipeg to a
man from the Island of Guernsey. After
they had lived together for a little time the
husband went back to his native home.
Under the law at the time she could obtain
a divorce only by filing her petition in the
Guernsey courts. To remove the obvious
injustice and hardship Parliament enacted
legislation providing that the locality in which




MARCH 15, 1938 87

husband and wife have lived together for
two years shall be deemed to be the hus-
band’s domicile.

Sections 12 and 13 of this Bill deal with
nullity. I need scarcely direct attention to
the difference between nullity and divorce.
Section 12 specifies these grounds for a decree
of nullity:

(a) that the marriage has not been consum-

mated owing to the wilful refusal of the
respondent to consummate it; or

(b) that either party to the marriage was
at the time of the marriage either of unsound
mind or a mental defective within the meaning
of any statute in force in the province of the
court concerned or subject to recurrent fits
of insanity or epilepsy; or

(e¢) that the respondent was at the time of
the marriage suffering from venereal disease
of a communicable form; or

(d) that the respondent was at the time of
the marriage pregnant by some person other
than the petitioner.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: May I ask
the honourable gentleman a question? Re-
cently I noticed in my own city an annul-
ment was granted on the ground of the
woman having been a few months under
twenty-one years of age at the time of her
marriage.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That is the law
in the province of Quebec. While the Federal
Parliament has authority over marriage, the
provincial legislatures have jurisdiction to
regulate its form.

I would remind honourable members that
all "great reforms have usually been brought
about after many years of effort. For in-
stance, with respect to the right of appeal
in criminal cases, although a royal commis-
sion in England reported in favour of legis-
lation for this purpose, fifty years elapsed
before the Parliament of Great Britain gave
effect to the recommendation. I had the
honour of introducing in this House a bill
along similar lines. It encountered keen
opposition, but eventually it was enacted,
and I am glad to say that statute has worked
out very satisfactorily. As honourable mem-
bers are aware, it was not until the Married
Women’s Property Act was passed in 1873 that
a married woman could own real or personal
property in her own right. Before the passing
of that Act, immediately on marriage all the
wife’s property passed into the possession of
her husband. She had no separate legal estate
whatsoever. Another instance of legal disability
relates to the franchise. A woman could
neither vote nor hold a seat in Parliament.
To-day we ‘have two lady members in this
House, and there are also two lady members
in the Commons. Contrast their position

to-day with that of women prior to 1873
The progress of reforms is always slow, and
we often wonder how people were content to
live under conditions which to-day we should
consider intolerable.

Before I resume my seat I wish to
appeal to those honourable members who on
religious grounds are opposed to divorce. I
have the greatest respect in the world for
their conscientious scruples, but I would ask
them in considering this matter not to press
their opposition, but to regard sympathetic-
ally the plight of those for whose relief this
legislation is proposed.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: I am afraid
I did not make my point clear to the honour-
able gentleman. Religion did not enter into
the case at all, with respect to either of the
parties whom I mentioned. The wife peti-
tioned the court for annulment of her mar-
riage on the ground that at the time of the
ceremony. she was not of age, and she pro-
duced a birth certificate in support of her
statement. The court annulled the marriage
on that ground, not on religious grounds at all.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I was making only a
humble request to those honourable gentle-
men who because of religious convictions are
opposed to divorce. I have the greatest
respect for their views, but I would ask them
not to press those views to the point of
depriving the thousands of people in this
country who are suffering to-day because of the
very restrictive nature of our present divorce
law. I trust honourable members will give this
Bill their favourable consideration.

I understand that the honourable senator
from West Central Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr.
Aseltine) intends to address the House, and I
am confident that he will deal with any phases
of the question which I may have overlooked.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
I thought there would probably be some de-
bate on this Bill, and I intended to wait until
I had heard what other members, not older,
but more experienced, might wish to say. As,
however, no one appears desirous of speaking,
[ will move that the debate be adjourned
until the next sitting of the House.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Honourable
senators, I believe it is intended to refer this
Bill to a special committee. If so, it would
be a mistake to have the debate adjourned at
this early stage. It would be better to
proceed and get the Bill to the special com-
mittee to be dealt with before we come to the
heavy end of the session, when all our com-
mittees will be exceedingly busy.
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Hon. Mr. HUGHES: If we give the Bill
second reading, do we not adopt its principle?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes. Why not
go ahead to-night?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I shall have to go
to my room for some papers before I can
proceed.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think the
honourable gentleman would do better with-
out them.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I should prefer to
move adjournment of the debate, because I
want to oppose the principle of the Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Would the
honourable gentleman have any objection if
other honourable members continued the de-
bate?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: No. I was waiting
for someone to proceed.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Then we can
hold our souls in patience until the honour-
able gentleman is ready later on.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Thank you.

Hon. W. M. ASELTINE: Honourable
members, I should like to supplement the re-
marks of the honourable the senior member
from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans).

The Bill is largely a restatement of the
present law of divorce with certain additions
taken from the English Act. To those hon-
ourable members who are lawyers this no
doubt will be quite apparent, but for those
who are not lawyers some explanations may
be necessary.

As the House is aware, section 91, subsec-
tion 26, of the British North America Act
gave the Federal Parliament full jurisdiction
over divorce. Parliament has passed only two
enactments: one in 1925, giving a wife the
right to obtain divorce on the same grounds
as a husband; the other in 1930, enabling a
wife to petition for a divorce in the juris-
diction of the court of the province where
she is domiciled, if her husband has deserted
her and on that account changed her domicile.
This latter Act was necessary because there-
tofore the wife had to follow the husband
and institute proceedings for divorce in the
jurisdiction of his new domicile. The Acts
of 1925 and 1930 are included in the present
Bill.

In other words, Canada has practically no
divorce law of its own. With the exception
of the two statutes I have just referred to,
the law of divorce in this country is the
same as that in England prior to the passing
of the new English Act in 1937. It seems

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

to me advisable that, even if there were no
other reason for the legislation now proposed,
we should have a divorce law of our own.
And that is one of the objects of this Bill.

Divorce has for centuries been allowed by
law. This Bill does not raise the question
as to whether or not divorce is good or bad,
or whether it should or should not be per-
mitted.

In May, 1936, in this House, I made a speech
in which I traced the history of marriage
and divorce from the earliest to modern
times. I tried to show that marriage was a
contract, not a sacrament, and that divorce
had been allowed for hundreds of years. It
is not my intention to deal with that phase
of the question now.

The preamble to the new English Act
might, it seems to me, be happily used in the
drafting of this Bill. That preamble is as
follows: g

Whereas it is expedient for the true support
of marriage, the protection of children, the
removal of hardship, the reduction of illicit
unions and unseemly litigation, the relief of
conscience among the clergy, and the restoration
of due respect for the law, that the Acts
relating to marriage and divorce be amended.

The objects of this Bill are the same as
those which the framers of the English Bill
had in mind. This Bill proceeds to bring
about the desired objects in the following
manner:

First, it prevents hasty divorces by chang-
ing the law so that no divorce can be obtained
by either spouse during the first three years
of the marriage, unless there be exceptional
circumstances, thus affording the parties an
opportunity of straightening out their diffi-
culties. This is a new departure, and except
in England, a similar restriction does not
exist in any other country in the world that
I know of. In my opinion divorces will be
lessened in number rather than increased by
this provision.

Second, by the addition of three new grounds
for divorce, the poorer classes—who were
formerly unable to afford the luxury of a
divorce where adultery had to be proven by
the hiring of detectives or other persons, some-
times at great expense—will be greatly bene-
fited, and instead of illicit unions there will
be valid divorces and remarriages.

Third, the clergy are also protected by not
being obliged to marry a divorced person
unless they see their way clear to do so.

Fourth—For years the courts have been
complaining that with only one ground for
divorce there has been obviously much collu-
sion and connivance between litigants, re-
sulting in wholesale perjury, which in many
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cases cannot be detected. The additional
grounds for divorce will tend to remedy the
evil, as will the greater power given the
courts to inquire into questions of collusion,
connivance and condonation.

As already stated, the Bill will give us a
divorce law of our own. I intend to vote for
the Bill and can assure those who may be
hesitating to support it that there is nothing
in it that should cause alarm to anyone. I
do not think we should worry over the fact
that the Bill will permit of a divorce being
secured on the ground of desertion. Many
honourable members may not be aware of the
fact that for more than three hundred years
desertion has been a ground for divorce in
Scotland. We do not find that Scottish homes
have been broken up because of that, and T
do not anticipate that Canadian homes will
suffer if we accept desertion as a ground for
divorce. In almost every part of the world
except Canada and the State of New York
desertion is a valid ground for divorce at the
present time.

The mover of the second reading of the
Bill referred to four new grounds for granting
a decree of nullity. I shall not cite them
again, but shall content myself with saying that
every safeguard is provided. The petitioner
must show that he or she was not aware of
the facts at the time of the marriage. Further-
more, in order to secure a decree of nullity,
the petitioner must commence proceedings
within one year of the marriage and must
prove that marital intercourse has not taken
place since his or her discovery of the exist-
ence of these grounds.

Another new feature in the Bill is the one
dealing with the presumption of death. At
the present time there is no satisfactory law
on this question in the Dominion of Canada.
In fact, it is almost impossible to obtain a
declaration of death. In many jurisdictions
there is no procedure by which a person can
secure a declaration from the courts that the
absentee is dead, and many new marriages
take place without any declaration to that
effect. In this Bill a method is provided for
obtaining such a decree. There are many
safeguards around this feature also. Even if
a person has been proven to have disappeared
for seven years or more, the court has it
within its discretion to refuse the declaration.

I may say, honourable senators, that I have
read the debates that took place on the
English Bill in the British Parliament, but
have been unable to discover in them any
valid reason why such a Bill should not be
passed. The Bill was supported by clergymen,
lords and commoners, and received a large
majority on each reading. In this connection

I should like to read what was said by the
Lord Bishop of Birmingham in the House of
Lords on the second reading of the Bill. He
prefaced his remarks with these words:

I intend to vote for the second reading of
this marriage Bill. There is in my opinion
nothing in it which can encourage our people
to regard marriage lightly. It is, I am con-
vinced, a careful attempt to bring our marriage
law into harmony with opinions now held by
an overwhelming majority of enlightened
Christian people in this country. One of the
great merits of the Bill, as it seems to me, is
that it will promote morality by lessening the
number of irregular unions among working
people. I hope that it will lessen the number
of collusive divorces among our fellow-citizens
of less narrow means. Some legislation as to
divorce is urgently needed at the present time,
for people generally—is it not so?—are made
profoundly uneasy by present circumstances.
It seems to me that the Bill is carefully bal-
anced. No practical alternative to it has been
proposed.

I believe the Bill before us furnishes some-
thing we have been wanting for a long time.
The public generally, as well as the judiciary,
are crying aloud that the problem of divorce
requires parliamentary attention. I hope that
the Bill, after second reading, will be referred
to a special committee of the Senate, so that
every phase of the question may be carefully
considered. In view of the fact that the
Commission on Divorce in England made its
report in 1912 and that the legislation was not
introduced until 1937, I think you will agree
that in that country the matter received most
careful attention.

I would go even further than the English
legislation goes. I would make life imprison-
ment a ground for divorce. I do not think I
would go so far as to include habitual
drunkenness.

It has been a little difficult to follow the
honourable the senior senator from Winnipeg
(Hon. Mr. McMeans), by reason of the
fact that he covered most of the main points
involved in the Bill. In the few remarks I
have made I do not pretend to have covered
the whole field. I have simply referred to
certain points that I thought he might have
missed, or that he left for me to discuss.

There is one more point to which I may
refer. The Bill contains no definition of
cruelty. In my opinion such a definition is
not necessary. For years, in every province
of this Dominion, judicial separations have
been granted on the ground of cruelty without
its ever being defined. For this reason it was
thought inadvisable to include a definition in
the Bill.

Like the honourable the senior senator from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans), I hope this
matter will receive the careful consideration
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of the House, and that the Bill will be given
second reading and be referred to committee
without undue delay.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM:
Honourable members, as my silence might be
misconstrued, I desire to say a word. I think
that any person who has lived in this country
for any length of time must realize that a
Bill of this kind is looked upon by the average
person as a means of loosening the marriage
tie. We have only to look across the border
—and I am not going to dilate upon this—
to see the result of such a law. I think I
am safe in saying that if either party to a
Canadian marriage secures a divorce in the
United States, remarries, and returns here to
live, the American divorce is not recognized
and he is contravening our law. That, to
my mind, is a very strong ground for saying
that the Canadian people are almost a unit
in their opinion as to the matter of divorce.

I was brought up in the school that regards
marriage as more than a contract. This is
not because of the influence of my honour-
able friend to my left (Hon. Mr. Dandurand).
It is so considered by very mamy of our
people, and I am happy to associate myself
with those people. When a marriage is per-
formed in the name of the Almighty it be-
comes more than a human contract under any
law.

I cannot vote for the second reading of
this Bill on the understanding that it is to
go to committee. Unlike other bills, which
can be fixed up in committee, and which we
allow to pass this stage without committing
ourselves to the details, this Bill puts it
squarely up to us whether we will vote for
or against additions to our divorce law—
additions which in my humble opinion would
result in a loosening of that law. Insanity,
for instance, is one of the new grounds for
divorce. We all know of cases of people
who have been sent to institutions for the
insane and who under modern scientific medi-
cal treatment have been cured within a
comparatively short period of time. If in-
sanity is to be a ground, what then?

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE: There is a five-
year limit provided in the Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: The same argu-
ment that I am trying to present would apply
to desertion. Three years is, of course, a
long time for a man to abandon his wife, or
for a woman to desert her husband, but recon-
ciliation has been known to be brou,,ht about
after an even longer period than that. It is
not beyond the realm of probability.

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE.

As to the proposal that life imprisonment
should be a ground for divorce, I may say
that men who have been sentenced to prison
for life have sometimes been released after
a few years. The real wife will be living
in hopes that her husband may be restored
to her and her children.

Hon. Mr. HORNER: That is not in the
Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Well, it was
argued rather strongly to-night, and it is an
indication of what we may look for next
year.

I am opposed to divorce because I see the
evils of it in some other countries. I am
not prepared to follow the British precedent
in this matter. There was a time when,
although this country was prohibiting the
publication of the details of divorce cases,
the English papers were doing otherwise.
Even the London Times had a page of divorce
news. So far as legislation regarding divorce
is concerned, I think that morally we are
ahead of the Old Land. It may not seem
reasonable that I, who have broader views
on most subjects, shou]d take this ground, but
I claim the privilege of voting against the
second reading of this Bill because I am
opposed to it in principle.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, I have no intention of
making an elaborate speech either for or
against this measure. When we assent to
the second reading of a bill it is usually pre-
sumed that we accept the principle of the
bill. On that ground I feel I should make
a reservation before I assent to the second
reading. I am not sure that in pomt of
principle I can support all the provisions of
the Bill. It is not a mere matter of amend-
ment or of detail. One may take exception
to an important feature of a measure even
though other features of it may appeal to
him as sound. I cannot say I am absolutely
sure, but I think it likely, that after a full
review before the committee it would not
seem right that the Bill should stand as
it is. However, I am desirous of having it
go to committee.

If the marriage contract is to be regarded
as a contract and nothing more, then, of
course, the violation of any one of its terms
would be just as fatal as the violation of
any other; there is no reasoning by which
it could be said the breach of one cardinal
or important feature of the contract should
be any less fatal than the breach of another.
Because the marriage contract, almost from
the birth of civilization of mankind, has been
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regarded as something more than a civil con-
tract, we do not lay it open to annulment
and award damages as we do in the case of
other civil contracts of our polity. I know
there are those who do not conceive of the
marriage contract having any of the attributes
of a mere civil obligation, but regard it
wholly in the light of a religious ceremony.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: It is both.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Others
take a somewhat modified view. As a con-
sequence we have to try to find some ground
which does not too violently attack the con-
sciences of any.

Up to now in this Dominion we have con-
fined ourselves to but one ground for divorce.
Arguments can be found to support others.
I can call to mind almost innumerable in-
stances—sadly, more to-day than in other
times—in which most fearful misfortunes and
most brutal injustices seemed to fall upon
people because of our law being restricted as
it is. In a word, any number of reasons can
be found for supporting the relief of the
individual. Yet when that reasoning is carried
to its conclusion one sees that the ultimate
direction in which it leads is towards the
disintegration of the home, and one’s heart
shudders at the result of one’s own logic. The
home is the whole basis of civilization. With-
out it we cannot survive. One country has
made a trial, and has been compelled to re-
trace its steps. Therefore all who feel that
they are at a very sacred point when dealing
with legislation which invades the home are
going to be very careful of the exact steps
they take. In a word, you cannot get a law
which is fair to the individual and is not going
to result in the disintegration of the home.
If we make our laws broad enough to cover
all cases—to provide fair and just treatment
for the poor woman who is deserted, for the
poor woman whose husband is a drunkard,
for the poor man whose wife has run away,
for the poor man whose wife has become
insane—we get to a point where the fortifi-
cations of the home are gone.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: We must
see to it that we do not go too far. We can-
not do more than provide a remedy for the
very worst cases, without running the risk
of bringing about conditions which would
be still more terrible than those we are seeking
to cure.

I certainly do not feel like supporting the
principle of an amendment to make desertion
a ground for divorce. I look differently upon
incurable lunacy, a condition whose existence

I do not think it is impossible to determine
reliably. Lunacy is not something which
depends upon volition of the individual, but
desertion is. I realize there is a limit to the
extent to which this argument can be carried,
for the great breach which we in this Dominion
have always acknowledged as a sufficient ground
for divorce does depend upon volition of the
individual. But in any event I draw some
distinction between desertion and incurable
lunacy, and I believe there can be justification
for divorce when one party to the marriage
contract is afflicted with hopeless insanity, a
condition not self-imposed. A man who de-
serts his wife may do so to evade his obliga-
tions, or by collusion, and in any case he may
later return. Believing that opportunities for
collusion would be much more numerous if
desertion were a ground for divorce, I could
not support final passage of a bill which made
it a ground.

My words have perhaps not been very clear.
Realizing that no matter what I do I can be
charged with being illogical, I am going to
vote for second reading, trusting that some
illumination may be thrown upon the
measure when in committee, and that when
it comes finally before us it will be in a
form which will meet with approval of a
majority of the House.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, it is not my habit to rise to discuss
divorce questions. I stated on a previous
occasion that at the time I entered this
Chamber I asked some senior members of my
faith what their practice was when petitions
for divorce were presented. They were men
of high standing, who had played an im-
portant role in my province, and I had the
greatest respect for them. They were unani-
mous in telling me that they abstained from
voting one way or the other on divorce peti-
tions. This practice has always been followed
by me. Though I know that divorce is a
subject which properly comes before us, under
our Constitution, I have not read evidence
taken by the Divorce Committee, nor have
I expressed any opinion or registered any vote
on its reports and bills. I have always felt
that my colleagues of other faiths formed a
sufficiently large jury to deal with these
matters.

But on this occasion I rise because my
honourable friend who moved second read-
ing of the Bill (Hon. Mr. McMeans) has made
an appeal to members of the Senate who for
religious reasons would vote against divorce
bills. He has suggested that they should
show a spirit of tolerance and leave to those
who believe in the principle of divorce the
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right to amend and extend the present law. I
would draw his attention to the fact that in
this instance I am forced to express an
opinion. Here we have a Bill which would
confirm and extend the principle of divorce
and thereby weaken the marriage tie, and I
cannot remain silent when the motion for the
second reading is put to a vote. I intend to
vote against the motion.

Hon. L. COTE: Honourable senators,
when I arrived in the House this evening,
unfortunately a few minutes late, the mover
of this Bill (Hon. Mr. McMeans) was just
making an appeal to a number of members,
including myself. To be perfectly candid, I
was a bit surprised at the nature of the
appeal, for it is not known to me that all
persons not of my faith are in favour of the
principle of divorce. Because of my religious
tenets I am opposed to divorce: I believe
that marriage cannot be dissolved. But, on
the other hand, I have yet to learn that per-
sons of other faiths believe in divorce for
religious reasons. I do not think that is so
at all. It may be that those whose religion
does not teach that divorce is an impossi-
bility regard it with more tolerance than we
do, but there are hundreds of thousands—yes,
millions—of people in this country not belong-
ing to the faith to which I belong who are
opposed to extending grounds for divorce, or
to making it easier, and are in favour of
restricting it as much as possible. It seems
to me that those people would not give way
and agree to extension of the grounds so long
as they could reasonably resist any demand
for such extension.

Surely we all realize that, as the right hon-
ourable leader on this side of the House (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen) said a few moments ago,
divorce is an element which disintegrates
the home and the family. It is the enemy
of the home. It is obvious that even those
who have no conscientious objection to it
are afraid of it, and are most certainly
not eager to see the Canadian home made
less stable by the weakening of our di-
vorce law. Reference has been made to the
law of England. But it must be remembered
that there is a much older civilization in that
country. Here we are just past the pioneer-
ing stage. Our people are pretty religious
and pretty stable, and throughout the land
there is a prejudice—I mean not a religious,
but an ordinary prejudice—against divorce.
There is an aversion to it. Even to-day
divorce is not considered a nice thing in
Canada. In England it may have been ex-
pedient to extend the grounds for divorce.
If so, that is England’s business. In any

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.,

event we do not have to follow suit. In this
country we do not adopt all the laws that
are passed in England. Surely the fact that
England has amended its divorce law is not
an argument that should sway honourable
members and induce them to vote for this
Bill.

I am opposed to the Bill on two grounds.
[n the first place I am against it for personal
religious reasons. If those were the only
reasons I had, I should be willing to step
aside and let other honourable members
decide whether the Bill should become law
or not. But at the same time I am con-
vinced that it is against public interest and
welfare,

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Would my hon-
ourable friend answer the question that was
asked by the honourable senator from Alma
(Hon. Mr. Ballantyne)? Holding—and very
properly—the views that he and others do,
can he explain how it came about that a girl
who was married at the age of twenty years
and ten months and lived with a man for a
number of years could be divorced, in fact,
by having her marriage annulled? I think
my honourable friend is aware that from time
to time the newspapers carry stories of mar-
riages being annulled in the province of
Quebec for some reason or other. Why?
How can that be done if marriage is for life?
My honourable friend, who is a lawyer, can
answer these questions and help me and prob-
ably some others to understand his viewpoint.

Hon. Mr. COTE: Unfortunately I was not
present when the honourable senator from
Alma asked his question. I take it from
what my honourable friend now says that it
concerned the case of a young woman of
twenty years and ten months of age, and I
assume that she was married without consent
of her parents or guardian. I did not know
that in Quebec a woman was a minor until
twenty-one; I thought the age was eighteen,
but it may be twenty-one. Now, probably
the Quebec law is that a woman younger than
twenty-one cannot be married without the
consent of her parents.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But does
that not have to do with the law as to mar-
riage rather than with the law as to cere-
mony of marriage?

Hon. Mr. COTE: Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Therefore, it
is federal.

Hon. Mr. COTE: No. It is the provincial
law which specifies the age of the contracting
parties. Naturally marriage is surrounded by
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certain legal formalities. Laws have been
passed in Ontario, as well as in Quebec and
in all the other provinces, regulating the
capacity of parties to a marriage and the
conditions under which marriage can be per-
formed. If in the province of Quebec a
marriage was set aside because a woman was
not twenty-one when the ceremony was per-
formed, I can only come to the conclusion
that under the provincial law she was incapable
of entering into a marriage contract without
leave of her parents or guardian.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: What about the
children, if any?

Hon. Mr. COTE: The result is that there
was no contract. So the annulment to which
the honourable senator from Parkdale (Hon.
Mr. Murdock) refers is not a divorce at all;
it is simply a declaration by the court that
no marriage took place.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Will the hon-
ourable senator pardon me? We cannot dis-
cuss judges in this House, and I am not going
to do so. I simply want to state a fact. In
the case in question the petitioner was told
that the annulment left her just as free as
if she had never been married at all.

Hon. Mr. COTE: I assume the honourable
gentleman is right. That would be the natural
consequence of a judgment of annulment.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: What about the
children, if any?

Hon. Mr. COTE: I do not know the
Quebec law. It is a matter for the provincial
legislature to decide what the civil rights of
children would be in certain cases. If there
was no marriage, there might not be any
civil consequences at all. I should not like
to guess at what the Quebec law is, but I
would point out to the honourable senator
from Parkdale the necessity of realizing that
an annulment, under the circumstances in the
case referred to, is not a divorce at all. It is
simply a declaration that no marriage ever
existed, whereas a divorce is the breaking of
a bond, a dissolution of a contract which once
existed.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: May I ask my
honourable friend another question? We are
all grown up here, and good friends, and we
may as well get a little further information
while we are discussing this matter. Let us
suppose that a young man of my persuasion
and a young woman of your persuasion, both
resident in the province of Quebec, are mar-
ried there by a preacher of my persuasion.
Some time later—it may be months or it
may be years—someone comes along and says
there was no marriage. Will you explain that?

That is a kind of thing I have been reading
about for a number of years and could never
really understand. Nobody is better able to
give me an explanation than my honourable
friend who is touching on this point just now.

Hon. Mr. COTE: The honourable member
flatters me, but for that reason I am going
to endeavour to give him an answer. In such
a case it is again a matter of civil law.
In the province of Quebec, as well as in
the other provinces, the rule of the Catholic
church is that those belonging to it can
become validly married only before a min-
ister of their faith. That is purely a religious
rule, and it cannot have any civil effect
unless the legislature intervenes and gives it
civil effect. As long as there has been a Civil
Code in the province of Quebec that Code has
recognized the religious impediment to the
marriage of a Roman Catholic before a min-
ister of another faith, and has given it the
effect of a civil impediment. That explains
how an annulment is brought about in the
kind of case referred to by the honourable
senator.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Is the British North
America Act involved at all?

Hon. Mr. COTE: No, it is not involved.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : I wish my honour-
able friend would tell me as a layman why it
is not involved.

Hon. H. H. HORSEY : Honourable members,
I do not wish to give a silent vote on this Bill.
I do not consider that adding three further
grounds of divorce can be regarded as weak-
ening the present law in any way. These
further grounds should strengthen rather than
weaken the Act. This may lead to an increase
in the number of divorces, but if those divorces
are justified there can be no valid objection
to them. Which is the greater evil, violation
of the marriage contract without or with legal
redress to the innocent party? To my mind
the withholding of justice to the injured party
will tend to wreck the home rather than hold
it together. Suppose a man deserts his wife
and children, goes to the United States or
some other country and contracts a bigamous
marriage. Should not the innocent wife be
protected in such a case? After all, should we
not listen to the inner voice—should we not
obey the dictates of our conscience? What,
in the circumstances, would be the fair thing
to do for the innocent wife in particular and
for society in general? Should we shut our
eyes to something that shocks our sense of
justice? The home, as an honourable gentle-
man has said, is the foundation of civilization.
In my view, if we do not take action along
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the lines of this Bill we shall not prevent, but
on the contrary we shall hasten, the breaking
up of homes where unhappy marital conditions
prevail. Why should not a poor deserted wife
or husband be permitted to have another
home? TUnder the law to-day they have no
grounds whatever for divorce.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : They have certain
grounds for divorce.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY: I am speaking of
desertion. That is the only point to which I
wish to draw attention. True, the Bill
establishes additional grounds for divorce,
but they are justifiable grounds, and person-
ally I believe the Bill will enure to the
general welfare of society and to the protec-
tion of the home by doing justice to innocent
individuals. For these reasons I cannot for
the life of me see how we can take any other
course than support the Bill.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
it is quite apparent that we shall not this
evening reach a vote on the motion for second
reading. I know some honourable members
wish to speak on the Bill, and it is now
getting late.

Some Hon. SENATORS: No, no.
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Go ahead.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I presume honourable
members will not expect me to present legal
arguments in support of my opposition to
this proposed legislation. My opposition rests
upon other grounds, and I would ask you not
to think it is due to any thought of superior
virtue on my part, or to a desire to parade
any knowledge of Christian doctrine that I
may possess. My motives are, I hope, the
result of far better principles. I will at once
admit that in respect to some things I have
strong = convictions, that I recognize my
responsibilities as a member of this honourable
law-making body and, rather than shirk what
I believe to be my duty, I would run the risk
of being misunderstood. I shall now proceed,
as best I can, to lay down the premise or
foundation on- which to build a souna
conclusion.

I presume it will be agreed that the funda-
mental principle of Christianity, as its name
implies, is that Jesus Christ was and is God
as well as man; that, as God, He had the
power and the right to make laws binding on
all men, under all circumstances, and for all
time. Did He legislate on the subject of
marriage, and did He make a validly con-
tracted, consummated marriage indissoluble?
If the Bible is not a book of fables, He did
both these things, and for Christians worthy
of the name this settles the question. I shall

Hon. Mr. HORSEY.

now quote the passages of the Bible that bear
directly on the subject, using the King James
version. I cite the gospel of St. Matthew,
19th Chapter:

3. The Pharisees also came unto him, tempt-
ing him, and saying unto him, Is it lawful for
a man to put away his wife for every cause?

4. And he answered and said unto them,
Have ye not read, that he which made them
at the beginning made them male and female,

5. And said, For this cause shall a man leave
father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife:
and they twain shall be one flesh?

6. Wherefore they are no more twain, but
one flesh. What therefore God hath joined
together, let no man put asunder.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Will the honour-
able gentleman tell me, then, how it happens
that in my city annulments are being granted
by the dozen, and marriages thus rendered
void?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Those who are
acquainted with the provincial laws of that
part of Canada will be better qualified to
answer the question than I am.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY : But they cannot super-
sede the law you are quoting.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I am presenting my
argument, and when I am through my honour-
able friend can tell me what he thinks of
it. Some honourable member to-night said
marriage was more than a contract. The
Author of Christianity laid down that prin-

ciple: He said it was more than a civil con-
tract. I continue my quotation from St.
Matthew:

7. They say unto him, Why did Moses then
command to give a writing of divorcement, and
to put her away?

8. He saith unto them, Moses because of the
hardness of your hearts suffered you to put
away your wives: but from the beginning it
was not so.

9. And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put
away his wife, except it be for fornication, and
shall marry another, committeth adultery: and
whoso marrieth her which is put away doth
commit adultery.

Then let me quote these verses from St.
Mark, Chapter 10:

2. And the Pharisees came to him, and asked
him, Is it lawful for a man to put away his
wife? tempting him.

3. And he answered and said unto them, What
did Moses command you?

4. And they said, Moses suffered to write a
bill of divorcement, and to put her away.

5. And Jesus answered and said unto them,
for the hardness of your heart he wrote you
this precept.

6. But from the beginning of the creation
God made them male and female.

7. For .this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and cleave to his wife;

8. And they twain shall be one flesh: so
then they are no more twain, but one flesh.
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9. What therefore God hath joined together,
let not man put asunder. ‘

10. And in the house his disciples asked him
again of the same matter.

11. And he saith unto them, Whosoever shall
put away his wife, and marry another, com-
mitteth adultery against her.

12. And if a woman shall put away her
husband, and be married to another, she com-
mitteth adultery.

St. Luke is very brief. This is the 18th verse
of Chapter 16:

Whosoever putteth away his wife, and mar-
rieth another, committeth adultery: and whoso-
ever marrieth her that is put away from her
husband committeth adultery.

St. Paul, in First Corinthians, Chapter 7,
wrote on this question thus:

10. And unto the married I command, yet
not I, but the Lord, Let not the wife depart
from her husband:

11. But and if she depart, let her remain
unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband:
and let not the husband put away his wife.

Again in Ephesians, Chapter 5, he said:

31. For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall be joined unto
his wife, and they two shall be one flesh.

32. This is a great mystery: but I speak
concerning Christ and the church.

I would here call attention to the fact
that St. Paul expressly declares he is not
presenfing his own views, but is laying down
the law of Christ and the Church. This
ought to be enough for Christians. I am
convinced in my own mind that no man can
accept the parts of Christianity that suit him
and reject the parts that do not suit him,
and still be a Christian in the proper ac-
ceptation of the term. But‘I would not be
misunderstood. There are non-Christians who
are better living men and more worthy citizens
than many Christians. But this is not an
argument against Christianity; rather is it
proof of the parable of the Cockle and the
Wheat. Or perhaps a better illustration would
be the penitent thief, and the disciples who
went back and walked no more with Jesus.
The thief was a Christian, and his faith and
penitence were his salvation. The disciples
probably were better living men than the
thief; at all events, they were more respect-
able; but they doubted or denied the divinity
of Jesus and therefore His omnipotence. They
were critics who had a high opinion of them-
selves and they sat in judgment on the teach-
ing of the Master; therefore Jesus, Who was
love and goodness itself, let them go, and
He would have allowed the Apostles to go,
too, if they had not, through the mouth of
their spokesman, made a profound declaration
of their faith. To the thoughtful man there
is no other philosophy of life at all com-

parable with Christianity, even for this world.
But we must take it as a whole, or reject
it as a whole. ‘

Most people will, I think, say that there
are degrees of disobedience to the laws of
God and man, and therefore degrees of malice
in such disobedience. There is a difference
between the sins of impulse and the sins of
premeditation; and I am shocked when I
find a deliberative law-making body in a
professedly Christian nation telling God to
His face that it knows more about the making
of laws for the world and for humanity than
He ever knew, and that it will make laws to
supersede His commands. And my sorrow is
all the greater when I realize that the English-
speaking nations appear to be leading in some
of these bad directions. We are told that a
few months ago the Parliament of Great
Britain passed a bill similar to the one we
are now considering. Unfortunately that state-
ment is true. But when and from whom
did the Parliament of Great Britain get the
power to pass such a law, and by whom was
it prompted? It did not get the power from
God, and was not prompted by Him, because
God does not and cannot contradict Himself.

A few days ago I read an editorial in the
Ottawa Citizen under the heading “The
Divorce Bill,” from which I take the follow-
ing paragraph:

These provisions follow the lines of the

British Act which amended the divorce law
of the United Kingdom. The British Bill was
supported by a large majority in Parliament,
by the public generally, by the press, and in
many instances, by the pulpit.
All of which is true, and pity ’tis ’tis true.
And then we wonder that the world is
afflicted and in trouble! My wonder is that
our afflictions are not far greater than they
are. I marvel that we are not swallowed
up by another deluge.

Again I would ask that I be not misunder-
stood. I do not want to make out the British
people and the English-speaking nations to
be worse than they are. By comparison, I
think, we have some virtues, perhaps many,
that others do not possess; and if this is
correct a just God will give us credit for
them. But this does not justify us in tramp-
ling upon some of God’s laws and making a
scrap of paper of the Bible.

I hope the Bill will not receive second
reading.

Hon. FELIX P. QUINN: Honourable
members, as I am opposed to the principle of
divorce, I am opposed to the present Bill,
because it extends the grounds upon which
divorce may be secured and makes divorce
easier to obtain. When I consider the alarm-
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ing increase in the number of divorces
in Canada in recent years, and the tre-
mendous number of those applied for and
granted in the country to the south of us, in
relation to the number of marriages, I hesitate
even to give this Bill consideration.

I am not going to trouble you with any
extended remarks, but I wish to place certain
considerations before you. Will the passing
of this Bill not have a tendency to make
less careful those who are considering the
possibility of entering into the holy bonds of
matrimony ?

As has been said by one or two of the previ-
ous speakers, the Catholic Church regards
marriage as a sacrament. It is something
greater than a civil contract. Therefore we
who are members of that Church take this
matter more seriously than those who do not
agree with us from a religious point of view.

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

PRIVATE BILLS
SECOND READING

Hon. L. McMEANS moved the second read-
ing of Bill C, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company.

He said : Honourable members, this is simply
a Bill to enable the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way Company to lease a small line of rail-
way, some ten miles in length, running from
Lac du Bonnet to Great Falls. It is owned by
the Winnipeg Railway Company, and unless
the Canadian Pacific Railway can lease it and
take it over, it will be abandoned.

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

SECOND READING

Hon. L. McMEANS moved the second read-
ing of Bill D, an Act respecting Révillon
Fréres Trading Company, Limited, and to
change its name to Rupert’s Land Trading
Company.

He said: Honourable members, this is a
Bill concerning Révillon Fréres Trading Com-
pany, Limited, one of the old-time trading
companies with stores throughout the West.
It is asking for permission to change its
name and reduce the capital stock. The
company has an authorized capital of $2-
000,000, issued as follows: 18,000 shares of
$100, each fully paid, and 1,020 shares on
which 85 a share has been called and paid.
Because of trading losses suffered in the last
two years, the company’s balance sheet as
at the end of 1937 shows a deficit of more
than $900,000. As part of the capital has
been lost, the amount of the capital should
be reduced.

Hon. Mr. QUINN.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Will the
honourable member explain why a company
with the name of Révillon Fréres—a name
that carries with it prestige throughout north-
ern Canada, and dates back for decades—
wants to change its name?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I confess that
I was very much surprised when I saw the
purport of this Bill. I should like to have
some clear evidence that all the parties inter-
ested in the company are behind the Bill.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The reason given
is that the Révillon family no longer have
any connection with the company, and that
the name of the company should be changed.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I know that
is the reason given, but it is no reason at all.
It does not matter whether the Révillons are
still alive or not. I am surprised that any-
one should try to get rid of a name that
means so much, and take one that means
so little.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I know that
more than one member of the Révillon family
are still living.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Most com-
panies would pay to get that name.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The Bill will go
to the Private Bills Committee.

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

SECOND READING

Hon. C. W. ROBINSON moved the second
reading of Bill E, an Act respecting the Res-
tigouche Log Driving and Boom Company.

He said: Honourable members, this is an
unimportant Bill, the purpose of which is
to extend the power of choosing directors.
The company has been in existence since
1910. All operators on the river having
100,000 feet of lumber or upwards passing
through the boom in any given year are
members of the company. Apparently all
the members are now corporations, and it is
not always practicable for a director or the
manager of certain of the corporations to
act as director of the company, and the com-
pany is desirous of extending the qualifica-
tions to any person authorized by a resolu-
tion of a corporation which is a member of
the company.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.
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DIVORCE BILLS
SECCND READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the fol-
lowing Bills were severally read the second
time :

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Alice Cecile
Pinder Hartt.

Bill G, an Act for the relief of Ruby May
Foster Ryder.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Ethel Sadie
Davidson Case.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Ray Simon
Stern.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Norma
Adelaide MacKenzie Hird.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Mabel
Marjorie Thompson Maynes.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Walter
Edward Gorham.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Anne Eddie Bender.

Bill N, an Aect for the relief of Kathryn
Chronis Briggs.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Vera May
Levis Holloway.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Robert
Andrew Young.

FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Mary Lor-
raine Ward Williamson.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Lyall Gib-
son Hodges.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Esther
Lazarovitch Cohen.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Reaves McMartin,

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Mary
Dorothy Picard Whitcombe.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Emil Kastus.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Eva
Fleming Hislop.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Sigmund
Oravec.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Robert Parry.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Nacha
Ferszt Klajner, otherwise known as Nora
Firstenfeld Klein.

Bill Al, an Act for the relief of Leonora
May Howard.

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

Wednesday, March 16, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
THIRD READING

On motion of Right Hon. Mr. Meighen,
Bill A, an Act respecting the Dominion Asso-
ciation of Chartered Accountants, was read
the third time, and passed.

DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL
CAUSES BILL

SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
debate on the motion for the second reading
of Bill B, an Act respecting Divorce and
Matrimonial Causes.

Hon. E. D. SMITH: Honourable senators,
as I intend to vote for the second reading
of this Bill, I wish to give briefly my reasons
for so doing.

I do not conceive that voting for the prin-
ciple necessarily implies acceptance of all the
provisions of a bill. The purpose of this Bill
is to loosen somewhat our very rigid laws in
regard to divorce, which, I understand, are
more rigid than those of any other of the
Overseas Dominions.

I strongly deprecate enlarging the grounds
for divorce to the extent which obtains in
the United States; but that, in my opinion,
is not the purpose of this Bill. And I think
that we ought not to hesitate to consider
these amendments for fear of what may
follow their adoption. This is a body of
mafture and experienced members, and I am
confident they will never countenance any
measure which might bring about in this
country such a condition as that which pre-
vails in the United States, where, as is well
known, divorce is granted even on the ground
of incompatibility of temperament. On the
contrary. I feel sure that honourable mem-
bers will, as is our practice, consider this Bill
on its merits, and will not fail to reject any
provision which would tend to loosen the
marriage tie to the deplorable degree which
we see to the south of us.

I shall vote for the second reading so
that the Bill may be referred to a committee.
There it can be discussed and, if necessary,

REVISED EDITION
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amended so that it may be reported to this
House in a form which will commend itself
to our approval.

Hon. J. J. DONNELLY: Honourable
members of the Senate, the honourable mem-
ber from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans),
when speaking in support of this Bill, sug-
gested that members of the Senate who on
account of religious convictions are opposed
to divorce should refrain from opposing the
Bill. I wish to make my position perfectly
clear in this regard.

For many years private bills have been
brought into this House for the purpose of
giving relief by way of divorce to certain
persons mentioned. Those bills did not in
themselves enact divorce legislation. In
the past the practice has grown up of initiat-
ing such measures only in the Senate, and
the Senate has thereby come to be looked
upon to some extent as a divorce court; but
there is no valid reason why such bills should
not originate in the House of Commons, be
considered there and then come to the
Senate. As I have said, bills of that nature
were private bills, and during the twenty or
more years that I have been a member of
this House, though not disposed to vote for
them, I have never voted against them.

But the fact that this is a public Bill
places it in an entirely different class. This
is a measure which affects the welfare of
the people of this country. I think, there-
fore, it is the duty of every member to take
a stand on the Bill and to support it or oppose
it, as he sees fit.

The object of this Bill is to enlarge the
grounds for divorce, with the result, as I be-
lieve, that divorces will become very much
more numerous than in the past. The pro-
moters of the Bill have said this will not be
the case, but we have the example of the
country to the south of us, where the reasons
for which divorce could be granted were grad-
ually enlarged, and where one of the prin-
cipal grounds—and one that is included in this
Bill—is cruelty. We sometimes read about
the movie colony out in California. It is just
possible that conditions there are the same as
in other parts of the United States. Judging by
the publicity given to the movie colony, I
have come to the conclusion that many of
the so-called movie stars, though, fortunately,
not all, give about as much consideration to
getting a divorce and being remarried as they
would give to turning in their old car for a
new model. We do not wish to encourage that
kind of thing here.

If you pass this Bill a person can go to the
courts and get a divorce on the ground of

Hon. Mr. E. D. SMITH.

cruelty. This would give a certain respect-
ability to divorce. There would be no scandal
about it. Under the existing law there is some
scandal attaching to it. If a mild construction
is put upon the word “cruelty” by the courts
on the other side, the same may happen here
and divorce may become a very simple and
respectable way of swapping partners.

I do not think it is in the best interest
of this country that we should loosen up
divorce and make it easier. As long as human
nature remains what it is, husbands and wives
will at times have differences of opinion,
and if you make divorce easy you will create
a situation wherein they will make no effort
to become reconciled to each other, because
it will be much easier to get a divorce.

Much stress has been laid upon the plight
of the unfortunates who are suffering on
account of our present law, There is no doubt
about it that it does result in suffering to
some people, but unfortunately it is impossible
to frame laws and regulations under which
innocents will not suffer. We have only to
look at our courts of justice. I am disposed
to think that in many cases where a criminal
is convicted of some serious offence and sent
to a penitentiary, his next of kin endure a
great deal more mental anguish and other
forms of trouble than the criminal himself
does. Yet our judges, knowing this to be so,
are not thereby retarded from passing such
sentences as they believe will be in the best
interest of society.

There is a class who would suffer
if the number of divorces were increased: I
refer to the children of divorced parents.
Those who make up this class are perhaps
more numerous and more important than the
persons who are suffering now for want
of relief. If the law is made easy there will
be a great increase in the number of children
of divorced parents: more boys will be grow-
ing up without the companionship and guid-
ance of a father, which they so much require,
and more homes will be deprived of the love
and devotion of a mother, which are so essen-
tial to the bringing up of children.

The mover of the motion (Hon. Mr.
McMeans) emphasized the point that in in-
troducing the measure he was simply following
the example which was set in England last
year, when the law was amended there. That
is quite correct. Later he remarked that re-
forms are made slowly, and achieved only
after a long period of time. He told us that
the divorce law of England had remained
virtually unamended for eighty years. Well,
if he wishes us to follow the English pre-
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cedent in that respect it will be many years
before he need bring in an amendment ap-
plicable to my province of Ontario. The
present divorce law of that province has
been in force only since 1930, and it does
appear to me that it has not yet had a suffic-
iently long trial to warrant any amendment.
I have a recollection of having read in one
of the papers a statement by the present
Attorney-General of Ontario—I looked for it
this morning, but was unable to find it—
wherein he was quoted as having expressed
the opinion, in an interview in Toronto, that
it would be well to give the present law a
longer trial before changing it.

For the reasons which I have endeavoured
to give, as well as on the ground of argu-
ments presented by other honourable sen-
ators, and in particular those so eloquently
advanced by the right honourable gentleman
from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr, Graham), I
intend to vote against second reading of this
measure,

Hon. CHARLES BOURGEOIS: Honour-
able members of the Senate, although the
wording of section 3 of this Bill has, in my
opinion, the effect of excluding the province
of Quebec from the application of the meas-
ure, I deem it my duty to oppose its adop-
tion, because I consider it is against the moral
welfare of Canada as a whole. I presume
that other honourable members, like our
colleague from Xing’s (Hon. Mr. Hughes),
will state the reasons why they consider this
proposed legislation is contrary to the law of
nature and to the positive Divine law. I
will restrict myself to a discussion principally
on sociological grounds. I do this not because
I undervalue the importance of argument based
upon the Holy Scriptures, but because I believe
that the social aspect of the divorce problem
may have to some minds a greater importance
than the religious one.

It cannot be denied that the family is the
most permanent foundation of civil society
or the State; it is really its corner-stone.
Nor can any impartial man fail to admit that
the most powerful and perhaps the best-
faring nations of the world have always been
those wherein family ties were the strongest.
This is the thesis sustained by a great French
writer, Paul Bourget, in one of his novels,
“Le Tribun.” The reason is evident. Society
cannot be founded on the individual, for the
individual is ephemeral; he passes and dis-
appears without trace. The only element
which has stability and permanency is the
family. It is through the family that the
present is connected with the past and con-
tinued into the future.
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The child is not only born in the family,
he is educated in it. It is the source of not
only his physical life, but his intellectual
and moral development as well. The country
or nation of which he becomes a citizen is
only an enlarged family. So true is this that
in some languages country is designated as
motherland or fatherland—vaterland in Ger-
man. The word “patriot” is evidently derived
from the Latin “pater,”™ meaning father. And
the beautiful Latin saying, “Dulce et decorum
est pro patrid mori”—it is sweet and glorious
to die for one’s own country—expresses deep-
est patriotic feelings by referring to the
land of one’s fathers. For most men the
destruction of the family has the consequence
of depriving the word “country” of mean-
ing. It thereby becomes a word without
sense, a pure abstraction. We may say in a
general way that a person who does not
recognize the existence of ties between his
family and himself will most probably refuse
to admit that he has any duty towards his
country.

The passing of a law having the effect of
proclaiming the principle that the matrimonial
tie is not indissoluble would be conducive
to the certain destruction of the family, and
that in the near future. Basis for this state-
ment can easily be found by reference to
statistics in governmental reports, I ask the
House to listen to some figures as to the
number of divorces granted in Canada during
the period from 1901 to 1936. In the period
from 1901 to 1917 the number of divorce
decrees did not reach 100 annually, but from
1917 to 1924 it jumped to 543, and during
the next twelve years it increased from 551
to 1,526. In fact, in those last twelve years
the divorces granted in this country reached
the enormous number of 11,001. I want to
draw attention particularly to the fact that
this destruction of Canadian families has
been terribly progressive. That is shown by
a comparison of the period last mentioned
with a period of equal length, from 1901 to
1912, when the divorces totalled only 395.

Canada is not the only country in which
such a disastrous progression has occurred.
The growth of divorce in the United States,
for instance, is indicated by the following
figures. The number granted per 100,000 of
population in 1890 was 53; in 1900 it was
73; in 1906 it had grown to 84, and by 1916
to 112.

We have no reason to expect that what has
occurred in other countries would not happen
in Canada. We may be sure that if the
grounds for obtaining divorce are increased,
as is proposed by this Bill, there will be no
way of stopping the nefarious consequences.
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Generally, those who favour divorce deny
that marriage is a sacrament. They insist, as
did the honourable senator from West Cen-
tral Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr. Aseltine), on
its contractual nature, and assert that, like
any other contract, it may be set aside or
resiliated when one of the parties fails to
fulfil his obligations towards the other. This
argument is far from being sound. It may
well be urged that cgncellation or avoidance
of that contract would be detrimental to the
child. True, he was not a party to the agree-
ment, but he is a direct result of sexual inter-
course which took place after that agreement.
The child is the hope of the country. He is
a very important national asset, and his wel-
fare should not be endangered just for the
purpose of satisfying the caprice of one or
both of his parents,

If it were to be admitted that marriage
has no higher goal than to gratify the carnal
desires of the principals, it would be evident
that they should separate as soon as their pas-
sions had been satisfied. But this logically
would mean that marriage is no more binding
than free love. Whatever legal barriers may
be erected in order to minimize the conse-
quences of divorce and restrict the grounds
on which it may be granted, there is no doubt
that the law cannot prevent the success of
manoeuvres by husband and wife to secure
divorce by mutual consent.

I do not expect any honourable member
will blame me for being proud of my race,
of those French colonists—numbering about
sixty thousand at the time of the fall of
Quebec, and now increased to several millions—
who discovered most of the territory which
now constitutes this beautiful Canada, and
who extended their activities over the whole
continent of North America, invading even
that part of the United States which formerly
was New England. If they have survived the
many crises through which they have passed,
preserved the characteristics of their race,
extended their influence and become one of
the most important factors of our national
life, it is mainly owing to the fact that they
have always considered marriage to be a
solemn engagement for life; that they have
always gathered around the hearth for com-
fort and hope; that their parents have always
taught them the sanctity of matrimonial ties,
respect for their father and the holiness of
their mother. How different the result would
have been had they constantly undermined
their homes by ceasing to adhere to the prin-
ciple of the indissolubility of marriage!

It may be added that the welfare of the
State is greatly endangered by divorce, for
statistics show that the number of criminals

Hon. Mr. BOURGEOIS.

and insane is proportionately ten times greater
among persons who are divorced than among
those who are not.

For the reasons I have stated, I venture to
say that if the Bill became law it would bring
to this country extremely pernicious results,
for its underlying principle would be des-
tructive to the family, which is the founda-
tion of the State.

The fact that the English Parliament passed
such a law does not create a precedent to be
followed by the parliaments of the Dominions.
I admit that in many instances England has
been for the Dominions a model of wisdom,
and has given them splendid examples of
moral uprightness and fortitude, but I respect-
fully submit it would be a sad day for the
whole Empire if the law should ever recognize
and sanction the idea that the sanctity of
marriage is merely a phrase, and that the-
home fires, which should be kindled by love,
constancy and loyalty, are to be extinguished
by human passions, one of the worst being
selfishness. Under these circumstances, I be-
lieve the duty of this House is simply to
reject this Bill now, and not send it to com-
mittee for discussion of its clauses.

Hon. R. H. POPE: Honourable members,
for a long time before I entered Parliament I
did not believe in divorce. I believed in the
sanctity of marriage and in requiring the
parties to stand by their contract. On one
occasion while I was at home some of my
friends came to me and said, “We see you
have voted against divorce.” I replied, “Yes,
I have.” Then they said, “Well, let us point
out to you some evils which might be avoided
if we had a proper divorce law in Quebec.”
They told me that a woman had run away
to the United States and married another
man., Her first husband, who continued to
live in the little town of Cookshire, thereupon
married a widow. They told me of five or
six similar cases. I said to them, “If it can
be shown to me where the responsibility lies
for such impure lives, I shall be prepared to
render justice unto them.” I thank you.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
members, of course, I hold the same view as
do those who for religious and social reasons
are opposed to this Bill. I am sorry indeed
that I cannot respond to the entreaty of the
honourable sponsor of the Bill (Hon. Mr.
McMeans) and stand aside. I do not think
it is possible to be neutral in the circumstances.

I am inclined to believe this Bill will do
violence to the conscience of the majority of
our people, and I shall give the reasons for
my belief. Forty-five per cent of the popula-
tion of Canada are Catholic. If you add to
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that percentage the number of Anglicans who
are opposed to divorce—

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Some of them.
An Hon. SENATOR: No.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I certainly am not
as well versed in this respect as my Anglican
colleagues may be, but I have always under-
stood from the newspapers that the Church of
England is absolutely against divorce. From
what has been said in this debate it is evident
that a considerable number of persons, mem-
bers of other denominations, are also against
divorce. If you take them all into account,
must you not come to the conclusion that the
majority of the people in this country are,
for reasons of conscience, opposed to divorce
and believe that this Bill would do violence
to their conscientious convictions?

I do not need to supplement the arguments
already advanced in opposition to the Bill.
In deference to the appeal of my honourable
friend the senior member from Winnipeg
(Hon. Mr. McMeans) I should like to stand
aside in this matter, as I and others to my
knowledge have always done for many years
in regard to divorce, but on this occasion it
is a matter of principle and it is impossible
for me to abstain from voting.

Hon. C. E. TANNER: Honourable mem-
bers, as the mover of the Bill has pointed
out, and as is shown on the Bill itself, Nova
Scotia has had a divorce law since 1758. We
are not a very large community—

Hon. Mr. CALDER: But a very important
community,

Hon. Mr. TANNER: —but we have a cos-
mopolitan population representative of many
races. The law of Nova Scotia provides for
divorce on grounds of adultery, impotence,
cruelty and consanguinity. Were you to ask
me how many divorces are granted each year
in Nova Scotia, I could not tell you, for
divorce, being an old business, is not news.
I read the Nova Scotia papers every day of
my life, but I never see anything in them
about divorce.

Although the grounds of divorce are as
wide as I have stated, I have never seen as
a result any demoralization whatever among
our people. I think that generally speaking
they compare favourably with their fellow-
citizens in the other provinces as regards
public and private conduct. Therefore I feel
it does not necessarily follow that widening
the grounds of divorce will plunge the coun-
try into immorality.

Our divorce law in Nova Scotia provides
also for alimony and for custody of the
children. The court looks after the children.

In my judgment it has been during a long
period of time a very satisfactory law. Of
course we differ from Hollywood; we are not
the same kind of people. I should not like
to see Hollywood set up as a model of con-
duct for the people of this country.

As I pointed out, there is no advertising
of divorce in Nova Scotia. But this Parlia-
ment is the greatest advertiser of divorce
cases in the world. TFirst of all notice must
be published in the newspapers that there is
going to be an application for divorce; then
the applicant and the defendant, if there is
one, must come and appear before our com-
mittee. Every word of the evidence is put
down in print and published in pamphlet form,
and that is placed in the hands of every
member of the House of Commons and every
member of the Senate. I should be surprised
to learn that every member of either House
puts that evidence into the waste-paper
basket. I think it trickles all over the coun-
try. Elderly men in hospitals in Nova Scotia
have written to me asking for copies of the
evidence—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: —wanting some in-
teresting and light reading. However, I have
got into the practice of putting my copy
into the waste-paper basket.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: That is not safe.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I sat on the Divorce
Committee for five or six years, until I saw
that the whole thing was standardized. Then
I thought somebody else might take a turn
at it. Whenever I look through the reports,
as I sometimes do, I observe as I did when
I sat on the committee that in ninety-nine
cases out of one hundred the parties are not
living together. Either the man is away
with another woman, or the woman is
away with another man. What are you
going to do in a case of that kind?
The home is already broken; up. Are you
going to refuse the aggrieved person some
justice?

Moreover, in the cases that come before
the Senate, when it is a woman who is apply-
ing for the divorce, no consideration what-
ever is given to the question of support
for that woman. We never deal with ali-
mony, nor do we make any provision what-
ever for the children, if there are any. The
jurisdiction of Parliament to deal with that
matter is questioned; consequently nothing
is considered but the question of adultery;
the children are allowed to go adrift, and
the woman, if she is the complaining party,
is given no consideration at all. I think that
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is entirely wrong. If this Parliament has
not the power to look after the aggrieved
woman and to make some provision for her
and the children, then I say it should cease
to deal with divorces altogether and turn
the whole business over to the courts of the
country, which can deal with these matters,

I quite appreciate any religious objections
to divorce in general. My honourable friend
in front of me (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) said he
understood the Church of England was op-
posed to divorce. I think it is in theory. I
happen to belong to that communion, but I
do not feel myself bound by that, and never
will; and I do not think that when I go up
to the Golden Gate, Peter will ask me whether
I voted for a divorce or not.

What I say is this. Under the Constitu-
tion of this country, the British North
America Act, the responsibility for divorce is
placed upon this Parliament, and I think it
is the duty of every member of this Parlia-
ment, whether we have religious scruples or
not, to deal with the subject in the interest
of the whole public. I think that every prov-
ince in this country should have courts to try
these divorce cases, and that this Parliament
should be entirely rid of the matter.

I am going to vote for this Bill because,
as I say, I do not find my province demoral-
ized at all. I think that insanity, as pro-
vided for in the Bill, is a good ground for
divorce. I think also that desertion is a
good ground, and I am pleased to see that the
Bill provides for the family and for the
aggrieved woman. If we are going to deal
with divorce at all, let us deal with it com-
pletely and satisfactorily.

Hon. A. D. McRAE: Honourable senators,
I think it is the wish of every honourable
member of this House to guard the sanctity
of the marriage vow. In my view marriage is
more than a contract. It has been quite
properly said that family life is the basis of
our civilization, and I think we will all agree
that the woman is the keystone of the family.

Woman’s status has undergone a great
change in the last generation. Privileges and
rights that were denied to her in the past
are now available to her. As we all know,
she, more frequently than the man, is the
aggrieved member of the family. That is
evidenced, I think, by the fact that at least
three-quarters of the applications for divorce
which come before us are made by women.

If we will but read the evidence given before
our Divorce Committee, I think we will all
agree also that as far as the particular family
in question is concerned, the sanctity of
marriage is pretty much a thing of the past.
I believe that in this matter, to a certain
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extent, we have to take things as we find
them, and not as we should like them to be.

There are some features of this Bill that
appeal to me. One is the ground of insanity.
I cannot conceive of anything worse than
incurable insanity; to me it means a living
death; and when one of the partners in a
marriage is incurably insane, it does seem to
me that the other partner should be granted
some relief instead of having to live out his
or her life alone because of the misfortune
that has overtaken the partner who had been
selected for life.

I would have this Bill include life imprison-
ment among the causes for divorce. I know
the right honourable gentleman from Egan-
ville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) said yester-
day that a man might get a reprieve. But
can you conceive of a woman whose husband,
through no fault of hers, is sentenced to the
penitentiary for life for committing a murder,
retaining the slightest semblance of the senti-
ment which induced her to throw in her for-
tunes with his? Can you conceive of her
going back to live with him again? Would
she be safe in doing so? To my mind such
a thing is impossible. Is the fact that she
had married a man who went so far astray as
to commit a murder any reason why she
should not have a chance to live? That is
one provision which I think might well be
added to the Bill.

I am not in favour of the promiscuous
divorces referred to by the honourable sena-
tor from South Bruce (Hon. Mr. Donnelly).
I would oppose, as I am sure all honourable
members would, anything like that in this
country. None of us look upon divorce
favourably, but I agree with the honourable
senator who preceded me (Hon. Mr. Tanner)
that we must take the situation as we find
it and must deal with it as conservatively as
we can. I think that is our responsibility, and
I believe this Bill should be sent to a com-
mittee to be considered, and, if possible,
amended.

For these reasons it is my intention to vote
for the second reading of the Bill.

Hon. J. A. CALDER: Honourable mem-
bers, I wish to say just a word before the
vote is taken. I am not opposed to the
principle of the Bill. I do not like divorce,
but, as has been said many times, we have
to recognize conditions as they are and make
provision to meet them. I understand that
the additional grounds for divorce set forth
in the Bill are similar to those adopted in the
British House of Commons.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Absolutely.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Word for word.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes.
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Hon. Mr. CALDER: I must say frankly
that I do not like one or two of those pro-
visions, and unless we can find some means
of modifying or clarifying them I may be
forced to vote against the third reading of
the Bill.

Let me explain. One of the additional
grounds for divorce contained in the Bill is
desertion without cause for a period of at
least three years. I am inclined to think that
period is far too short. Husbands and wives
have difficulties, adultery is committed, and
in many cases the applications for divorce
do not reach us for four, five, six or seven
yvears, What I mean to say is that in many
cases there is no haste about the matter. I
conceive that there may be collusion in con-
nection with desertion.

Hon. Mr. COPP: Hear, hear.

Hon, Mr. CALDER: People who want a
divorce may say that the easiest way to get
it is for one of them to desert the other for
a period of three years. I think the time
fixed in the Bill is too short.

A further ground provided in the Bill is
that the respondent has since the celebration
of the marriage treated the petitioner with
cruelty. What is cruelty? How is it brought
about? We all know what is happening on
the other side of the line: there, cruelty is
the main ground for divorce. I think I am
safe in saying that in the United States more
divorces are granted on the ground of cruelty
than for any other cause. There is no at-
tempt made in the Bill to define the meaning
of cruelty. There are all kinds of cruelty. In
the United States many divorces are granted
on the ground of mental cruelty. Are we going
to create a condition whereby our courts
may eventually accept that kind of cruelty
as a reason for granting divorce? I doubt
the advisability of that, and when the Bill
reaches committee—if it does— I should like
to see some real effort made to restrict the
meaning of the word “cruelty” in such a way
that it may be properly dealt with by the
courts. Otherwise we may have in this country
a situation similar to the one which prevails
on the other side of the line.

I agree with much that has been said re-
garding the granting of a divorce for insanity.
When a person has been incurably insane
for a period of, say, five years, it seems
reasonable that a divorce should be granted.
But we have to look at that clause very care-
fully. The court has to decide whether or not
the insanity is incurable, and it is quite con-
ceivable that unless we place restrictions
around that provision divorces may be granted

which should not be granted. I am quite
sure that in the great majority of cases the
courts would demand full proof, but, as we
all know, a person may be sent to an insane
asylum, be adjudged incurably insane by
those in charge, and yet be cured. That has
happened time and again. I think that the
question of the incurability of an insane
person should be hedged around in such a way
that there may be no mistake. I propose to
vote for the second reading in the hope that
certain amendments may be made to the Bill
in committee.

Hon. ANTOINE J. LEGER: Honourable
members, I wish to associate myself with those
who have spoken against the second reading
of the Bill now under consideration. Section
3 of the Bill would affect New Brunswick,
as in that province we have a court of divorce.
In New Brunswick divorce a vinculo matri-
monii is granted on the grounds of frigid-
ity, impotence, adultery, and consanguinity
within a prohibited degree. Our Act provides
that the issue of the marriage shall not in
any case be bastardized or be in any way
prejudicially affected. There is also provision
that the wife shall not be barred of her dower,
nor the husband deprived of any tenancy by
the courtesy of England, if the court so
determines.

I may add further that in New Brunswick
adultery is a misdemeanour, a crime punish-
able by indictment. In that respect we stand
in a little different position from the other
provinces. Demands have often been made
upon the Legislative Assembly of New Bruns-
wick to remove adultery from the list
of crimes. The Legislature has always refused

‘to do this, because it was felt that by so

doing it would widen, as it were, the oppor-
tunities for divorce. So I conclude that our
province is not divorce-minded. On the con-
trary, down there we deplore the constant in-
crease in the number of cases. So I am op-
posed to any means of facilitating the granting
of divorce.

Many arguments against divorce have been
advanced by honourable senators who have
preceded me. I do not wish to repeat their
points. But this further thought occurs to me,
that persons who marry associate themselves,
as it were, for life, and the very object of
that act is the procreation of children. It
therefore follows that before divorce is granted
the children concerned, if any, should be
consulted. Otherwise a great injustice is done
to those innocent parties who are, if I may
put it this way, a natural consequence of the
partnership established at the time of the
marriage.
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In my consideration of this Bill certain
questions have come to my mind. Would its
passage have the effect of strengthening and
uniting the family? Would it improve the
outlook of our people? Would it direct us to
a higher conception of life? Would it tend
to improve society, to create better under-
standing between the different races and creeds
that make up our Dominion? Would it
strengthen the bonds of friendship that exist
or should exist between the church and the
civil power? I believe that not only would
the measure fail to accomplish these things,
but its effect would in every instance be to
make them more difficult of accomplishment.
Therefore I cannot support the motion for
second reading. I know that some people
hold marriage to be only a civil contract, but,
as was so well stated yesterday by the hon-
ourable senator from Ottawa East (Hon. Mr.
Co6té), many others—and they make up a re-
spectable minority, if not indeed a majority,
in this country, comprising all creeds and
races—regard it as being far more than that.
I am one of those, and therefore I urge that
this House should be careful not to open
wider the gate to undesirable forces that would
assail and endanger our family life and our
Canadian society.

Hon. E. S. LITTLE: Honourable senators,
it is not often that I burden this House with
my views, but I feel that I should state, very
briefly, my reasons for supporting the motion
for second reading of this Bill. I have been
a member of the Divorce Committee almost
ever since I was appointed to the Senate,
and I cannot but have strong views on the
subject now before us.

Since 1930 nearly all the work of this com- -

mittee has come from the province of Quebec,
which has not seen fit to have its courts accept
the responsibility that is imposed upon courts
in the other provinces. I believe that this
year there are more than 76 cases on the list
for our consideration, and the time for re-
ceiving petitions has not yet expired.

One cannot associate oneself with the work
of the Divorce Committee of this House, or
the courts of the provinces, without realizing
that our recognition of only one ground for
divorce creates an intolerable position. Many
honourable senators who have preceded me
have expressed fear that this proposed legisla-
tion would tend further to break up home and
family life. On the contrary, I believe that
nothing leads so surely to an impossible
domestic situation as the holding together of
two persons who have not, and never again
can have, anything whatever in common,
because one of them, through his or her own

®on, Mr. LEGER.

fault, or possibly on account of uncontrollable
circumstances, has utterly failed to live up to
the original idea behind the union.

Only on Sunday last I read in Winston
Churchill’s “Great Contemporaries” a quota-
tion from a speech made by Lord Birkenhead
on the Matrimonial Causes Bill in March, 1920
—which, by the way, is considered to be the
finest speech of his life. May I read to the
Senate an extract from that speech, which
I quote from the Life of Frederick Edwin,
Earl of Birkenhead, by his son? The quota-
tion is to be found on pages 131 and 132
of that book.

I, my Lords, can only express my amazement
that men of saintly lives, men of affairs, men
whose opinions and experience we respect,
should have concentrated upon adultery as the
one circumstance which ought to afford relief
from the marriage tie. Adultery is a breach
of the carnal obligations of marriage. Insist-
ence upon the duties of continence and chastity
is important: it is vital to society. But I have
always taken the view that that aspect of
marriage was exaggerated and somewhat crudely
exaggerated in the Marriage Service. I am
concerned to-day to make this point by which
I will stand or fall, that the moral and spiritual
sides of marriage are incomparably more im-
portant than the physical side. . f you
think of all that marriage means to most of
us—the memories of the world’s adventure
faced together in youth so heedlessly and yet
so confidently, the tender comradeship, the
sweet association of parenthood, how much
more these count than that bond which nature
in its ingenious telepathy has contrived to
secure and render agreeable the perpetuation
of the species.

And further, on page 134:

Those who have spoken in opposition to the
present proposal say with the best motives but
with malignant results: “We deny you any
hope in this world. Though an honest man
loves you, sin shall be the price of your union,
and bastardy shall be the fate of your
children.” I cannot and do not believe that
society, as it is at present comstituted, will for
long acquiesce in a conclusion so merciless.

I suggest to honourable members t‘haj;, ;'f
they have an opportunity before this Bill is
finally voted upon here, they should read the
whole of that speech.

Hon. G. LACASSE: Honourable members,
T want to say just one or two words—prefer-
ably one. I appreciate the enthusiasm with
which some of my honourable friends have
received this last remark. My purpose in
rising is to join my voice to that of those
who have expressed themselves as being
opposed to this measure. Honourable mem-
bers will have observed from the discussion
that the opinions of our honourable friend the
senior senator from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr.
MecMeans) are much more definite on wedlock
than they are on some other kinds of “locks.”
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I was surprised to notice how many in this
House share the views which he is “harbour-
ing.”

Joking aside, I wish if possible to inject a
new idea into this discussion. It has to do with
an issue that is most vital in the present
circumstances. Never before in the history
of Canada have there been so many speeches
delivered by responsible men in ecclesias-
tical, political, professional and business circles
on the unprecedented necessity of maintaining
national unity in this country, of organizing
and consolidating a national front, as it were,
to oppose the common threats with which
our Dominion is faced at this particular time.
But is it not, may I ask, our first and most
urgent duty to preserve intact—and united—
the basic foundation of our Canadian society,
which is the home?

Now, I do not think there is a member
of this House who considers that divorce, in
principle, is not an evil. But where we dis-
agree is that in the minds of some it is re-
garded as a necessary evil. Sometimes there
may be extenuating circumstances which
appear to justify a crime. Consider, for in-
stance, the case of a man whose children are
starving and who deliberately steals a loaf
of bread from the corner store to feed them.
He is impelled by a natural motive, the
desire to save the life of his family, and that
is an extenuating circumstance. But should
the crime itself, as such, be condoned? There
is involved a principle to which we cannot
close our eyes, for in no case whatever should
crime be condoned. As I say, we are all
agreed that divorce is an evil, but we are
not all of the one view as to the expediency
of condoning that evil in this or that circum-
stance. Well, I for one believe that we should
unwaveringly uphold certain standards which
have been established as guides to society;
that we should be unflinching in our defence
of what is called principle. As it is stated in
philosophy, whatever good may result from
evil, the end cannot justify the means.

I repeat that I am going to vote against this
measure. But before closing I want to call
attention to what appears to my mind a gross
inconsistency—to use a very mild word—on
the part of honourable members of this House
who bow their heads in reverence at the
beginning of every sitting, who offer a prayer
to God in one breath and, in the next, vote
for legislation which is a challenge to the
laws of the same God.

Hon. R. B. HORNER: Honourable mem-
bers, I intend to support second reading of
this Bill, for many of the reasons that have
already been stated and perhaps for some
others.

The honourable member who has just

taken his seat urged us to uphold principle.
Well, in my home I received a training second
to that of no one here as to the sanctity of an
agreement. I was taught that when a person
makes a bargain he should stand by it. But
in my travels across Canada and in my general
experience I have come across instances of
cruelty and misery of the worst kind resulting
from the inability of married persons to
secure divorce. I have known of murder and
suicide being committed by persons who
believed that it was impossible to break on
this earth marriage ties which had become
unbearable. What kind of home is there to
be preserved when husband and wife hate
each other and can no longer live together?
What must the life of the children be like
in such cases? Domestic crimes are reported
in the papers almost every day. The city of
Montreal is not exempt from crimes of that
kind, by the way. A woman who has endured
agonies so great that she no longer is respon-
sible for her actions, poisons her husband.
A desperate man, who can see no other way
out, kills his wife.

The church teaches us moral principles.
That is its duty. But in making legislation
we are concerned with practical affairs. Some
years ago an attempt was made to prohibit
by legislation the sale of intoxicating liquors.
What happened? The principle was all right,
but it was impossible of enforcement. The
sale and consumption of liquor went on,
illegally, and the effect upon our people was
far worse than if there never had been any
prohibition law passed. The right honourable
senator from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr.
Graham) spoke of the result of divorce in the
great country to the south of us. I venture
to say to him that there are living in that
country possibly a million former Canadians
whose main reason for leaving Canada was
that they had found it impossible here to
secure relief from unhappy marriage. When-
ever I have been in the United States I have
noticed that the better class people still
believe the home is the basic unit of their
great country.

As to including insanity as a ground for
divorce, I would point out that to-day doctors
can determine with much more accuracy than
was possible a few years ago whether a cure
can be effected in a short time. Where
insanity is incurable, I think the husband or
wife, as the case may be, should be granted
relief as specified in paragraph (d) of section 6.

I am in favour of the principle of the Bill,
and I do not think I should apologize to
anyone for casting my vote in favour of the
motion for second reading.
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Hon. CAIRINE R. WILSON: Honourable
senators, two years ago, when this matter was
being debated in the British House of Com-
mons, I expressed my approval of the pro-
posed legislation. My views have not changed
in the meantime, and I was much gratified
when the honourable chairman of the Divorce
Committee (Hon. Mr. McMeans) introduced
this Bill.

It is significant that those who sponsored
the Divorce Bill recently passed by the
British House of Commons, Colonel Herbert
and his seconder, are both very happily
married. I think by their action they showed
their appreciation of the difficulties under
which some persons have to live.

I am in favour of adding desertion as a
ground for divorce. A young woman with
whom I have been intimately associated for
the last five or six years was deserted more
than eight years ago under particularly diffi-
cult circumstances and was faced with the
problem of maintaining herself and child. I
submit that that young woman should have
the right to lead a happy life, It was not her
fault that her husband ran away. This case
is typical of many. Besides letters from
deserted wives I have also, strangely enough,
received numerous letters from men. One
husband tells me that his wife has gone to
Australia with their son, and he sees no
prospect of her ever returning to him.

Many women feel very strongly that there
should be a uniform marriage law throughout
Canada. A few minutes ago I was given the
following information relative to the standing
of those whose marriages have been annulled
in the province of Quebec:

In Quebec a marriage, even though annulled,
is considered by articles 163 and 164 of the
Civil Code to be a putative marriage if one
of the parties contracted in good faith, and as
such protects civil effects in favour of the
party in good faith, and the children issue of
the marriage. Despite this fact, when the wife
and children go to reside in another province
after annulment the inclination has been to
consider such children as illegitimate and their
mother as unmarried, although by Quebec law
they are legitimate, have a right to support,
and to succeed to their parents, ete. It is,
therefore, expedient that the legal position of
such women and their children be placed be-
yond cavil.

The arguments in favour of the Bill have
been pretty well covered by honourable
members who have addressed us in its sup-
port. I can confirm what the honourable
seconder of the motion (Hon. Mr. Aseltine)
said yesterday, that for three hundred years
desertion has been a ground for divorce in
Scotland, but there has been no apparent
increase in the number of divorces there.

I intend to support the motion for second
reading.

Hon. Mr. HORNER,

Hon. JAMES MURDOCK: Honourable
senators, yesterday evening I asked my hon-
ourable friend from Ottawa East (Hon. Mr.
Co6té) for certain information, and I have
been sitting here since the opening of this
afternoon’s session hoping that some hon-
ourable senator would give me the informa-
tion. Last night the honourable senator from
Alma (Hon. Mr. Ballantyne) put this ques-
tion:

Will the honourable gentleman tell me, then,
how it happens that in my city annulments
are being granted by the dozen, and marriages
thus rendered void?

Under what law and on what pretext are
such annulments being granted by the dozen?
Is it not reasonable to assume that red-
blooded Canadians would come out into the
open and decide how those annulments should
be granted? Or is it to be understood that
the subterfuge of alleged religious scruples
gives certain Canadian judges the right to
annul marriages just because one of the
parties has the religious convictions that I
hold, while the other party has the religious
convictions that my honourable friend from
Ottawa East holds—and which, I hasten to
say, he has a perfect right to hold?

It seems to me it is time we all came clean
on this matter. If I can interpret history—
and I have tried to do so—certain imposi-
tions such as annulments of marriages by the
dozen in Montreal, and certain encroachments
upon individual rights of citizens of certain
countries, have in past years been detrimental
indeed to those who claim to hold pro-
nounced religious scruples. Not a single mem-
ber in this Senate, regardless of his religious
belief, but has been appalled during the past
year or two by the crimes that have been
committed against religion and religious con-
victions in different parts of the world. We
had hoped that those things would cease, so
that any person would have the right to his
religious convictions without being subjected
to some other’s exaggerated views.

Is it not a fact that from the province of
Quebec we have already this session received
seventy-six petitions for divorce, in which the
provincial authorities will have no part nor
parcel? Is it not also a fact that dozens of
annulments of marriages are being granted in
the province of Quebec on no other pretext
than that one party to the marriage holds the
religious convictions which I hold?

The honourable gentleman from Montar-
ville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) told us a little
while ago that forty-five per cent of the
people of Canada share his religious views.
I do not doubt his statement. It is perfectly
justified and proper. But I would suggest
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that unless crucifixions for religious belief, such
as we have heard of as occurring in other
countries of the world, are to be repeated—
and let us pray Heaven that may never happen
—we should reason together and decide on the
proper system of separating husband and wife,
rather than rely on the subterfuge that this or
that party to the marriage holds religious
convictions not in accord with the principles
of the judge who grants the annulment. I
hope that no word of mine will offend the
sensibilities of any distinguished gentleman
holding religious convictions contrary to mine.
He has a perfect right to his own. But I
plead with him and all others of his faith
not to impose such a travesty of justice upon
the citizens of Quebec as is evidenced by the
statement of my honourable friend from Alma,
which I accept, that dozens of annulments of
marriages are being granted in the city of
Montreal. The thing is not right, and I say
again, let us come clean, and let the courts
decide when marriages should be annulled.

Of course, I shall vote for the second read-
ing of this Bill.

Hon. J. H. RAINVILLE: I am not greatly
interested in this Bill, but I am interested in
the speech made by the honourable senator
who has just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Mur-
dock). He has dealt with what is a matter
of provincial jurisdiction. I do not know
from whom he has received his information,
but if he would go to Montreal and discuss
with one of the judges there who had granted
several of the annulments to which he re-
ferred, he would find that all those cases were
dealt with under the Civil Code.

Let me cite this case for the honourable gen-
tleman’s consideration. Not long ago a certain
husband and his wife were not on very
happy terms, and he said to her: “Why
don’t you go off for a four-month holiday?
I will pay your expenses. When you come
back maybe we shall be able to get along
better.” The wife went away. During her
absence the husband obtained from Toronto
what purported to be a certificate of her death.
This certificate was produced to the proper
authorities and on the strength of it the man
was married to another woman. Later it
developed that the certificate was obtained by
fraudulent representations and that in fact the
wife was still alive. The case is pending
before the Montreal courts. I suppose this
will be reported as another broken marriage.

I repeat to my honourable friend that I
should like to have him meet one of our
judges in Montreal to discuss the matrimonial
cases which the judge has dealt with accord-
ing to the laws of Quebec. Under our law in

Quebec judicial separations are granted, but
the parties so separated cannot marry again.
We in Quebec regard marriage as a sacra-
ment, not as merely a civil contract. We
respect the views of those who do not agree
with us, and all we ask in return is that our
convictions shall also be respected.

This Bill specifies cruelty as an additional
ground for divorce.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Will my honourable
friend tell us about the dozens of annulments
which, the honourable senator from Alma
mentioned? My honourable friend has dealt
with only one annulment.

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: That is a point of
law. In our province a minor cannot marry
without the consent of his parents or
guardians. Should he go through a form of
marriage without such consent the ceremony
is not valid; in other words, according to our
law, he is not married at all.

I was about to discuss the addition of
cruelty as a ground for divorce. This House—

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Before the
honourable gentleman discusses that point,
will he kindly clear up something which has
been in my mind for some time? I must say
at once that I have not given it special study
from the lawyer’s standpoint. If Quebec or
any other province can legislate as to the
right of an individual to marry—for instance,
that so-and-so, under twenty-one years of age,
cannot marry without the consent of parents
or guardian—will the honourable gentleman
tell me of any legislation which the Parliament
of Canada could pass with respect to marriage?

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: None.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But the
Constitution says the Parliament of Canada
has jurisdiction over marriage and divorce.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But not over
the solemnization of marriage, which covers
procedure.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But the com-
petency to marry is not a matter of solem-
nization. I will put this to my honourable
friend opposite: If the provinces have the
right to say who can and who cannot marry,
will he tell me anything the Parliament of
Canada can do with respect to marriage at
all? I have exhausted my brain and have
not been able to think of a single Act we
could pass, with any meaning in the world,
on any phase of marriage. Still the British
North America Act says the Parliament of
Canada has jurisdiction over marriage. I
should like the point cleared up.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think I can
answer my right honourable friend’s question.
It is true that section 91, paragraph 26, gives
the Federal Parliament jurisdiction over
marriage and divorce; but it is equally true
that paragraph 12 of section 92 gives jurisdic-
tion to the provinces over “ The solemnization
of marriage in the province.”

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I confess that
I have always looked upon this division as
an extraordinary one, and the query in my
right honourable friend’s mind has also been
in mine, and as well in the minds of many
people throughout the country. As to why
that division was made I am not ready to
answer my right honourable friend.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am stuck.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So am I.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: May I ask the
honourable senator a question following that
put by the right honourable leader on the
other side? It has always been a puzzle to
me just why the mixed marriages we hear so
much about are being annulled. Suppose a
young woman, a Catholic, and a young man,
a Protestant, both in every way qualified for
marriage, marry and live together for a time,
and then the wife goes before a court of
justice in Quebec, can she get an annulment
of her marriage because she was married, we
will say, by a Protestant minister?

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: I might be
allowed to say a word—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order!

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: I thought my
honourable friend from Repentigny (Hon.
Mr. Rainville) had finished.

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: T may tell my
honourable friend that, not having practised
law for the last thirty years, I am not in a
position to answer his question as to annul-
ment of a marriage between a Protestant
woman and a Catholic man, or vice versa.
I know that in some cases such marriages
have been annulled in the courts of Montreal,
I repeat, I am not ready to answer his question
now. But that, again, is a provincial affair.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is the
question. Is it?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Does my honour-
able friend say the fact that the British North
America Act gives the Federal Government
jurisdiction over marriage and divorce is a
provincial affair?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: The honourable:
gentleman had better read the Act. We may
have a chance to discuss it before long.

Cruelty is to be added as a ground for
divorce. That word is capable of a very
wide interpretation. I do not know whether:
its interpretation would become as wide in
this country as it has become in the United
States, but I should like to refer to a case:
that is known to a great many honourable
members of this House. Very recently a man
by the name of Culbertson, who is known as
a bridge authority, had some dispute with his:
wife—

Hon. Mr. McRAE: Over bridge?
Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: Over bridge. She

made an application for divorce on the ground
of cruelty, and the court granted the decree.
About four weeks later the woman came back,
and now these people are together again.
That shows how far we may go in interpreting
cruelty. If that can be cited as an example
of what is going to happen in this country, I
say that marriage, which we regard as a serious
matter, would be nothing but a joke. For
this reason I am going to vote against the Bill.

Hon. C. C. BALLANTYNE: Honourable
members, I am not a lawyer, and as this is
a somewhat delicate question, especially in
my own province, I do not care to say very
much about the annulments that have taken
place in the city where I live. My Catholic
friends will agree with me, I think, in what
I am about to say, but if they consider that
I am not stating the case correctly, I hope they
will tell me so. A mixed mariage in my prov-
ince—that is, a marriage between a Catholic
and a Protestant—performed by a Catholic
priest is legal and binding; but a mixed
marriage performed by a Protestant minister,
is according to the canon law and in the eyes
of the Catholic Church not a marriage at all.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: That is the idea.
Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Legally, Pro-

testant ministers have the same right to per-
form a marriage ceremony as the priests of the
Catholic Church. But a great many mar-
riages have been nullified. For instance, there
was the Despatie annulment case, which was
carried to the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Council in England, where it was held that
the annulment was invalid because it had no
basis in fact or in law. We can agree to dis-
agree on this question, but we cannot overlook
the great hardship and the injustice that
follow in the wake of these annulments.
Before a couple can marry they must obtain
a marriage licence. The responsibility is upon
those who issue the licence to see that the
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‘young man and the young woman are of a
proper age. I will just cite the case of a
marriage performed by Canon Gower-Rees, of
‘which I read in the Montreal press. A couple
.appeared before him, one a Catholic and the
other a Protestant, with the proper licence
-and the necessary witnesses, He married them,
and the registration was made in the usual
-way and witnessed. After a lapse of time—I
cannot state just what it amounted to—the
wife, who was the Catholic in this case, appear-
.ed before one of the Montreal courts and
said: “I was married by this Protestant min-
ister. I was not of age. I did not have the
consent of my parents,” and so on. Canon
‘Gower-Rees was summoned to court and put
through a rather stiff cross-examination. He
said: “It is not my responsibility to know
the ages of the parties. If the licence shows
that they are of marriageable age, the respon-
sibility is upon those who issued the licence.”
In the city where I live there is undoubtedly
a considerable feeling that no court in the
province has a right under the canon law to
annul any marriage performed by a Catholic
priest or by a Protestant minister if it is in
accordance with the civil law of the province.

I do not hold any narrow views myself,
there being in my own small family Catholics,
Anglicans and Presbyterians. We are very
much mixed.

I should like to hear from the leader of the
House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) or from some
other lawyer who understands federal and
provincial jurisdiction better than I do, just
how it is that when a marriage is performed
legally, and in accordance with the law of
the province, a judge of the Superior Court
in Montreal can annul the marriage because
the man or the woman does not happen to be
of a certain faith.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: May I ask the honour-
able gentleman a question? In what way
would this Bill have the effect of amending
the situation mentioned by him?

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: It affects the
situation in this way. During this discussion
many speakers have laid stress upon the dis-
.abilities that would fall upon the children if
this Bill were to go through. They have said
it would result in a loosening of the rule, and
would increase the possibility of divorce. My
honourable friend would say that in our prov-
ince an annulment is not a divorce at all—that
they are totally different things. He would
tell me that divorce dissolves marriage, but
that in the case of an annulment no marriage
ever existed. I think that when we are dis-
cussing this Bill and its effects I am quite
within the rules of the House in discussing
also the question of marriage.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I do not intend to
inflict myself on the House—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order!

Hon. Mr, BEAUBIEN: —but my honour-
able colleague from Montreal (Hon. Mr.
Ballantyne) has put a question. Do you want
it answered?

Some Hon. SENATORS: No.
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I should like to

hear the answer,

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: If you do not want
an answer to the question the honourable
gentleman has put from his own point of
view, I am not going to insist, but I under-
stood that he wanted both sides of the case
put before you.

Some Hon. SENATORS: No.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear,

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : I think we should
hear it. I do not understand yet.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN:

marriage is a sacrament.
Hon. Mr, DUFF: It is in other provinces.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am speaking of
the province of Quebec.

Hon. Mr, DUFF: In my church it is a
sacrament.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Is it not a sacra-
ment in every province?

An Hon. SENATOR: In every church.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am not denying
that. I am saying that in the province of
Quebec marriage is a sacrament. I do not con-
test the statement that it may be also in other
provinces. However, marriage being a sacra-
ment, the Civil Code of the province of
Quebec says that a marriage can be valid
only if made according to the laws of religion;
not only the Catholic religion, but any religion.
That is the first answer.

My honourable friend has cited the case
of a minor who was married without the con-
sent of her parents or guardians. He has said
that several years afterwards she laid a com-
plaint and obtained an annulment of her
marriage. I contest that statement absolutely.
The article of the Code says that if after six
months there has been no complaint there
can be no dissolution of the marriage.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Thirdly, my hon-
ourable friend comes here and says: “How
extraordinary it is that you people should be-

In my province
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moan divorce. Shame on you! Look at the
number of dissolutions pronounced by your
courts.” I say there is not one dissolution
to a hundred divorces. Can anyone contest
that statement?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Not one
annulment?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Not one annul-
ment, And now, if you are not satisfied, I
think—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I rise to a point
of order. The honourable gentleman has ad-
dressed this House on the main question. Can
he get up again?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: My honourable
friend is right. But I was asked to answer
a question, and I think I was entitled to
do so.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Now that I have
answered, I sit down.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Are there dozens
of annulments in Montreal?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: “Dozens of annul-
ments” is a figure of speech. If you want to
know the number I shall endeavour to obtain
the information for you. You will find that
there is not one annulment to a hundred
divorees.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Is there one law in
your province for a Protestant and another
law for a Catholic?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: No.

Hon. P. E. BLONDIN: This discussion hav-
ing gone so far, I think I should make my
position clear. If we refer to the Civil Code
it will be apparent, I think, that since Con-
federation there has never been any doubt
of the right of the Provincial Legislature to
deal with this matter. The article of the
Code dealing with marriage says that the
validity of the marriage is subject to the rules
of the church to which the parties belong.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: All churches.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But if the
parties belong to two different churches and
the rules of those churches differ, what- is
the effect of the law?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: That is the point.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: 1 do not know
whether I can make my point clear.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Who can?
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: Each church has its
own rules. The Catholic Church in certain
cases recognizes the annulment of marriage.
It does not go further. The law says that
marriage is subject to the rules of every
church.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: If you give
effect to the rules of the one church, by that
very act you nullify the rules of the other
church.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: I know. It comes
back to the point the right honourable
gentleman has raised, and so long as the situa-
tion is not clarified, so long as the law remains
as it is, I think it is useless for the Senate
to discuss the question. Catholic and Pro-
testant churches have nothing to do with it
so long as the law remains as it is. The
judge is following the law.

Hon. Mr. HARMER: No.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: A person who is
married contrary to the rules of his own
church admits the nullity of the marriage
because of the rules of that church not hav-
ing been followed.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: The same would apply
if the Protestant churches had a similar rule.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: Exactly.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: But they have
not.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

The motion for the second reading was
agreed to on the following division:
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The Bill was read the second time.

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. McMEANS moved that the Bill
be referred to a special committee, composed
of honourable senators Aseltine, Ballantyne,
Copp, Gillis, Cantley, Horsey, King, Laird,
Little, McMeans, Murdock, Riley, Robinson,
Sharpe and Tanner.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: They might
as well make their report now.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: The Bill will be
all right with that committee.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I should like my
honourable friend to go on the committee,
if he would.

The motion was agreed to.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
NOTICE OF MOTION

The Senate resumed from Wednesday,
March 9, the adjourned debate on the motion
by Hon. Mr. Beaubien:

That, in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the rail-
way problem of Canada at an early date in
order to stop the ruinous loss made each year
by the Dominion through the Canadian National
Railways, and which already amounts to several
billion dollars.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable senators,
on Wednesday last I made some remarks
relative to the amendment which I propose
to move. After all the eloquence and lack
of eloquence to which we have listened this
afternoon, I will not burden the House with
further remarks. But I must not forget to
thank honourable senators opposite who
volunteered to second my amendment. How-
ever, none of these offers could be accepted,
as I had already mentioned the name of the
.honourable senator from Wentworth (Hon. E.
D. Smith) as seconder. The amendment I
wish to move is as follows:

That all the words after “ That,” in the first
line, be stricken out and that there be substi-
tuted therefor: “a committee of the Senate be
appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from this
extremely serious railway condition and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to
call for persons, papers and records, and that
the said committee consist of fourteen senators,
to be named by the leaders of both sides of this
House, after consultation.”

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I did not see
the final wording, but it strikes me that the
portion which states the committee will be
selected by the leaders in consultation is not
quite regular. If it passes in that form the
names do not need to come before the House
at all. I think they should. In my opinion
the latter part of the motion should be
omitted.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And the hon-
ourable gentleman to-morrow will suggest the
names himself?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Certainly, in
the usual way. :

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Then, with the consent
of my seconder and with the leave of the
House, I will strike out the words “to be
named by the leaders of both sides of this
House, after consultation.”

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

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 17, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

OPIUM AND NARCOTIC DRUG BILL
THIRD READING
On motion of Hon. Mr. King, Bill 24, an

Act to amend The Opium and Narcotic Drug
Act, 1929, was read the third time, and passed.

RAILWAY ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(TELEPHONE TOLLS)
THIRD READING
On motion of Right Hon. Mr. Graham,
Bill 14, an Act to amend the Railway Act

(Telephone Tolls), was read the third time,
and passed.
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RAILWAY AND HIGHWAY CONSTRUC-
TION COSTS

INQUIRY
Hon. Mr. SAUVE inquired of the Govern-

ment:

1. How much has the construction of railways
cost Canada in the form of subsidies: (a)
money; (b) land grants?

2. How much has the building of so-called
mnational, interprovincial and provincial highways
used for motor traffic, trucking and the trans-
port of goods cost the country and the provinces?

3. For how many years have licences been
issued for the circulation of such vehicles?

4. What sums have accrued to the provinces
from this source?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answer
to the honourable gentleman’s inquiry is as
follows:

1o (a) To Dec. 31, 1936
) OPIDTION 55 s e vt s e T L2 283 B35
Provineial. i 33,391,669
IR 10 ) o K otk el e e S 13,301,692

Motalen - e, e = 80 218907196

1 :6b) Acres
Dominion. . 31,881,642
Pravafoial - ol on L St o 15,758,223

Total. . 5 47 639,865

2. Data available 1928-1936 only.

CONBEIIEEION vt e v v el ren 0, 410,866:802
Maintenance.. .. .. .. .. .. .. 172,337,426

$ 583,204,318

No expenditures for Quebec and four west-
ern provinces on local rural roads, nor for

any urban streets are included. No prior
data available.

3. Motor vehicle licences issued:
Ontario. . = 1904
New answwk 1905
Quebec. . .~ 1906

Saskatchewan. . 1906
Alberta.. .. 1906
British Columbla 1907
Manitoba. . 1908
Nova Scotia.. .. 1909
Prince Edward Island 1913
Yukon. . 1914

4. 1928-1936 inclusive. .
1922-1927 inclusive. .

..$ 419,213,089
97,170,537

§ 516,383,626

No data available prior to 1922. Gasolene
tax included.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

COST OF NAVIGATION ROUTES
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. SAUVE inquired of the Gov-

ernment:

How much have our navigation routes—
canals, lakes, rivers, etc—cost the country:
(a) since 1867, and (b) since 19007

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answer to
the honourable gentleman’s inquiry is as
follows:

Dominion Government Capital
ture:

1868-1900. . ..$ 107,122,204*

1901-1936. . 682,849,468+

*Includes dredging expenditures.

tIncludes expenditures on national har-
bours prior to 1901.

Expendi-

DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL
CAUSES BILL

CHANGE IN PERSONNEL OF COMMITTEE

Hon. C. C. BALLANTYNE: Honourable
senators, I regret that I shall not be able to
be in my accustomed place in this House
next week. I beg leave to move, therefore,
that my name be withdrawn from the per-
sonnel of the special committee appointed to
consider the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes
Bill and that the name of Hon. Senator
Hugessen be substituted therefor. My hon-
ourable friend is a very able lawyer and is
much better qualified to sit on the com-
mittee than I am.

The motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, as there is nothing on the Order
Paper for to-morrow, I beg leave to move
that when the Senate adjourns this evening
it do stand adjourned until Tuesday evening
at 8 o’clock.

The motion was agreed to.

DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the fol-
lowing Bills were severally read the third time,
and passed:

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Alice Cecxle
Pinder Hartt.
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Bill G, an Act for the relief of Ruby May
Foster Ryder.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Ethel Sadie
Davidson Case.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Ray Simon
Stern.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Norma
Adelaide MacKenzie Hird.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Mabel
Marjorie Thompson Maynes.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Walter
Edward Gorham.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Anne Eddie Bender.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Kathryn
Chronis Briggs.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Vera May
Levis Holloway.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Robert
Andrew Young.

FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMeans presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill B-1, an Act for the relief of Annie
Elizabeth Climie Adams.

Bill C-1, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Alice Mizener.

Bill D-1, an Act for the relief of Frances
Dorothy Scott Skinner.

Bill E-1, an Act for the relief of Esther
Rotman Resnick.

SECOND READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, the
following Bills were severally read the second
time:

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Mary
Lorraine Ward Williamson.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Lyall Gibson
Hodges.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Esther
Lazarovitch Cohen.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Reaves McMartin.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Mary Dorothy
Picard Whitcombe.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Emil Kastus.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Eva Fleming
Hislop.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Sigmund
Oravec.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Robert Parry.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Nacha
Ferszt Klajner, otherwise known as Nora
Firstenfeld Klein.

Bill A-1, an Act for the relief of Leonora
May Howard.

51958—8

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
MOTION—DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion by Hon. Mr.
Beaubien:

That, in the opinion of the Senate, the Gov-
ernment should be urged to settle the railway
problem of Canada at an early date in order
to stop the ruinous loss made each year by
the Dominion through the Canadian National
Railways, and which already amounts to several
billion dollars.

And the amendment proposed by Hon. Mr.
Black :

That all words after “that” in the first line

be stricken out and that there be substituted

therefor: “a committee of the Senate be

appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its
extremely serious railway condition, and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to
send for persons, papers and records, and that
said committee consist of fourteen senators.”

Hon. JAMES MURDOCK: Honourable
senators, this afternoon we are supposed to
consider further the motion that was moved
and spoken to by the honourable senator
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) on
March 2. During every part of my discussion
of this matter I shall try to remember the
thought which the honourable gentleman said
was in his mind when he commenced his
speech. He said he would attempt to support
this motion “by a brief for the forgotten
taxpayer of this country.” And he added:
“The taxpayer clamours for relief. He is
entitled to sympathetic consideration.” I
whole-heartedly subscribe to that view, and
shall undertake to analyse what there is in
the honourable senator’s proposal, as I see it,
for the relief of the forgotten taxpayers of
Canada. I shall endeavour to show, and I
think I shall be able to show, that the ultimate
result of the proposal would be not relief,
but rather distress for our taxpayers and the
requirement of further money contributions
from them.

It is a rather peculiar circumstance, and I
am quite sure it was an oversight, that
although the honourable gentleman argued
very earnestly and consistently for the present-
day application of the Senate resolution of
1925, he failed to give at this late date, some
thirteen years later, a concrete demonstration
of what the resolution really meant. I shall
try to do that right now. The Senate
adopted the resolution on the 25th day of
June, 1925—one day before prorogation. In
his discussion of the matter two weeks ago
my honourable friend read part of this reso-
lution, but, as it appears to me, not its funda-
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mental part. He did not read that part which
I think would have shown conclusively that
it had as its purpose not relief for the for-
gotten taxpayers, but something entirely
different. However, let me place on Hansard
the terms of the resolution. It will be found
at page 695 of Senate Hansard for June 25,
1925. It reads as follows:

(e) The merging of the two railway systems
for purposes of administration and operation.

That both the Canadian Pacific Railway and
the Canadian National Railway should be
placed under the managemeunt of a Board of
fifteen directors, five to be named by the
Canadian Pacific Railway, five to be named
by the Government, and these ten to choose
five proven, capable business men to complete
the Board; these last five directors to hold
office for ten years and to be removed only
for cause.

That a recapitalization be made of the Cana-
dian National Railways from the point of
view of earning capacity.

That the Canadian Pacific Railway be guaran-
teed an agreed dividend on its stock.

That in the event of the joint management
producing a surplus, a dividend at the same
rate as is paid to the Canadian Pacific Railway
be paid to the Government on the capitalization
placed on the Government Railways. After
the payment of these dividends any surplus
earnings available for distribution be divided
between the Canadian Pacific Railway and the
Canadian National Railways, in proportion to
the valuation of the two systems.

That is a portion of the resolution adopted

by the Senate in 1925.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to put a question to
him?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Certainly.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: He said a moment
ago that when I quoted the 1925 resolution
of the Senate I omitted the part which he has
just read. Is that not so?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I cannot find in my
honourable friend’s address that part of the
resolution which states that the Canadian
Pacific Railway is to be guaranteed an agreed
dividend on its stock. If he will tell me
where I can find it in his speech, I will
abjectly apologize.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: No. I say that

portion was carefully eliminated from the
resolution which I read. Is that not true?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: My honourable
friend did not quote it.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: No. Therefore is
it not a fact that the portion of the resolution
which I read was simply that which recom-
mends as a principle, and nothing else, joint

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

managership? That is my first question. My
second question is this: Is it not a fact that
for years Sir Edward Beatty has stated—

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I shall come to
that.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Just a second. Is
it not a fact that for years Sir Edward Beatty
has stated that of course he never envisaged
anything like that at all, but was perfectly
satisfied that each road should get the revenue
from its own lines, and that whatever saving
was made should be equitably divided between
the two lines?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Who is making this
speech?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I want to know if
my friend 'is acquainted with that fact.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I am not going to
enter into a discussion with my honourable
friend now. He may desire to change the
language in which he originally placed this
resolution before us. As I understood, all
the way through the proposal was to imple-
ment—

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: No.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: —to implement
the resolution of the Senate passed in 1925.
My honourable friend now says no.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: The principle, yes.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: All right. In any
case I am speaking for the forgotten tax-
payers, and am going to try to find out as
soon as I can how this proposal of my honour-
able friend will serve the interests of the
forgotten taxpayers; for, believe it or not,
I am just as much concerned in trying to do
something for the forgotten taxpayers as my
honourable friend can possibly be.

It is a peculiar and somewhat fortunate
circumstance, perhaps, that the Sunday before
my honourable friend spoke on this question
I read editorials in two or three papers. I
do not intend to quote as many as my honour-
able friend did, but in the course of my
remarks I shall refer to at least two or three
very important publications in the Dominion.
I quote from an editorial in the Montreal
Standard. It is captioned, “The Boundaries
of a Dream,” and, in part, is as follows:

In the past there has been no ceiling to the
cloud-capped palace of dreams which we built
for our Prairie West. We held to the theory
that the Twentieth Century belonged to Can-
ada and that the illimitable Prairie, whose
rich black loam we took as an augury of
fortune, was the appointed treasure house
where we could cash in on it. We followed the
gleam. The golden gleam of the wheat.
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We were to become the granary of the
Empire. Brilliant economists, more brilliant
than cautious, saw the West feeding a hungry
world with a billion bushels of wheat a year
and more if necessary.

Actually at its peak year Canada produced
566 million bushels of wheat; but it was con-
ceded that this was only a fraction of what
could be expected in the future.

And now please note:

And so we encouraged captains of industry
to build railways that the West would not
need for 50 years to come, railways to provide
long hauls for the wheat, railways to make
short cuts for the wheat, railways to drag
the wheat via the Arctic Circle at a time
when the ice was frozen to a Europe which
had no money to buy it, railways here, there
and everywhere for this, that and everything
—oodles of railways.

Our captains of industry did this with a
right good will, being confident that the people
of Canada would not see them stuck, but
would take the baby over when it began to
mewl in its nurse’s arms. The people of Can-
ada did. The result is that the West has
railways to burn or—tear up.

May I now go back a few years farther
to find out whether my honourable friend
from Montarville is one of those public men
to whom the Standard editorial refers? I
think he is. I turn back to 1916—long before
I ever dreamed of being under this roof—
and I find in the closing days of that session
my honourable friend undertaking, with his
usual eloquence, to induce this House to agree
to the purchase by the Canadian Government
of two or three railways that, in my judg-
ment, have never since paid for the axle
grease necessary to run trains over their rails.
My honourable friend spoke at considerable
length, but I shall quote only his closing
appeal to this House. It will be found at
page 563 of Senate Hansard of May 17,
1916, and is as follows:

What is going to be the revenue from these
roads, roughly speaking? The two roads that
are now paying a revenue, the Quebec and
Montmorency and the Lotbiniére and Megantic,
bring in $83,000. The Government is now
spending, because there is no railway on the
north shore, $80,000 that can be saved. It is
paying for the transportation of mail to other
railways about $5,400; for the operation of
the Intercolonial railway, Riviere = Ouelle
branch, $22,000, and $52,000 for the ferry from
Riviére Ouelle to Murray Bay, or in round
figures $80,000. Add this saving of $80,000 to
the $83,000 produced by the Quebec and Mont-
morency and the Lotbiniére and Megantic and
you obtain a total of $163,000. Now, honour-
able gentlemen, is it not fair to think that
the Quebec and Saguenay will earn something?
On the same ratio of earning per mile as the
Quebec and Montmorency, the Quebec and
Saguenay ought to earn $120,000. Therefore
in savings, in actual and most probable earn-
ings, we have in sight practically 5 per cent
on the amount invested. Under these circum-
stances I will certainly vote for the Bill.

51958—8%

The vote was to acquire those particular
railways in the province of Quebec.

What has happened since 1925 in regard
to the building of railways—with all of which
I feel quite sure my honourable friend had
something to do, though I have not checked
up on it? I find that since 1925 forty-eight
branch lines of railway have been built at a
cost of $57,744,105.13, their total length being
1,572.46 miles. This mileage is distributed

as follows:

Miles
Quebec. . .. 100-55
Ontario.. .. 3:52
Manitoba. . 172-62
Saskatchewan.. .. 888-69
Alberta.. .. . 241-67
British Columbla 151-29

These figures, I may say, are contained in a
return made in another place a few days ago.

Now I come to this so-called question of
amalgamation. Some years ago the word
“amalgamation” was generally used in con-
nection with the proposal to consolidate these
two railways. In recent years, for some
reason or other, a different term ‘has been
used—a term which I have heard people say
did not ‘mean amalgamation. I was so inter-
ested in finding out the difference between
amalgamation and unification that I checked
up in the dictionary. This is what I find.
Amalgamation is a union or junction into
one body or whole: unification is the act of
uniting into one. Therefore we can agree, I
hope, that amalgamation and unification mean
one and the same thing. I may be unduly
suspicious, but I have an idea that the word
“unification” has been used ever since the
word “amalgamation” was passed into the
discard in the city of Winnipeg in 1930.

Here may I pause for a moment to mention
the reference made the other day by the
right honourable leader on the other side
of the House (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen).
He dumbfounded me, and others, I think, by
certain references to the importance, as I
understood him, of amalgamating the rail-
roads, when he said:

I have for my part given up hope that you
can do anything so long as you are going to
have these alternate Governments, each smash-
ing everything done by its predecessor—so long
as you are going to have a return of govern-
ment interference after each election—so long
as you are going to have sectional appeals to
the employees of the railways against a political
party because it would dare even to consider
anything in the nature of unified management.
One honourable gentleman asked me: “What
did he mean? Is he against democracy?” Of
course I did not assume any such thing. “Is
he suggesting that only a dictatorship can
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solve the railway problems of Canada?” I
said, “Oh, no; that is not what is meant.”
But the point I got from my right honourable
friend’s remark was that in political campaigns
there had been sectional appeals on this
question of railroads. Am I unfair in sug-
gesting that never in the history of Canada
was a greater sectional appeal made than
when the policy of “co-operation ever, amalga-
mation never” was enunciated in Winnipeg?

Many people in this Canada of ours con-
tinue to believe that what is said by dis-
tinguished men on the platform during a
campaign is Simon-pure good sense, honest con-
viction and truth. But are we not justified in
assuming that the statement I have referred
to was the one that settled the word “amalga-
mation” in the minds of certain honourable
gentlemen for a number of years to come?
Why do those who want to bring about
amalgamation not use that word? “It is non
grata,” I heard someone say, “and therefore
they use the word ‘unification,’” which means
the same thing, though some people may not
know it.”

Then my right honourable friend on the
other side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) did
something that I, although I am pretty rough,
do not know that I would do: he under-
took to criticize and to place much of the
blame upon a dead man. I am agreeing that
he is right. I am agreeing that there was a
squandermania running riot at a certain time.
But what was the result, may I ask? Do I
know, or am I entirely mistaken? We find
that that squandermania was stopped, as per-
haps it should have been; that there was a
greater check upon it than in former times.

But what was the next step? It was the
appointment of a distinguished Canadian at
$30,000 a year. To do what? To bring about
co-operation between the Canadian Pacific
Railway and the Canadian National Railways
so as to provide an up-to-date railroad ser-
vice throughout the Dominion of Canada at
a minimum of cost. “Co-operation ever,
amalgamation never!” s

Then what did we find as to the operations
of that $30,000-a-year gentleman? We found,
as the records will show, that that gentleman
appeared before a committee of this House
and when asked who were the officials
appointed by the Canadian National Rail-
ways to co-operate with a like committee of
the Canadian Pacific Railway he intimated
that he knew the chairman, but did not know
the other two members. This was after he
had for many months been drawing at the
rate of $30,000 a year for a prime and specific
purpose. Perhaps it is not necessary to re-

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

hash some of this, but, considering where
we have gone along this line of discussion, I
do not think it will do any harm to bring
out some of these points.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Mr. Fullerton
is not here, and in rising I have no interest
but to see that he gets justitce. Has the
honourable gentleman the quotation from the
evidence to show that he did not know who
were on the committee which was to perform
this co-operative work?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: My right honour-
able friend and I both sat in front of him
and heard him say that. We both know, as
other members of our committee know, that
he could not give the names.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not
recall it at all.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Oh, well, it was
well known by all.

Hon. Mr. HORNER: I do not remember
it, and I was a member of the committee.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There has
been some fermentation in the honourable
member’s mind since.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Not at all. I and
several other members of the committee were
discouraged and appalled at the ignorance of
a man who was paid $30,000 a year for doing
certain things, and who yet did not know the
names of those to whom he had entrusted
that work.

Then we can pass along, possibly, to a
further reference in this matter. My honour-
able friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beau-
bien), as I said a little while ago, made many
references to newspaper recommendations and
statements. I think, therefore, that what I
say will be accepted with greater appreciation
by the Senate if I quote from at least one
or two newspapers that stand pretty high in
the newspaper world of Canada. I notice
that the Ottawa Journal is cited as the most
quoted paper in Canada. On the 2Ist of
December, 1937, the Ottawa Journal had an
editorial worth considering. I sent a copy
of it and a copy of the reply that was made
to it to my honourable friend from Montar-
ville, before he spoke in this House. I think
it is just as well to put that editorial into
the record, and also the answer which came
from a distinguished Canadian who ought to
know what he is talking about.

The editorial reads:

How Would $75,000,000 Be Saved?
There’s a fresh drive on for the unification
of Canada’s two railways. Day after day
public men and newspapers are saying that
unification would result in an annual saving
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of from $60,000,000 to $75,000,000. This claim
has been made—and broadcast all over Canada
—twice in recent days.

The trouble is that the peopie and newspapers
which claim such a possible saving don’t tell
how, or where, such a vast sum could be saved.

It is a serious omission. Certainly if this
country can save $75,000,000 a year on its
transportation bill—which would wipe out the
Canadian National Railways deficit and give
us $35,000,000 to boot—then it’s up to those
who make such a claim to teil us more about it.

There’s Sir Edward Beatty. No one would
charge Sir Edward Beatty with wrong motives,
with lack of sincerity. He is a great Canadian.
Yet The Journal, certainly in no captious mood,
would like to ask Sir Kdward a question or
several questions. In one of his more recent
speeches, delivered at Windsor, Ontario (we
have the printed text of the speech before us),
Sir Edward said:

“ Estimates of the possible economies of
unified management of the railways of
$60,000,000 and $75,000,000 per annum were
submitted in evidence to the Duff Commission
by the executives of the Canadian railways.”

What we should like to ask Sir Edward
is this:

1. Upon what did the executives of Canadian

railways.. in their evidence before the Duff
Commission, base their estimates of such a
saving?

2. Is Sir Edward himself in possession of
facts leading him to suppose that such a saving
would be possible?

3. If so, what are the facts?

4. Would such a saving involve the tearing
up of many miles of tracks, and, if so, how
many miles?

5. In the event of the necessity of tearing up
tracks, where, in what parts of Canada, would
the tracks be torn up, and where would a
beginning be made?

6. Would such a saving necessitate the dis-
missal of railway employees, and, if so, of
how many railway employees—this in view of
the fact that so large a proportion of railway
costs are labour costs?

These, we submit, are fair questions. Our
railway problem is a tremendously vital problem.
Obviously, in any discussion of it, seeking its
solution, reliance can’t be placed on guesswork,
nor on generalities, nor on hopes. Hard facts,
demonstrable facts, *we must have; and so
it seems to The Journal that before this coun-
try can be expected to take steps towards
unification of railways it must first know fairly
clearly what unification would mean, how it
could be brought about, what would be its
probable consequence. In other words—and
this must be apparent to Sir Edward Beatty,
a captain of industry and business—mere un-
supported assertions about savings of millions
are not good enough.

Little attention need or can
people, hardly railway or financial experts, who
keep repeating Sir Edward Beatty’s claims.
But Sir Edward himself is different. He,
first perhaps among Canadians, should know
what he is talking about when he talks about
railways. We suggest to him, respectfully,
that he would do Canada a service, be fair

be paid to

to himself and to the public, if he would tell,
roughly at least, where and how unification of
railways would save Canada from $60,000,000
to $75,000,000 annually.

Fortunately, I have here the reply of Sir
Edward Beatty under date of January 7, 1938.
The inference as to newspaper opinion which
was drawn by my honourable friend opposite
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) is inconceivable to me.
Perhaps I have a brain storm, for I cannot
understand what Sir Edward Beatty means
by his answers. Other honourable senators
may be able to understand them when they
are placed after the questions which I have
just read. The Ottawa Journal of January
7, 1938, published the questions and answers,
together with a letter from Sir Edward, under
the heading, “Sir Edward Beatty and The
Journal,” as follows:

To the Editor of The Journal:

Sir:—In a comparatively recent issue of your
paper I noticed an editorial in which you asked
that certain questions respecting the railway
situation in Canada should be answered by me.

As the nature of the questions was such that
they naturally followed from public statements
I had made on the subject, I see no reason why
they should not be replied to. I, therefore,
enclose the questions with the answers to each.

I am very glad your paper is taking sufficient
interest in the problem to make the enquiries
which you have; and I shall Le glad to furnish
you with any further information you may
desire.

Yours very truly,

E. W. Beatty,
Chairman and President,
Canadian Pacific Railway.

Montreal, January 5, 1938.

Sir Edward Beatty’s answers follow:

1. Upon what did the executives of Canadian
railways, in their evidence before the Duff
Commission, base their estimates of such a
saving?

Answer: The estimates furnished the execu-
tives of the Canadian railways were arrived at
after careful analyses of the traffic, service,
equipment, and facilities of the two railways.

2. Is Sir Edward himself in possession of
facts leading him to suppose that such a saving
would be possible?

Answer: Yes.

3. If so, what are the facts?

Answer: Based on a year of normal traffic
volume, Sir Henry Thornton estimated possible
economy of $60,000,000. Sir Edward Beatty’s
estimate was based on the year 1930 and
showed a possible economy of $75,000,000.

4. Would such a saving involve the tearing
up of many miles of tracks, and, if so, how
many miles?

Answer: The economies to be derived from
the joint operation and management of the
two properties are not primarily dependent
upon abandonment of railway lines. The major
part of the savings would be possible without
any abandonment. However, careful analyses
indicated that there were up to 5,000 miles of
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line in Canada which could be classed as dupli-
cate or redundant. With a re-routing of traffic,
some of such lines could either be abandoned
or the standard of maintenance reduced in
keeping with the changed nature of the traffic.

5. In the event of the necessity of tearing
up tracks, where, in what parts of Canada,
would the tracks be torn up, and where would
a beginning be made?

Answer: As has been indicated, the tearing
up of tracks would neither constitute the major
nor initial step in securing unification economies.
In carrying out the physical unification of the
two systems, the first step would be to re-route
the traffic in order to utilize the most economical
facilities and secure the most efficient handling.
The re-routing of traffic offers a wide scope for
economies throughout the whole of Canada.
After conditions had become stabilized on the
route selected for permanent operation, the
sections of track which should be abandoned
would be clearly indicated and their elimination
should be accomplished without serious friction.

6. Would such a saving necessitate the dis-
missal of railway employees, and, if so, of
how many railway employees—this in view of
the fact that so large a proportion of railway
costs are labour costs?

Answer: Unified management of the two
railway systems would ultimately result in a
reduction of from 15 to 17 per cent in the
numbers of those employed in a year of normal
traffic. The number of railway employees
affected at any stated time depends upon several
considerations, such as whether traffic volume
was increasing or decreasing, the rate at which
the unification plans were progressed and the
policy to be followed in regard to the employee
situation. After all, the actual adjustment in
labour employment will be solely dependent
upon the rate at which it is decided to eliminate
the present uneconomic cost of duplicate railway
services. It should be possible to progress the
plan of unification at a reasonable pace so as
to keep the number of present employees un-
favourably affected, and thus entitled to com-
pensation, at a minimum.

These questions and answers, it seems to
me, are worthy of consideration in this debate.
I repeat that I am unable to understand Sir
Edward’s answers to the questions.

On March 9, the Ottawa Journal carried a

news item from Washington under this
heading:
U.S. Railroads Granted Increase. Higher

rates mean $270,000,000 more to lines.

The article goes on to say that the Interstate
Commerce Commission granted a $270,000,000
annual increase in freight rates to United
States railroads. Why is it that the Canadian
railroads have not been earning more? Is it
fair to suggest as one reason that they are
handling passenger and freight traffic over
the far-flung distances of our country at
cheaper rates than prevail anywhere else in
the world? If that is so, who are getting the
benefit? Are the people of Canada, business
men and industrialists and all who travel and
ship freight, not being benefited by these
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

lower rates? Of course I know some people
will say the rates are lower here because of
our truck and bus competition, but the fact
remains that the Canadian people are and
have for years been beneficiaries, to the extent
of hundreds of millions of dollars, through
securing these relatively low freight and
passenger rates.

On March 8 this year the Ottawa Journal
had another editorial on the subject of the
deficit of the Canadian National Railways. I
know that many honourable members would
like to have before them on the record the
viewpoint of those who write editorials for
that paper. And may I say here that I think
the Ottawa Journal’s summing up of a situa-
tion is usually logical and pretty nearly
prefect.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I have held that
view for many years. Here is what the
Ottawa Journal said on March 8 in an edi-
torial headed, “A Fictitious Five Hundred
Millions.” I may say I humbly agree with
this editorial. My honourable friend opposite
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) nods his head, as if to
indicate that he has analysed it already. How-
ever, it will not do any harm to put it on
record, so that, in years to come, other people
will be able to see it when looking up argu-
ments which thave been presented by my
honourable friend, and will no doubt be
presented by others, for unification and amalga-
mation to relieve the forgotten taxpayer of
the undue load he has been carrying. The
editorial reads as follows:

A report to the House of Commons Thursday
stated that the deficit of the Canadian National

Railways is just over one thousand million
dollars.

_This is for the past fifteen years, namely,
since the C.N.R. system was inaugurated.

The figure is a silly thing, to the extent of
five hundred million dollars.

It is obtained by counting in nearly five
hundred million dollars “for unpaid interest
on loans advanced by the Dominion.”

Is this a just charge?

We do not think it to be a just or proper
charge, because the allegation applies to the
Canadian National Railways a charge which
is not applied to any other public undertaking
or public work of the Dominion.

Public works undertaken by the Dominion
Government are undertaken for the public
good; and when the first cost has been defrayed,
the first cost—if it does not happen to be cost
of the National Railways system—is interred
in the public accounts and forgotten. Interest
is supposed to be paid by the public value.

For instance, the first cost of the Parliament
Buildings has been in the neighbourhood of
fifteen million dollars. No interest has ever
been charged on that in the Government
accounts. If it had been, the cost of the
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Parliament Buildings, with mnterest compounded
for seventy years, would stand in the books
to-day at much more than a hundred millions.

For instance, the first cost of our national
canals has been $260,000,000. If interest had
been added in the Government books, the cost
would be represented as far more than that.

For instance, the first cost of our river and
harbour improvements has been $300,000,000.
Some of the great harbours pay interest on
Government loans, but a considerable part of
this improvement of navigation facilities has
been paid by the Government, and no account
taken in the books of interest on the expendi-
ture.

TFor instance, large sums for erecting post
offices throughout Canada have been paid by
the Government. These sums are paid and
forgotten.

For instance, large sums are paid for customs
houses, for armouries, for Government vessels,
for penitentiaries, for experimental farms—
and in no case is any item entered in the Gov-
ernment books for interest on the expenditure.

For instance, vast sums have been advanced
by the Dominion Government in recent years
for public relief ($230,000,000 to date). If
interest were calculated, and added in the
books, a public speaker would be able to say
that relief had cost the Government, perhaps
forty or fifty million dollars more than it has
done.

In all these cases—except the National Rail-
ways—first cost only is listed in our national
bookkeeping. The cost is undertaken to enable
good public service. If the principle were
followed of entering an interest charge on all
such expenditure, and adding that to our state-
ment of national debt, our national debt to-day
would be presented to the world as, perhaps,
a thousand million dollars more than it is.

Then why apply such a principle to the
Canadian National Railways?

Part of the debt of the Canadian National
Railways is owed to private bondholders. That
interest must be paid; and it is'a proper charge
to be made against the National Railways
annually; and figured as deficit when the Gov-
ernment has to pay it. But should the part of
the railway debt that is due to the Government
have interest added to it annually—and not
only interest on the principal. but interest upon
the interest—and alleged to be deficit, when
no such principle in any other case of the
public works of Canada exists?

We submit that the present system of set-
ting forth the finance of the Canadian National
Railways is a gross wrong to the National
Railways, and a grave public danger.

It is a gross wrong because it hurts the
National ‘Railways in the public mind, and
hurts the morale of the service. It is a grave
danger; because as is possible, if there should
come to be a question of amalgamation of the
C.N.R. and C.P.R., the negotiations may follow
a completely unjust course to the C.N.R. be-
cause of the fictitious deficit which the Gov-
ernment books solemnly produce.

Now I come to my honourable friend’s
suggestion, which I think he urged more than
once, that the Senate’s resolution of 1925
should be recognized and, as I understood
him, made effective. I realize that the subject-
matter under discussion has been considerably

changed by the amendment proposed by the
honourable senator from Westmorland (Hon.
Mr. Black), but in any case we have been
insistently told that it would be a good thing
for Canada to put the 1925 resolution into
effect now. I am going to read part of a
speech made by the President of the Canadian
Pacific Railway on March 16, 1926. That was
the year after the passing of the Senate reso-
lution, which proposed to amalgamate the
two railroads and to make a first charge on
the operations of the amalgamated lines an
agreed dividend to the Canadian Pacific. Well,
it has been said that wise men change their
minds, while men of the other kind do not.
Let us see what E. W. Beatty, as he was
then, thought of that proposal. He said:

Nothing is more important to the successful
operation of Canada’s railways than fair rate
schedules. Pressure is periodically brought
to bear looking to the granting of rate con-
cessions on grounds of national or local inter-
est, and I fear that many Canadians feel
that difference in the character of ownership
of these railways involves a difference in
attitude towards the matter of adequate
revenues. The only existing problem respecting
rates is their reasonableness and freedom from
unjust diserimination.

And a little later on he said:

I hope I shall not live to see the day when
Canadian railways are nationalized, because I
would regard the nationalization of these huge
properties, without competition and politically
influenced in their administration, as would
inevitably be the case, to constitute the great-
est political and commercial menace this country
could possibly experience. As conditions are,
there is no sounder nor safer principle than
that laid down in the letter and spirit of the
Railway Act.

But just a few months ago, on November
27, 1937, I was at a meeting of the Canadian
Club of Ottawa, in the Chateau Laurier,
and heard Sir Edward Beatty make a splendid
speech, from which it appears that he has
materially changed some of his views. He
was dealing with the average citizen, and in
the course of his remarks said:

Or take my own pet subject, the railway
question. For some years I actively advocated
the unified operation of our two great systems.
I do not any longer. I merely point out
that unification is inevitable, and while others
produce endless reasons for delay, no one any
longer denies this.

We have too much railway transportation in
Canada, and as a result we have a great
publicly-owned system operated at a tremendous
loss and a great privately-owned one operated
under serious handicaps.

I have pointed out that unified operation,
handled wisely and carefully, could lessen the
loss to the taxpayers, give a fair deal to
private investors, and actually improve and
cheapen railway service. I have pointed out
that this could all be accomplished withous
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real hardship for anyone, and that railway
workers would, in the end, benefit by this
rationalization of their occupation.

The average citizen meets the suggestion with
excessive optimism and excessive pessimism.
He takes refuge behind the “half truths and
Jistorted statements” of those who assure him,
in face of overwhelming evidence, that three
billion dollars of public railway debt do not
matter and that the railway which did not pay
its way in 1928 will do so in 1938—or 1948, or
1958. The next moment he plunges into gloom,
and asserts that although he realizes that
something can and must be done, no Government
dare face the issue.

A moment ago I quoted, in part, what the
president of the Canadian Pacific Railway
said on this question in 1926. May I state
what I conceive to be the cause of his recent
change from that position? I think it will be
found in the fact that for five years, from
1926 to 1930, inclusive, the Canadian Pacific
Railway paid in dividends $167,106,388 and
its net earnings for the same period amounted
to $217,548,352.

Let us see what this great privately-owned
railway did for its shareholders during that
period. In 1926 it paid $30,005944 in divi-
dends. That was commendable and greatly
to the advantage of Canada. In 1927 it
distributed a similar amount of dividends.
In 1928 the shareholders were a little better
off, and we can congratulate Canada and
also those to whom the company paid divi-
dends aggregating $33,421,180. In 1929 net
earnings were still higher and the company
paid out $35424,790 in dividends. In 1930
we find the company still doing nicely by the
shareholders, paying them $38248530. In
other words, the company in those five years
paid its shareholders more than $167,000,000
in dividends, with net earnings for the same
period of more than $217,000,000.

Now, may I again express my approval of
the concern of the honourable senator from
Montarville for the forgotten taxpayer of
Canada. But, while doing so, let us see
where this enormous sum of $167,000,000 went
to in the five years from .1926 to 1930. The
Annual Report of the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way Company for the year ending December
31, 1930, shows that at that time the stock,
ordinary and preference combined, was held
in these percentages: 58-11 per cent in the
United Kingdom, 13:20 per cent in Canada,
22-81 per cent in the United States, and 4-87
per cent in other countries. Is it not fair to
assume that one reason for the rumblings of
discontent and the disparagement of Canada
and things Canadian which have originated in
Great Britain since 1930 is that Canadian
Pacific shareholders there were not getting
their dividends in anything like the measure

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK

to which they had become accustomed be-
tween 1926 and 1930? The percentages which
I have read would lead one to wonder whether
there is really a “ Canada-first” and “for-
gotten-taxpayer” view behind the proposal
to amalgamate or unify the two great rail-
way systems of Canada, contemplating, as I
understand, discontinuance from their jobs of
from 15,000 to 17,000 employees, and aban-
donment of some 5,000 miles of Canadian
National lines. It is only fair to state, with
great regret, that after 1930 the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company largely discon-
tinued these substantial dividends. Again I
wonder if this discontinuance caused the
demonstration of resentment overseas to
which I have referred.

May I refer to the earnings of the Cana-
dian National Railways, the railway system
that, we have been told, has put us so
deplorably in the hole right along? I have
received from the Bureau of Statistics a pre-
liminary report of statistics of steam railways,
and also copies of the Canadian National
and Canadian Pacific reports for 1935. Any
average railroad that had not been unfairly
loaded down with debt would regard itself as
doing pretty well if it could show a record
comparable with that which I am about to
present. I am taking the annual net operat-
ing revenues from 1923 to 1936 of both the

Canadian and the American lines of the

Canadian National system. They are as

follows:
1923. . $21,123,544
1924 . . 17,974,621
1925. . 33,121,450
19286. . 47,420,961
1927.. 41,573,851
1928. . 54,859,572
1929. . 41,864,705
1930. . 22,080,975
1931. . 1,192,167
1932, . 5,805,433
1933. . 5,707,183
1934. . 12,966,423
19857 14,258,253
1936. . 15,132,799

I am sure that my honourable friend will
regard those mnet earnings as entirely in-
sufficient under the circumstances.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: They are not net
earnings. They are earnings from operation,
which are not the same.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Yes, they are net
earnings from operation. I have presented
those figures to meet my honourable friend’s
point that the earnings are entirely insufficient.
Why? One important reason was mentioned
in the Standard editorial which I have already
quoted, namely, that my honourable friend,
and others just as enthusiastic, maybe more
so, had by every means at their command




MARCH 17, 1938 121

been trying to impress upon the Government
the necessity of buying this, that or the other
railroad property.

I desire now to comment on certain state-
ments made by my honourable friend in his
speech of March 2. He stated that the Cana-
dian people are the most indebted and the
most taxed in the world. Apparently no
statistical authority agrees with my honourable
friend.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Excuse me. I
said per capita—per head of population.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: All right.
effect is the same.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The statement im-
plies that the Canadian people are the most
indebted and the most taxed in the world,
and he says now “per head.”

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I said so at the
time I made that statement.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : All right. Is this
statement correct? The net debt of Cana-
dian federal and provincial governments and
municipalities in 1935 is shown by the 1937
Canada Year Book as $6,786869,473. This
includes principal and interest guaranteed on
railway and other securities.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: Is that the
federal debt, or does the figure include provin-
cial and municipal debts?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The figure covers
Canadian federal and provincial governments
and municipalities.

The

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: In all $9,000,-
000,000, are they not?
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: With a population

of 10,935.000, the debt works out at $621 per
capita. I am afraid my honourable friend
will have to thresh it out with somebody who
knows more about statistics than I do. The
public debt alone of Great Britain for 1935
is shown in the 1937 World Almanac as
£7.800,565,000. At the rate of $4.90 to the
pound sterling, this works out at approxi-
mately $38,000,000,000. The population of
Great Britain being 46,000,000, the public debt
alone would be $830 per capita.

With regard to taxes, Current History for
May, 1936, contains a comprehensive analysis
of taxes in the United Kingdom, France
and the United States, based on unimpeach-
able authority, which shows that for the year
1934 the total annual taxes per capita in
these countries were: Great Britain $93.45,
United States $78.14, France $75.80. The
Canada Year Book for 1937 shows our federal,

provincial and municipal taxes for the year
1934 totalling $662,000,000. With a popula-
tion of 10,824,000, the total taxes per capita
work out at $61.16.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: In 19347

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Yes. The figures
for Canada from the Canada Year Book,
1937, are the latest available. The figures for
the other countries have been taken for the
same year.

My honourable friend also stated that the
nation’s weariness is growing, and, unhappily,
its credit on the money markets of the world
is weakening. Canada’s credit in the money
markets of the world is exemplified by the
value placed upon its securities. Dominion
Government long-term bonds sell in the
money markets of the world at prices yielding
a return to the investor which is the lowest
in many years. There is no sign here of any
weakening of Canada’s credit.

Just how a country can suffer in the money
markets of the world when it is a net ex-
porter of capital is not clear. For several
years past the balance of payments
between Canada and the rest of the world
has shown Canada to be on the credit side
of the ledger. In 1936 (Canada exported
$253,000,000 more capital than she imported.
The fact is she has been reducing her capital
debt to other countries, instead of increasing
it by further borrowing.

Now I quote from the report of the Domin-
ion Bureau of Statistics on international
balances for 1937:

It is almost correct to say that Canada is
'1m01t17m;: her foreign debt at a rate of
between 3} and 4 per cent per year .
Capital goods which were created in former
years are paying returns and the surplus pro-
duction as compared with consumptmn is per-
mitting a gratifying reduction in foreign in-
debtedness. The results suggest that, on the
whole, former investment in Canada has been
sound.

A goodly portion of the foreign debt form-
erly incurred was for railway construction. It
is interesting to note that when the whole
national economy is taken into account the
result has been successful. The incidence of
railway costs must not be confused with the
true value of railway services. Much of the
cost shows up in the Canadian National
deficits and in the interest charges on Gov-
ernment issues. The benefits accrue to the
producers and merchants, and it is only by
striking a national balance sheet that the
effect can be ascertained. There is a wide
variance between the actual facts and the
statements of my honourable friend (Hon. Mr
Beaubien).
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Third, my honourable friend said that the
Canadian National Railways continue to
mulet the public treasury to the tune of
$40,000,000 for deficits, and at least $75,000,000
for lost interest on more than $3,000,000,000
so far invested by Canada in its railways.

The true deficit of the Canadian National
Railways arises purely from interest on capital.
There is no operating deficit. Instead, there
is an operating surplus. The items used to
build up large annual losses present only one
side of a balance sheet. The other side of it,
which is never mentioned, consists of the aid
extended by the railway in developing the
country. As has been demonstrated, such
investments have on the whole been profit-
able. By the same method of bookkeeping,
that is, by looking at only one side of the
matter, the advances made to the Canadian
Pacific Railway by governments, in the form
of cash, land grants and railways already
constructed (totalling $250,000,000), would, if
interest were charged thereon, amount to
approximately one and one-half billion dollars,
which represents a loss to the people of
Canada. Anyone who would take such a view
would be regarded as a poor Canadian,
because the Canadian Pacific Railway, in
benefits to Canada and Canadian institutions,
has more than trebled the advances made to
it by way of loans or for any purpose.

Now let us turn to the report of the Bank
of Canada presented at its third annual meet-
ing of shareholders, on February 22, 1938,
which contains a statement about the Cana-
dian dollar in 1937. It says:

Turning to the foreign exchange situation,

it should be noted that fluctuations of the
‘Canadian dollar against both the United States
dollar and sterling, were narrower even than
in 1936.
The report states that whereas the Canadian
dollar, as against the pound sterling, main-
tained practically a 4 per cent adverse
variation in 1936, this was reduced to slightly
better than 3 per cent in 1937.

The report continues:

Preliminary estimates of Canada’s balance
of international payments for 1937 show a
reduction in our favourable balance on cur-
rent account from $324,000000 in 1936, to
$217,000,000. The drop of about $100,000,000
occurs in the merchandise item, and is almost
entirely attributable to a fall in the export of
grain. This is partly due to the fact that the
wheat crop last year was the smallest since
1914, and partly to the fact that in 1936 we
were liquidating heavy wheat stocks.

Item No. 4. My honourable friend says
that to let the Canadian people bleed to the
extent of $100,000,000 a year, to do nothing
to save its life-blood, would be gross, callous,
heartless indifference.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

No doubt the intention is to set against
the  $100,000,000 the $75,000,000 economy.
But has Sir Edward ever said what portion
of the $75,000,000, if it were realized, would
go towards the support of the Canadian
National? Remember that most of this $75,-
000,000 is to be obtained by reduction in
service, the abandonment of lines and a gen-
eral dislocation, all of which would have a
profound bearing wupon industry and de-
velopment in the communities affected. Tt
would be a sad state of affairs if all this grief
were laid upon the citizens of the country and
the only financial relief they got, to apply
against the $100,000,000, were but a fraction of
the financial result, whereas the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company had secured a virtual
guaranteed return on their securities and stood
a good chance of obtaining the lion’s share
of whatever was left over. Relief from the
financial burden, if obtained in this manner,
would be very expensive.

Now we come to item No. 5. In his speech
of March 2 my honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien) implied, I think, not once, but
repeatedly, that the solution of this great
trouble lies in the Senate resolution of 1925.

Both the solution suggested by the Senate
in 1925 and Sir Edward Beatty’s plan for
amalgamation or unification received a very
thorough study by the Royal Commission on
Railways and Transportation in 1931-32. It
was the unanimous opinion of this commis-
sion, which numbered amongst its members
leading judicial, railway and financial experts
of Canada, Great Britain and the TUnited
States, that neither of these plans was a
solution. But some people will still be ready
to try anything once.

Item No. 6. It was stated that economic
experts of the two systems had estimated
the saving from this plan at sums ranging
from $56,000,000 to $75,000,000 per year.

I think my honourable friend referred to
$75,000,000 plus $40,000000 on one or two
occasions. The proponents of amalgamation
or unification always stress the savings in rail-
way costs. These may well prove illusory, as
has been demonstrated by the experience in
Great Britain, where the railways were con-
solidated into four railway systems, but the
anticipated large-scale economies did not re-
sult. Little or nothing has been said of the
damage to the national economy through the
widespread abandonment of railway lines and
services in Canada.

Economies obtained by reduction in essen-
tial or desirable services are not true econ-
omies, but are backward steps in the develop-
ment of the country. Why the railways
should be singled out for such treatment is
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not clear when apparent duplication is to be
seen everywhere—in banks, paper mills, high-
ways, canals, steamships, educational insti-
tutions, hospitals, etc. Theoretically, tremen-
dous economies could be achieved by the
elimination of such duplications, but no sane
person would expect the estimated savings to
be realized. Consolidations and planned
economies have ever been held out as offering
great opportunities for reduction in expenses,
but when tried, whether in the field of private
enterprise or on a national scale, the results
have been far from satisfactory. Expected
economies are elusive, and the student begins
to perceive that there is something funda-
mentally wrong with the premise that mere
size and centralized control are capable of
effecting large-scale economies.

Then we come to item No. 7. My honour-
able friend says of Sir Edwerd Beatty’s advo-
cacy of the plan:

Everyone must admit, I think, that in his
several utterances Sir Edward Beatty has
been as fair and frank as he has been forcible
and convincing.

Sir Edward as an advocate has had a pretty
clear field. Constant repetition may sound
convineing. So far he has spoken in broad
generalities, but has given little in the way
of information as to how his plan would affect
the national economy. In this connection I
would refer my honourable friends to the
letter dated January 7, 1938, written by Sir
Edward Beatty to the Ottawa Journal, to see
whether in it they can find anything concrete,
definite or conclusive. It would be asking
too much of Sir Edward to expect him to do
otherwise than plead for his employers, namely,
the board of directors and shareholders of the
Canadian Pacific Railway and for the em-
ployees of that line. .

I come now to item No. 8 of my honourable
friend’s speech of March 2. He said:

The bogey of a huge and oppressive monopoly
has been dispelled by the policy adopted in
Great Britain of consolidating its railways,
and the measures about to be carried out by
the United States for a similar purpose.

Apparently my honourable friend is not
conversant with railway conditions in Great
Britain and the United States. In Great
Britain there was a consolidation into four
large systems, each of which is operated in-
dependently. In the United States various
plans have been advanced for the consolida-
tion of railways, but any plan seriously studied
involved the maintenance of competition. In
the case of neither country is there any ques-
tion of railway monopoly, except that in the
United States there has been some talk of
Federal Government ownership of all railways.

Item No. 9. My honourable friend says:

Nobody now believes that under unification
sections of the community would be left with-
out railway service. Sir Edward Beatty, time
and again, has affirmed that this was un-
thinkable.

This is a good example of the insidious
propaganda in favour of unification. I do not
say that to my honourable friend in an un-
kindly way, but it is a fair example of what
we are hearing all over the country. To say
that we can abandon 5,000 miles of railway
without depriving any community of railway
service is ridiculous. There are a few cases
where the Canadian Pacific closely parallels
the Canadian National, but the extent of these
is small and the duplication can be eliminated
by co-operation between the two companies
without sacrifice of the communities served.
Incidentally a large part of this duplication
occurs in Ontario, where the Canadian Pacific
duplicated lines already constructed by the
Grand Trunk Railway.

May I cite from the Iola, Kansas, Register,
an article entitled, “When a Railroad Quits,”
to show the results that follow abandonment?
It says:

In 1933 the Milwaukee railroad abandoned
its branch line between Sioux City, Iowa, and
Wynot, Nebraska, a distance of about 50 miles.
The abandonment was made necessary by truck.
competition, which had caused the railroad to
carry on operations on the branch line at a
substantial loss for some time. The trucking
concerns serving the area assured interested
townspeople and farmers that they could
entirely fill any transportation need. This
claim was taken into consideration by the
Interstate Commerce Commission in permitting
the abandonment. Here, according to the Min-
nesota Grain and Feed Review, are some of
the results:

“First grain shipped from the affected area
to Sioux City, thence to be sent east, was

carried by railroads at 3 cents a bushel. To-
day the rate is 10 cents a bushel. In the days
of the railroad, coal was laid down in the

farthest town on the branch line for 20 cents
a ton. To-day the truck rate to close-in points
is $2 a ton. Real estate values in the railroad-
less area are at new lows. Town homes that
cost $4,000 cannot find buyers at $500. Farm
values have dropped from 50 to 75 per cent.
The branch line railroad paid $28,000 each
year in taxes to local units of government.
That sum has now been shifted to the remain-
ing taxpayers.

This is no argument against trucks, in their
proper field. It simply illustrates the fact
that those who think an area can get along
without the railroad don’t know what they’re
talking about.”

Then we come to item No. 10. My honour-
able friend says:

Our $3,000,000,000 railway investment is not
only totally unproductive of interest; it in-
creases by an average of more than $100,000,000
a year.
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The investment in the Canadian National
Railways may be “unproductive” from the
standpoint of cash dividends to financial
interests, but to say that it is “totally un-
productive” is to display ignorance of what
the Canadian National has done and is doing
for the country as a whole. Nearly one-
quarter of the entire population of Canada
are dependent solely upon the Canadian Na-
tional for rail transportation. Only about 10
per cent of the people of Canada are not
served by the Canadian National. Mining
development during the last ten years has
been very largely in territory which was
developed, and is now served, by the Canadian
National, and includes such well-known pro-
ducers as Noranda and Flin Flon. The
Canadian National originates more newsprint
and pulp than any other railway on the
continent. It is not, as some of the critics
claim, a “dead horse.” It is a vital and
essential factor in the development of the
natural resources of Canada. Its dividends are
not directly distributed in earnings from the
railway, but are in the form of income to the
people of Canada through wealth production
of the country.

Item No. 11. My honourable friend, at
page 39 of Hansard of March 2, quoted at
considerable length Professor Leslie T. Fournier
of Princeton University. He informed us that
the Professor lectures at Princeton on trans-
portation, public utilities, government and
business. The honourable gentleman read
from what he described as a series of remark-
able articles in the Financial Post of January,
1935, written by Professor Fournier, which
were said to be a complete and exhaustive
study of the subject-matter of railways. Here
again we have a remarkable illustration of
the truth of the old adage, “Wise men change
their minds; other men never.” Professor
Fournier would appear to have undergone a
remarkable change of mind on the railway
situation since January, 1931. As evidence
of this fact I quote the following extracts
from the Journal of Political Economy of
June, 1931. TFirst, from pages 369 to 370:

.+ . In this paper it is proposed to analyse
the success of Canada’s venture in the field of
business. From the standpoint of future
development and administration of her rail-
roads, she is in a particularly enviable position.

: Similarly, the present administration
of the Canadian National has gained the confi-
dence of the Canadian people and their national
government. Under very difficult conditions
it has rendered an efficient and progressive
railroad service. Thus the railroad situation
in Canada presents the interesting spectacle
of two systems, representing widely different
principles of ownership and paralleling each
other from coast to coast, operating in active
competition for traffic at all the important
centres of business. It is a competitive rivalry

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

which has proved to be both fair and stimulat-
ing to each railroad, with attendant simplifi-
cation of the problems of railroad regulation.
. . . Since its organization in January, 1923,
its destinies have been guided by Sir Henry
Thornton, under whose able leadership the
difficult task of unmification and co-ordination
has proceeded with remarkably good results.

Then, from pages 381 and 382:

Although the foregoing analysis indicates con-
tinued and progressive achievement by the
Canadian National, it is probable that this is
little realized outside of Canada, except by
close students of railway affairs. The -chief
reason for this lies in the fact that the income
statements of the system continue to show
large mnet deficits. Yet in the main, these
deficits are the heritage of the period ante-
dating government ownership of  this system
of railways. A financial history of the Canadian
National gives ample demonstration of this fact.

And from page 389:

The foregoing analysis of the operating and
financial results of Canada’s railways shows
that, given proper conditions, a state-owned
railroad can be operated as economically and
efficiently as a privately owned system. Yet
the factors which have contributed to the success
of Canada’s venture into the field of business
are present in a combination not often found
or easy to create. In the first place, the
Government was fortunate in securing the ser-
vices of a practical railway man who was
sufficiently forceful to demand and obtain a
policy which eliminated political interference.
This essential requirement of success was
facilitated by the wise policy of incorporating
the Government railway properties, and putting
them under the administration of a board of
directors, essentially as in the case of a private
railroad. TFinally, the Government system has
had to compete with a strongly entrenched
private system, enjoying a reputation for
efficiency and sound management, unexcelled
in the railway world. That the resultant rivalry
in service has been beneficial to both systems
and to the public is well recognized by the
Canadian people.

That is a good deal different from what my
honourable friend placed on the record on
March 2 when he was quoting Professor
Fournier. Of course, we cannot deny the
Professor the right to change his mind and to
hold views to-day entirely different from those
he held in 1931.

Here is item No. 12 of my ecriticism of my
honourable friend’s remarks of March 2. With
respect to the annual saving by joint
managership of the two systems, he thought
$8,000,000 would be saved by the doing away
with 4,000 to 5,000 miles of railway. He also
believed that joint managership would permit
of dispensing with 26,000 railway employees,
at an average wage of $1,700 a year, which
would mean an annual retrenchment of
$44,000,000.

Nothing was mentioned by my honourable
friend about the disturbance to industry,
whether it be manufacturing, lumbering,
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farming, mining or anything else, which
would result from the abandonment of from
4000 to 5000 miles of railway. Sir Edward
Beatty said this was a minor factor. Such
uncorroborated evidence, particularly when it
is made by one who, I think it is fair to say,
is for obvious reasons an advocate of a policy,
can hardly be accepted as proof.

The statement regarding the average
annual earnings of railroad employees is
typical of the errors made by many persons
who favour unification. The average wage is
not $1,700 a year, a fact to which I drew
my honourable friend’s attention when he
made the statement. On March 5 I received
the following letter from the Dominion
Bureau of Statistics, under the signature of
Mr. Coats, Dominion Statistician:

I am enclosing our Preliminary Report on
the Statistics of Steam Railways for 1936, and
would refer you to pages 8 and 9 for a state-
ment of railway employees and their earnings.
From this you will see that there were 132,781
employees, whose total earnings were $182,638,-
365, or an average of $1,375 for the year.
Marked copies of reports on the Canadian
National Railways and the Canadian Pacific
TRailway are also enclosed.

My honourable friend will please not for-
get that among the figures which went to
make up the total that averaged $1375 for
all employees, were some salaries very much
larger than that average. Included in the
132,781 employees are 585 executives whose
average daily wage is about $19.50, and 896
division officers whose average daily wage is
about $10.50. There are also included, of
course, many other classes whose average is
greater than $1,375 a year. My source of
information is the Dominion Bureau of
Statistics, and I judge that it is accurate.

I am sure that many honourable members
are tired by this time, as I am. But I want
to go on, because—I do not know whether I
am mistaken in this—I rather think that I
am stating some things that should be stated
in this honourable House in connection with
our whole railway situation. It has been
suggested that only too often honourable
senators may be somewhat diffident about
telling the plain, unvarnished truth as to
some of the things which are under discus-
sion here. If that is so, it is time that
concrete facts were given in connection with
the other side of the railway question, which
my honourable friend and others who favour
his views will not give us. So I crave the
patient indulgence of honourable members
for a little longer, while I make what appear
to me to be some points against railway
amalgamation in Canada.

1. The subject of amalgamation was fully
discussed before a royal commission com-
posed of outstanding men—the best men that
Canada, the United States and England could
furnish. All the arguments pro and con
were studied. Mr. Beatty’s plan and many
others were considered, but rejected for good
and sufficient reasons. The Government hav-
ing had the good sense to submit the case to
an expert commission by whom the subject
could be and was studied ecritically, dispas-
sionately and exhaustively, it seems foolish
to rehash the arguments at this time, after
the commission’s report has been made. The
commission’s findings were arrived at more
than five years after 1925, yet my honour-
able friend urges us to endorse the proposal
which the Senate in that year thought would
be a cure-all.

2. The arguments of those in favour of
amalgamation are, to say the least, tinged
with self-interest. . The watchwords of the
proponents of amalgamation are “Save
Canada,” and “The forgotten taxpayer.” The
fact that, if their proposal were carried out,
one result would be to line the pockets of
Canadian Pacific shareholders is not men-
tioned. May I point out here that 58-11 per
cent of those shareholders live in the United
Kingdom and 22.81 per cent in the United
States? Yet “Save Canada” is the argument.

3. Properly speaking, there is no railway
problem in Canada. There is a finanecial
problem. The history of railways in all
countries shows that in the development stage
railways cannot be made to pay: either they
must receive assistance or they go bankrupt.
The Canadian Pacific itself is no exception;
it obtained enormous free aid from the Gov-
ernment, and then, as is well known, barely
squeezed through by means of further aid in
the form of government loans. A study of
railroads in the United States, west of the
Mississippi river, shows that in their develop-
ment period three billion dollars of capital was
wiped out by receivership.

In the case of the Canadian National
system, aids from the Government were largely
in the form of guarantees, which were no
solution of the financial problem. The Cana-
dian National, therefore, stands alone in not
having obtained financial improvement either
by free gifts or by capital reduction through
receivership. I agree that the big, square and
manly thing was done in not repudiating debts
and useless appendages. If the United States
or England or any other country in the world
had been faced with the situation that faced
us in 1921 or thereabouts, receiverships would

. have resulted. By that means we could have

avoided paying interest on bonds and other
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securities, but, as I say, we did instead the
square and honest thing. The whole burden
of the Canadian National, therefore, shows
up. If the Canadian Pacific had been aided
in the same way in its early days, and the
same method of keeping accounts had been
followed, that railway would inevitably have
gone bankrupt. Similarly, if the roads west
of the Mississippi river had been denied the
relief of receiverships, they never would have
been solvent. Canada has a magnificent set
of railways and enjoys the cheapest transporta-
tion of any country in the world, but this
fact is obscured by the distorted financial
set-up of the Canadian National system.

4. Advocates of amalgamation do not say
anything about fixed charges, but fixed charges
are the only things wrong with the Canadian
National system. During the last decade the
Canadian National has paid all its operating
expenses and, in normal times, reasonable
fixed charges. Mr. Beatty himself admitted
before the royal commission that “no private
corporation could assume the enormous
obligations which the Government railways
are under. If it did, the project could never
be made to yield a profit and the company
would find itself unable to finance the under-
taking.” These charges must remain a burden
inherited from the past. They are a charge
against the development of Canada, and will
be justified by that development.

5. A fundamental fallacy underlies estimates
of economies from amalgamation, the same
fallacy that underlies any planned economy
which ends up in a monopoly. It is assumed
that the efficiency of administration which was
created by competitive conditions would be
continued under the new monopolistic condi-
tions. The lessons of history are all against
this. Without the competitive spirit, organi-
zations become lax in their administration and
in the performance of their duties; nepotism
creeps in; employees become perfunctory in
doing their work. All this results in increased
expenses which quickly negative the theoret-
ical economies. A drop in efficiency of only
10 per cent per man wipes out the economies.

6. The public is misinformed as to the ex-
tent of economies possible from amalgamation.
The estimates which are being bandied about
just now were made when the present re-
ductions in wages and prices of materials
and in traffic had not taken place to any con-
siderable extent. Even the most dramatic
programme of elimination of duplicate facil-
ities, lines and services at the existing level
of traffic, wages and materials, could not

produce a saving of more than $15,000,000 .

a year.
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK.

7. The estimates of theoretical economies
from amalgamation prepared three or four
vears ago would have to be discounted if
applied to-day, because during the depression
the railways have learned many lessons in
economy. Hach economy reduces the operating
expenses and makes it much more difficult
to get further juice out of the orange. The
Canadian National, for instance, has reduced
its operating expenses from the 1928 level
by some $110,000,000 a year. I want my hon-
ourable friend to get that, and I will repeat
it. The Canadian National has reduced its
operating expenses from the 1928 level by
some $110,000,000 a year. Part of this reduc-
tion is owing to reduced traffic, wages and
prices, but much of it is on account of in-
creased efficiency.

8. There is a lack of perspective in dealing
with amalgamation. Suppose you owned a fac-
tory and somebody came and said, “I am so-
and-so, and if you will give me complete
charge of your factory, let me tear these
machines out of here and put them there,
let me do all sorts of drastic things just as
I see fit, I can save you ten per cent of your
yearly turnover,” you would chase him out of
vour office, for no man would take such des-
perate risks for such a small percentage of
gain. Well, that is just about the case with
respect to railway amalgamation, The hypo-
thetical figures of estimated economies are
large because we are dealing with huge en-
terprises, but when the figures are stacked up
against gross railway turnover they become
relatively so small that one wonders whether
the theoretical gain is worth all the risk,

9. It would require some five to ten years
to effect a physical amalgamation of the two
properties. Therefore, little financial relief
could be expected during the depression. Be-
fore the depression Canada had shown her-
self capable of supporting both railway sys-
tems and had enjoyed excellent and cheap
transportation—the cheapest in the world, in
fact. The Canadian Pacific paid $167,000,000
in dividends between 1925 and 1930, and the
Canadian National was going along pretty
well, making $52,000,000 over and above oper-
ating expenses. When the depression is over
and rail revenues increase, the railway finan-
cial problem will disappear and both roads
will be even more prosperous than before,
by reason of the lessons in economy learned
during the depression,

10. So long as the depression continues the
country would obtain a very disproportionate
share in the net economies from amalgama-
tion. Approximately half of ihe net economies
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would go to benefit Canadian Pacific share-
holders. The other half would not represent
a net gain to the country, because those dis-
placed from employment in the railways
would simply add to the unemployed ranks
and either eat up their savings or go on
relief at subsistence level. Subsistence level
costs represent, on the average, one-third of
normal production, and since all the economy
in the last analysis is labour, the country’s
share of the net economy would be approx-
imately 4—4=%; so that if an apparent finan-
cial economy of $5,000,000 resulted, the Cana-
dian Pacific shareholders—mostly foreigners
—would obtain $2,500,000 approximately, and
the country would net about $800,000,

11. Economies on the scale contemplated can
be obtained only by the most drastic treat-
ment. Railways in toto make up the very
warp and woof of the productive economy
of Canada. The abandonment of services
and of lines and the dislocation of railway
terminals and of shops, ete., would throw
hundreds of millions of private capital into
jeopardy. That which appeared as an econ-
omy in the railway figures, even if it were
realizable, would show up as a loss to the
lumberman, the miner, the merchant and the
financial houses holding mortgages and in-
dustrial loans. The railway financial problem
would not be solved; only the incidence of
the burden would be changed.

12. From the national standpoint it is un-
safe to abandon railway lines. The economy
is small, because the investment cannot be
recouped, and all that can be saved is mini-
mum maintenance and operating ~expenses,
which do not amount on the average to more
than $1500 a mile. We have many illustra-
tions of how unwise a line-abandonment might
be. Take for instance the National Trans-
continental: it has been justified by the
mining development in Northern Quebec,
to say nothing of agriculture and lumbering
interests; yet this line had been properly
damned. The recent discovery of minerals
along the Canadian National line between
Nipigon and Long Lac is another case in
point. Canada is a young country and its
potentialities are largely unknown. Railways
are essential to our devolepment, and, once
they are built, we should be very chary of
tearing them up.

13. The economic disturbance in the coun-
trv due to labour displacement has to be
considered. Those who advocate amalgama-
tion sweeten the pill by saying that pen-
sioning and deaths will take care of the situa-
tion. Nothing is said of the vast army of
skilled railway workers who are on furlough

and who look to increased business to give
them re-employment. To adopt drastic
measures when business was picking up would
mean that these men would have to remain
unemployed. The betterment in the finan-
cial picture would be only apparent, for the
financial burden would reappear in the army
of unemployed railway employees, and this
would act as a brake on business improvement.

14. Amalgamation would invite the dangers
inherent in monopolies. “The public be
damned” attitude would be revived. Transpor-
tation service would be supplied, not in the
form desired by the traveller or shipper, but
when and how the railway saw fit to supply it.
The experience of a Canadian Pacific Railway
monopoly in Western Canada in the early
days would be repeated on a nation-wide scale.

15. An attempt to avoid the dangers of
monopoly by strengthening the hands of the
Board of Railway Commissioners would pro-
duce a bureaucracy. Authority would be di-
vorced from responsibility. This would weaken
the hands of the management, tend to transfer
administrative details to the bureaucracy, and
hasten deterioration of the efficiency of the
enterpise.

16. It is a fallacy to look to motor-truck
competition to keep a consolidated railway
enterprise “sweet.” Transportation economists
agree that the railways must remain the
backbone of land transportation. Because of
excessive distances and climatic conditions,
not more than from ten to twelve per cent
of the total transportation in a country such
as Canada can ever be performed by motor
vehicles.

17. Amalgamation might well lead to labour
difficulties. Attempts by the management to
enforce economies would cause the men to
band together for the common purpose of
protecting their employment. The develop-
ment of the “go slow” principle would be
inevitable, and since much of the work of
railway employees is of necessity carried on
unsupervised in detail, it would be extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to check rising
expenses brought about by deliberate slow-
ing up.

18. Labour troubles would in all proba-
bility result in the establishment of a perman-
ent railway labour board which would fix
the rates of wages and the terms and condi-
tions of employment. This would be another
bureaucracy hampering the management, for
the board would be ineffective unless it inter-
fered in the details of administration.

19. Amalgamation would result in so large
an industrial organization, with all its ramifi-
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cations, that its huge size would make efficient
administration difficult. The present de-
pression has exploded the idea of supermen.

20. Another manifestation of monopoly
would be failure to keep abreast of the times.
A railway, to be efficient, has to be continually
modernized; otherwise stagnation results.

21. For the Canadian National to go into
partnership with the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way means two things: (a) To all intents and
purposes, a guarantee on the part of the
Government of Canadian Pacific fixed charges.
That is what the honourable senator’s motion
means,

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: No. I deny that.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: (b) A sharing of
all future earnings with the Canadian Pacific.
With regard to (a), Canada has surely had
enough experience in guaranteeing railway
securities, either directly or indirectly. With
regard to (b), the Canadian National Rail-
way system is potentially a much more valu-
able property than the Canadian Pacific. It
is better located, has better grades, and has
much greater chance of expansion in earn-
ings. The proposition is, “Heads I win, tails
you lose,” with Canada on the short end. If
amalgamation were tried and found wanting,
the Canadian Government would be burdened
with the Canadian Pacific fixed -charges,
because the properties could not be un-
scrambled, and the whole mess would be left
on the Government’s doorstep. If amalga-
mation were tried and proved successful, then
the Canadian Pacific would enjoy, scot-free,
the profits from the development of the
greater  potentialities of the Canadian
National Railways, for which the people of
Canada have already paid.

22. Its net earnings of the last ten years
do not provide a fair criterion of the earning
capacity of the Canadian National Railway
system, and amalgamation with the Canadian
Pacific on the basis of such results would be
disadvantageous to Canada and advantageous
to the Canadian Pacific, whose shareholders
would divide a nice melon. This would result
from two factors: (a) Greater potentialities of
the Canadian National Railways as already
mentioned. (b) During the last ten years
the expenses of the Canadian National have
been burdened with large amounts represent-
ing the renovation of a property bled white
by previous owners in an attempt to avoid
bankruptey. The true earning power of the
Canadian National has, as yet, been untried.

23. The Canadian National system has
tremendous earning possibilities. It has to
its credit a demonstrative performance, its

Hon. Mr. MURDOCEK.

net revenue amounting to $56,000,000 in 1928,
notwithstanding that it carried the burden of
at least 10,000 miles of relatively unproductive
lines built in advance of requirements. If
anyone has faith in the future growth of
Canada he may have a certain expectation
of vastly improved earnings for the Canadian
National Railways.

24. Amalgamation, instead of removing the
railways from politics, would be the most
certain way of making them a permanent
political issue, on two scores: (a) The public
would be forced to organize politically against
monopolistic tendencies. (b) The employees,
having an undivided interest, would form a
railway political bloc of formidable proportions.

25. A period of depression is no time to
try rash experiments which may end disas-
trously. There is an old proverb about the
danger of changing horses in mid-stream.

26. A serious objection to amalgamation is
that it is an irrevocable experiment. The
mixing of two gigantic enterprises, represent-
ing from three to four billion dollars of capital,
and, in normal times, two hundred thousand
employees, into one vast melting pot is a
colossal experiment, but, once made, the de-
cision is irrevocable; once the organizations
are scrambled they cannot be unscrambled, and
if a mistake were made, Canada would have a
pretty mess on its hands.

I am sorry, honourable senators, to have
taken up so much time, but I think that the
information I have placed before you should
be made known to the country. I shall not
detain the House much longer. My honour-
able friend (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) is watching
the clock; if there is a train to catch I will
excuse him. I shall not feel hurt by his with-
drawal. He can later on read what I am about
to say.

I have before me an economic study and
report on the St. Lawrence Ship Channel, con-
sidered and adopted by the Quebec Board of
Trade and by various other bodies mentioned
therein. May I suggest that this report is
prepared with a view of disparaging the port
of Montreal and boosting the great port of
Quebec? Let me quote:

The cost to Canada to provide Montreal with
a thirty-foot harbour is, therefore, at least
$240,000,000, to which must be added untold
and unknown millions provided through differ-
ent Government departments, from time to
time, for various undertakings and work

directly and indirectly connected with the chan-
nel and harbour, ete.

This huge expenditure cannot be justified to
the people of Canada in view of the close
proximity of the port of Quebec, with its huge
deep-water harbour at sea level.
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It is the universal practice of those countries
of the world where similar costly channels or
canals exist, to levy a tonnage toll or tax
sufficient to defray the interest charges, thereby
relieving the Government exchequer and the
taxation of the people.

It is now proposed that the Government
of Canada be asked to provide an additional
expenditure of $50,000,000 to $100,000,000 to
assure Montreal of a definite and reliable
35-foot harbour.

I do not desire to intervene at all in the
dispute between Quebec and Montreal. I
cite this merely to ask in whose interest
the expenditure on the harbours of Quebec
and Montreal has been made. In whose in-
terest has the harbour development at Fort
William and at various other ports been
made? Has it not been in the interest of
the business man, the shipper, the grower,
the miner, the farmer and others? Have
they not in driblets, by way of reduced
freight and passenger rates, received the bene-
fit of the wonderful improvements that have
been made? If that is so, why all this
clamour against the Canadian National Rail-
way system, which for years has been giving
service at low cost to the farmer of the
Western Prairies and to the lumberman and
the miner of Northern and Western Ontario?
All those who have anything to ship are
getting service below cost. That has been
conclusively proven. Why come along now
and run the risk of stopping the whole busi-
ness by bringing about an amalgamation,
the fundamental and prime purpose of which
is to pay dividends to citizens of the United
Kingdom, the United States, and other places,
and to make the Canadian people in all walks
of life carry the load?

In conclusion may I say this? In con-
nection with the review of the railway ques-
tion in Canada, and the charges now in
evidence against the Canadian people, we
are surely not doing complete justice unless
we undertake to assess that which Canada
owes to the railroads. It is probably not far-
fetched to remind ourselves that many of the
influential business and industrial captains of
‘Canada would doubtless have been in a much
less favourable financial position than they
now occupy had they not had the benefit of
tailroad service, and other help brought to
them by the railways. It is true that the
transportation problems of Canada have
changed and are changing. It is true that the
bus, the truck and the aeroplane are en-
croaching, to a greater or less extent, upon
the services formerly rendered by the rail-
ways of Canada. But is it not fair to hold
that many towns and cities in the Dominion
of Canada would possibly not be in existence
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to-day, or would be much smaller units, were
it not for the railroads and railroad service?
Let us ask, in relation to the Canadian Paci-
fic Railway, where the following towns and
cities might have been had it not been for
services, impossible to evaluate, given to the
business men and others: Victoria, Van-
couver, Kamloops, Cranbrook, Lethbridge,
Calgary, Medicine Hat, Moose Jaw, Regina,
Winnipeg, Fort William, Port Arthur, Saint
John, and North Bay, to say nothing of
Ottawa, Montreal, Toronto and many other
important towns and cities in Canada. Also,
in relation to the Canadian National Rail-
ways, we might ask where such places as
Jasper, Edmonton, Saskatoon, Biggar, Mel-
ville, Rainy River, Winnipeg, Fort William
and Port Arthur in part, Sioux Lookout,
Sarnia, Windsor, Hamilton, London, Brant-
ford, Belleville, Brockville, Richmond, Monec-
ton, Ambherst, Truro, Halifax, Sydney, New
Glasgow, Stellarton, as well as many other
communities, would have been had it not
been for the service rendered by the Cana-
dian National Railways, which are now, in
the opinion of many, hanging like a mill-
stone around the neck of the Canadian
taxpayer.

Hon. Mr. MULLINS: Will the honourable
member permit me to speak to him? They
would have been wonderful cities if it had
not been for the freight rates we had to pay
when we were pioneering them. I admit that
we have had service from the Canadian
National, but we have had no cheap rates.
To-day we are paying 20 per cent more in
freight rates than we ever paid. That is what
is the matter with the Western country.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: In other words,
these freight rates, which are the lowest in the
world, are altogether too high. I am coming
to that point.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are 25 per
cent lower than in the United States.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : I am coming to that
as one of my most insistent arguments, to
show why we should undertake to conserve
what we have.

One other thought in closing. I think it is
correct to say that Canadian freight and
passenger railroad rates have been, and are,
lower than similar rates for similar services
in any other country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: If that statement
is reasonably correct, Canada’s railroad service
has been, and is, paying a bonus to every
man, woman and child in Canada who utilizes

REVISED EDITION
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the railroads for any purpose. In addition to
this general flat bonus, which is Canada-wide,
we find special bonuses to certain sections
under the Crowsnest Pass agreement, the
Maritime freight rates, etc. It would seem
to me, therefore, that when we undertake to
assess the benefits accruing to us on account
of the Canadian National Railways, or on
account of both the railways, we ought in
fairness to compute the bonus payments, in
the form of lower freight and passenger rates,
which the Canadian people as a whole have
been receiving these many years. Perhaps
Canada has received value in large measure
for all its outlay in railways.

Many honourable members who have been
using the railways will argue, no doubt, that
rates are too high, but the fact remains that
the people are now, and have been in the past,
getting service at much less than cost. This
was evidenced by the statement in the press
the other day about $270,000,000 being handed
to the railroads of the United States by way
of an increase in freight rates, which already
were higher than our own.

Again I express regret at having taken up
so much time. It seemed to me, however,
that there were some thoughts in connection
with this matter that should be voiced by
someone. I have tried to put them on record
from the standpoint of the other fellow.

I think all honourable senators will have
noted that the honourable gentleman from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) did not lay
enough stress upon the question of displaced
railroad men. To my mind their situation has
been and is one of the most tragic features of
recent years. Right here in this capital city
of Canada there are railroad men with twenty-
six years or more of service, and of seniority,
who are not able to get a day’s work. Yet
some people talk callously about putting
another 15,000 or 17,000 men out of jobs,
For what reason? For the purpose of continu-
ing, as we should like to continue, to send
dividends to shareholders in the United
Kingdom and in the United States.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I have no
desire to speak on the amendment, although
I have the right, of course, but I wish to refer
for a moment to the somewhat reluctant
interruption which I felt compelled to make.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: May I be excused
for a moment? I made a very serious mistake.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I thought so.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The right honour-
able gentleman knows that I have made
many. I intended to move an amendment

Hon, Mr. MURDOCK.

before I sat down. I would now move,
seconded by the honourable senator from
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert):

That all the words after the word “upon”
in the third line of the amendment be struck
out, and that the following be substituted
therefor: “the enormous cost of Canadian
railways to the people of Canada, and to
recommend to this Senate some plan whereby
the taxpayers of Canada may be relieved, and
be assured of a first charge guaranteed return
of not less than $75,000,000 per year upon the
debt and interest charges of the Canadian
National Railways while, at the same time,
following the highly-spoken-of British plan of
conserving to railway employees their positions
without undue hardship.”

Having heard so much of the $75,000,000
that Canada is going to get for the relief of
the forgotten taxpayer, I think we had better
undertake to find out how much there is
behind the proposal.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is not
the mistake to which I referred. The honour-
able gentleman said that Judge Fullerton
admitted before a committee of this House
two years ago that he was not able to give the
names of members of the committee on co-
operation that was functioning with respect
to economies which were to be made by the
two systems. I interrupted the honourable
member to say I had no recollection of such
an admission on Judge Fullerton’s part. I
now have the evidence, and I shall read just
a page and a half, from which it will appear
that all the names were given. The Senate
committee did not have to wait a second.
Judge Fullerton answered every question on
the subject.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : At a later date.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The only
time he was asked.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: No.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : The honour-
able member is so impetuous that he thinks
nothing of making a statement that has no
basis whatever in fact; though he may not
know it is not founded on fact. I do not know
anyone who so consistently persists—

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Will the right hon-
ourable gentleman pardon me? I persist be-
cause a couple of years ago, when I said this
gentleman got $30,000 a year, the right hon-
ourable gentleman contradicted me.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No, I did not.
The honourable member is adding another
to his offences. There was no such contra-
diction at any time, and I defy the honour-
able gentleman to show # in the records of
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this House. My memory has not quite col-
lapsed. The honourable gentleman never
had any memory, or rather, never had re-
course to it on anything. He has just got
into the habit of saying whatever comes into
his head.

I have had the Clerk of the Committee read
through the evidence to find out if at any
time Judge Fullerton made any such admis-
sion as has been alleged. The Clerk reports
that he never did, and he has marked the
place where the names were given.

I read from the report:

Hon. Mr. Dandurand: We have not, I think,
had the names of the Canadian National repre-
sentatives on the expert committee. We were
told only the names of the Canadian Pacific
representatives.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: There are two

committees. Let us get this clear. There is,
first of all, a joint co-operative committee?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: A joint co-operative
committee.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: On which the
Canadian Pacific has three representatives and
the Canadian National three.

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: Your three repre-
sentatives are who?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Mr. Fairweather is
Chairman. The other two members are Mr.
Gzowski and Mr. Wardlaw.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: What are their
regular duties in the company?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Mr. Gzowski is one
of our construction engineers, and Mr. Ward-
law, I think, is a traflic man.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen.
under Mr. Hungerford?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: I think so.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: And Mr. Fair-
weather is what?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton:
of Economics.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: And the Canadian
Pacific members are headed by Mr. Armstrong,
who was here to-day?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Yes..

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: The other names
were given.

A traffic man

Head of the Bureau

That is exactly what was said. I go on
from there:

Now, above this committee, and as a sort of
tribunal before whom their specific recommen-
dations come, is another joint board, composed
of the three trustees, representing the Cana-
dian National, and Sir Edward Beatty, Mr.
Tilley and Mr. Black, representing the Cana-
dian Pacific?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. Meighen: Would you say
that any of those three on the Canadian Pacific
are practical railway men?

Hon. Mr. Fullerton: Absolutely not.

How can an honourable member justify
telling this House—
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Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: What I said is
true, and there are honourable members here
who can be put on oath to state it is true.
We cannot be bluffed out of our knowledge
by any defence put up by my right honour-
able friend, who did not even know that Mr.
Fullerton was getting $30,000 a year. It is
all very well to laugh and hooray and get out
of order by interrupting to defend an incom-
petent that had every man from the Atlantic
to the Pacific wondering what was going to
happen—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Yes, I
“Order.”

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The hon-
ourable gentleman says “Order,” but never
observes it. I was only quoting the record.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: The record that
was fixed afterwards to defend somebody.
I know the way it is done.

Hon. Mr. HORNER: Who did it?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: What is
one to do in the presence of a man like that?

Hon. Mr. LEGER: Honourable senators,
in the absence of and on behalf of the
honourable senator from Rigaud (Hon. Mr.
Sauvé), I move the adjournment of the
debate.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: Honourable sena-
tors, before this motion is put, may I say
that the honourable senator from Westmor-
land (Hon. Mr. Black) did not complete
the wording of his proposed amendment yes-
terday, in that he did not name the com-
mittee.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I draw my
honourable friend’s attention to the fact
that an amendment to the amendment has
been moved, but has not yet been put by
the Chair.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I was wondering
whether it would not be proper to complete
first the wording of the amendment proposed
by the honourable senator from Westmor-
land. He is away to-day and asked me to
complete it for him.

The Hon the SPEAKER: It is moved
by the Hon. Mr. Murdock, seconded by Hon.
Mr. Lambert, as an amendment to the amend-
ment, that all the words after the word
“upon” in the third line be stricken out and
the following substituted therefor:

the enormous cost of Canadian railways to
the people of Canada, and to recommend to
this Senate some plan whereby the taxpayers

of Canada may be relieved, and be assured of
a first charge guaranteed return of not less

say,
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than $75,000,000 per year upon the debt and
interest charges of the Canadian National Rail-
ways while, at the same time, following the
highly-spoken-of British plan of conserving to
railway employees their positions without un-
due hardship.

Is it your pleasure, honourable senators, to
adopt the amendment to the amendment?

Hon. Mr. LEGER: Honourable senators,
in the absence of and on behalf of the
honourable senator from Rigaud (Hon. Mr.
Sauvé), I move the adjournment of the
debate.

The debate was adjourned.

POST OFFICE BILL (NEWSPAPER
OWNERSHIP)

RECEIVED FROM THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable
members, a message has been received from
the House of Commons with Bill 20, an Act
to amend the Post Office Act (Newspaper
Ownership). This is a public Bill, sponsored
by a private member in another place. If
any honourable senator will express his desire
to sponsor the Bill here, I will read the
message. If not, I suggest that the message
stand.

The message stands.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
22, at 8 pm.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 22, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS—
EMPLOYEES AT MONCTON

INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. LEGER inquired of the Govern-
ment:

1. How many new employees have entered
the service of the Canadian National Railways
at Moncton since the 1st day of January, 1936,
(a) as apprentices; (b) as permanent em-
ployees; (¢) under any other conditions?

2. Please give their names, their residences
and class of work of each and every one
of them.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I have an
answer from the Department of Transport,
which may not be altogether satisfactory.
It is as follows:

The Hon. the SPEAKER,

This inquiry was submitted, by telegram, to
the Canadian National Railway management
at Montreal, and, in response, I have received
a telegram over the signature of Mr. S. J.
Hungerford, President of Canadian National
Railways, reading as follows:

“Your telegram date regarding information
desired by Senator Léger as to employees.
Management considers information requested
concerns details of internal administration and
is not of a mnature which should be made
publice.”

Right
change!
Right
practice

Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: What a

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: It was the
when I was in the Department.

CIVIL SERVICE BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 3, an Act to amend the
Civil Service Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

CANADA GRAIN BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 27, an Act to amend
the Canada Grain Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

SOLDIER SETTLEMENT BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 33, an Act to amend
the Soldier Settlement Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

WAR VETERANS’ ALLOWANCE BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House

of Commons with Bill 35, an Act to amend
the War Veterans’ Allowance Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

PENITENTIARY BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 36, an Act to amend the
Penitentiary Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 37, an Act to amend the
Canada Evidence Act.

The Bill was read the first time.
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DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the
following Bills were severally read the third
time, and passed:

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Mary
Lorraine Ward Williamson.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Lyall Gibson
Hodges.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Esther
Lazarovitch Cohen.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Reaves McMartin.,

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Mary Dorothy
Picard Whitcombe.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Emil Kastus.

Bill W, an Act for the relief Eva Fleming
Hislop.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Sigmund
Oravec.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Robert Parry.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Nacha
Ferszt Klajner, otherwise known as Nora
Firstenfeld Klein.

Bill A-1, an Act for the relief of Leonora
May Howard.

SECOND READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, the
following Bills were severally read the second
time.

Bill B-1, an Act for the relief of Annie
Elizabeth Climie Adams.

Bill C-1, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Alice Mizener.

Bill D-1, an Act for the relief of Frances
Dorothy Scott Skinner.

Bill E-1, an Act for the relief of Esther
Rotman Resnick.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
DEBATE POSTPONED
On the Order:

Resuming the adjourned debate on the motion
by Hon. Mr. Beaubien:

“That, in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the
railway problem of Canada at any early date
in order to stop the ruinous loss made each
year by the Dominion through the Canadian
National Railways, and which already amounts
to several billion dollars.”

And the amendment proposed by Hon. Mr.
Black:

“That all words after ‘that’ in the first line
be stricken out, and that there be substituted
therefor: ‘a committee of the Senate be
appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its
extremely serious railway condition, and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to

send for persons, papers and records, and that
said committee consist of fourteen senators’.”

And the sub-amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Murdock:

“That all the words after the word ‘upon’
be struck out and the following substituted
therefore: ‘the enormous cost of Canadian rail-
ways to the people of Canada, and to recommend
to this Senate some plan whereby the tax-
payers of Canada may be relieved, and be
assured of a first charge guaranteed return
of not less than $75,000,000 per year upon the
debt and interest charges of the Canadian
National Railways while, at the same time,
following the highly-spoken-of British plan of
conserving to railway employees their positions

393

without undue hardship’.
Hon. Mr. SAUVE: To-morrow.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Honourable
members, the speech of my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Sauvé), a very interesting item,
is next on the Order Paper, but the leader of
the House, who is absent, has intimated
that he would like to be here when this ques-
tion is taken up again. He will be here to-
morrow.

The Order stands.

The
3 p.m.

Senate adjourned until to-morrow at

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 23, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

SHIPPING BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the third
reading of Bill 23, an Act to amend Part V
of the Canada Shipping Act, 1934. (Sick Mari-
ners and Marine Hospitals.)

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

PRIVATE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

Bill D, an Act respecting Révillon Fréres
Trading Company, Limited, and to change its
name to Rupert’s Land Trading Company.—
Hon. Mr. McMeans.

Bill E, an Act respecting the Restigouche
Log Driving and Boom Company—Hon, Mr.
Robinson.
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DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL
CAUSES BILL

REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. TANNER presented the report of
the Special Committee on Bill B, an Act res-
pecting Divorce and Matrimonial Causes, and
moved concurrence therein.

The motion was agreed to.

MOTION FOR THIRD READING

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

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Now.
Hon. Mr. COTE: No.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Next sitting of
the House?

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: Honourable sen-
ators, I would suggest that the third reading
of this Bill be put over to Wednesday next.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I move that the Bill
be placed on the Order Paper to be read a
third time to-morrow.

Hon. Mr, DANDURAND: Do I understand
that the report is to be considered to-morrow?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The Bill has been
reported without amendment, and a day must
elapse, I suppose, before it is read the third
time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I could not hear
my honourable friend, and so did not know
what he was moving. <

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I moved that the
Bill be placed on the Order Paper for third
reading to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: Honourable sen-
ators, I do not want to oppose this motion,
but I would ask the mover (Hon. Mr.
McMeans) to postpone the motion for third
reading until Wednesday next. My reason is
this. During the discussion of the subject of
divoree, in which I admit I have no interest,
certain questions were raised, and quite prop-
s1ly so, by the right honourable the leader
un this side of the House (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen), by the honourable senator from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock), and by the
honourable senator from Prince (Hon. Mr.
MacArthur). It may be that instead of leaving
the Bill without a final word we could clear
1ip misunderstanding by giving some explana-
rion as to the source of and reasons for the law
of Quebec. The explanation would not call
for discussion of religious differences, a sub-
ject that I for one, as well as other honour-
able senators, wish to avoid, inasmuch as dis-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

cussions of that sort do no good to the country
and do not help to make us the united people
we should be. Would the mover and the sec-
onder of the motion agree to the third reading
of this Bill being postponed until next Wed-
nesday ?

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: Honourable mem-
bers, as one who is mentioned as having asked
a question, I would request the honourable
gentleman (Hon. Mr. Rainville) to withdraw
his opposition to our taking the third reading
to-morrow. The information I required I
have obtained by reading the Civil Code of
the province of Quebee, and other honourable
members can do likewise. In my opinion it
is inadvisable to continue this discussion any
longer than absolutely necessary; I think the
least said, the better. I should like the passing
of the measure in the Senate to be expedited
so that we may get the Bill over to the
other House and see what will be done with
it there.

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: I was merely
asking whether the honourable mover of the
motion (Hon. Mr. McMeans) was agreeable
to the postponement of the third reading until
next Wednesday. If he does not consent, I
shall withdraw my suggestion.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not see what
the state of the law in Quebec has to do with
the present Bill. I should very much regret
it if the honourable gentleman were to
introduce any such question as he has
suggested. In my opinion it would be
inadvisable for this House to enter into any
discussion of the Quebec law on marriages.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: May I ask what
information the honourable gentleman from
Repentigny (Hon. Mr. Rainville) thinks we
might get next Wednesday that would not be
available to-morrow or before then?

Hon. Mr. RAINVILLE: My desire was
simply that a few of us might be given time
to prepare a brief which would deal with our
laws without entering into discussion on any
other subject. The question of the principle
would not be taken up.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: As one member of
the special committee that had the Bill under
consideration this morning, I may be permitted
a few remarks. There were many things that
I did not understand about this subject of
divorce when the measure was introduced the
other day, and that was the only reason why
I asked some questions. I wanted information.
Since then I have sat at the feet of the Law
Clerk of the Senate on a couple of occasions,
for about an hour and a half, and have been




MARCH 23, 1938

135

given complete information. I find, for
example, that in the Old Land, about a
hundred years ago, a clergyman belonging to
my faith would not have had the right to
perform any marriage at all. I am speaking
approximately as to the date. I have
discovered that as regards this question in the
province of Quebec everything is perfectly
regular and proper, in accordance with
agreements entered into in 1865 and 1866.
I am entirely satisfied with the information
that has come to me. I think it is really
unfortunate that we cannot have before us
the Law Clerk or someone else capable of
giving a complete review of the history of
this subject for a couple of hundred years
back, so that all honourable members may be
brought up to date on it, as I think I have
been.

In the circumstances, if there were any
reasonable hope of securing useful information
thereby, I would agree whole-heartedly with
the suggestion of my honourable friend from
Repentigny (Hon. Mr. Rainville) that third
reading be postponed until Wednesday next.
Otherwise, I do not see any good in delaying
the measure. I would remind honourable
members—I am speaking subject to correction,
though I feel I am right on this—that the
Bill now before us follows very closely the
language of the Act passed in the Motherland
last year. It was suggested that some
additions be made, but this was not done.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
the remarks of the honourable senator from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock) convince me
that it is not wise to rush the third reading of
this Bill. I do not know whether or not
that is the intention. The honourable senator
was very much in favour of second reading
and sending the measure to committee. He
tells us now that the information he obtained
from the Law Clerk, who appeared before the
committee, cleared up a great many things
in his mind. He and other honourable mem-
bers of the committee have had opportunities
that were not available to the rest of us. I
very much wish that an arrangement could
be made for the Law Clerk to come here and
give to the House the same information that
the committee received. Some of us want it,
and it would do none of us any harm. I
should be very much obliged if that arrange-
ment could be made, and it would be satis-
factory to me to take up the matter to-
morrow. Would that be agreeable?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The motion ‘is to
hove the Bill put down for third reading
to-morrow. There will be full opportunity
for any discussion then.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Can we have the
Law Clerk here?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The Law Clerk can-
not come and sit here?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I may say to my
honourable friend that the Law Clerk has
fully explained the Bill. In addition, the ex-
planatory notes printed with the measure
itself state what are the laws in the different
provinces. I do not think we could obtain
any further useful information.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: As one member of
the House, I should very much like to hear
the explanations given by the Law Clerk,
which appear to have cleared up so many
points in the minds of members of the special
committee.

The motion to place the Bill on the Order
Paper for third reading to-morrow was agreed
to.

LAWSUITS BY PROVINCES AGAINST

DOMINION
INQUIRY
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN inquired of the
Government:

Must a province obtain a fiat to sue the
Dominion Government?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: To this inquiry
I have an answer, received from the Minister
of Justice. It reads:

Section 31 of the Exchequer Court Act,
Chapter 34, Revised Statutes of Canada, 1927,
is as follows:

“31. When the legislature of any province
of Canada has passed an Act agreeing that the

Exchequer Court shall have jurisdiction in
cases of controversies,

(a) between the Dominion of Camnada and
such province;

(b) between such province and any other
province or provinces which have passed
a like Act;

the Exchequer Court shall have jurisdiction to
determine such controversies.

2. An appeal shall lie in such cases from the
Exchequer Court to the Supreme Court.
RS0 140,832

No fiat is required in such cases.
PRIVATE BILL

FIRST READING

Bill L1, an Act to incorporate The Maritime
Provinces General Insurance Company.—Hon.
Mr. Quinn.
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WINNIPEG AND ST. BONIFACE
HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS BILL

FURTHER CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

The Senate again went into Committee on
Bill 32, an Act to amend The Winnipeg and
St. Boniface Harbour Commissioners Act.—
Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

Hon. Mr. Duff in the Chair.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, perhaps at this stage I may be
allowed to answer some inquiries that were
made when we were formerly in Committee
on this Bill. The questions had to do with
the port, its value, administration and cost to
date. I have here a copy of a letter written
by the City Solicitor of Winnipeg to the
Minister of Transport. It reads as follows:

Re the Winnipeg and St. Boniface
Harbour Commissioners.
I enclose herewith a draft Bill which the
commigsioners—

That is, the harbour
Winnipeg and St. Boniface.

Tare anxious to have passed at the forthcoming
session of Parliament. It is expected that as
a result of the new Greater Winnipeg sewage
disposal plant the Red river will be more
extensively used for pleasure craft and it
appeared desirable to the commissioners that
their control of the river be extended by taking
in some of the suburban municipalities through
which the river flows.

. The municipality of East Kildonan has given
its consent to have its portion of the Red river
included in the harbour and it is hoped that
West Kildonan will follow suit. Both these
municipalities lie north of the cities of Winni-
peg and St. Boniface and their joining would
extend the harbour about a mile and a half
in that direction. An effort is also being made
to have the municipalities of Fort Garry and
St. Vital, lying south of the present harbour,
agree to have the harbour extended by taking
in those municipalities.

You may be aware that a provincial body
called the Winnipeg and St. Boniface River
Control Board was created by Chapter 72 of
the Statutes of Manitoba, 1934, having the
same personnel as those appointed from time
to time as commissioners under the Winnipeg
and St. Boniface Harbour Commissioners Act,
and any increase in the limits of the harbour
will be accompanied by an increase in the
portions of the Red and Assiniboine rivers
within the jurisdiction of that board. The
object of creating the River Control Board was
to create a body having control over the rivers
from the point of view of flood prevention and
the beautifying of the banks. Since the com-
pletion of the sewage disposal plant above
referred to, greater interest is being taken in
the appearance of the river banks as well as
in the use of the river for pleasure craft.

commissioners of

Won, Mr. DANDURAND.

There is a peculiarity with respect to the
boundaries of the municipalities in the Greater
Winnipeg area as regards the Red river. In
the case of Winnipeg and St. Boniface the
municipality boundaries of each city take in
one-half of the river and are contiguous along
the centre line of the stream.

In the case, however, of the two suburban
municipalities to the mnorth and the two to
the south, none of these includes any part of
the Red river, although they are situated on
its banks.

In drafting the enclosed Bill it seemed simpler
for the purposes of the amendments in sec-
tions 2, 3 and 4 to insert the interpretive clause
in section 1 providing that the portions of the
river contiguous to the respective municipalities
should be regarded as being within their
boundaries.

If the enclosed Bill is satisfactory to your
Department I should be much obliged if you
would have it introduced.

I have obtained from the Department of
Transport the following information:

Bill 32 was introduced by the Minister at
the request of the City of Winnipeg through
J. Preudhomme, City Solicitor, a copy of
whose letter to the Minister, dated January
19, 1938, is appended.

The Bill as originally submitted was ex-
amined by the Assistant Counsel of this Depart-
ment and our marine officials, and some minor
changes suggested which were acceptable to
Mr. Preudhomme.

The personnel of the Winnipeg and St. Boni-
face Harbour Commission at present is as fol-
lows:

Col. G. C. MacLean, Chairman, Mayor of
St. Boniface, term expires June 23, 1939.

J. G. VanBelleghem, alderman, St. Boniface,
term expires June 23, 1939.

W. P. Brereton, Vice-Chairman, city engineer,
Winnipeg, term expires August 13, 1940.

John Blumberg, alderman, Winnipeg, term
expires August 20, 1940.

W. M. Scott, engineer, Winnipeg, term ex-
pires May 3, 1940

Under their Act, the Winnipeg and St. Boni-
face Harbour Commissioners have power to
impose certain tolls, cargo rates and wharfage
rates, and to establish an annual licence or
registration fee for craft frequenting the har-
bour. In addition, the Harbour Commission
receives a grant of $1,000 a year from the
City of Winnipeg and $150 a year from the
Municipality of St. Boniface. It will thus
be seen that the operations of the Winnipeg
and St. Boniface Harbour Commission are
without cost or charge to the Dominion Gov-
ernment.

The Department of Public Works has fur-

nished me with this statement of the cost of
dredging from 1925-26 to 1936-37:
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Departmental Dredging
Winnipeg and St. Boniface Harbour Commission
1925-26—Dredge No. 202—Winnipeg—Brown & Rutherford wharf.. .. .. .. .. .. $ 760 70
1926-27— £ s 5 —Brown & Rutherford wharf. . L 574 12
1926-27— ¢ « 5 £ —Lake bar and sand wharf.. .. 5.018 28
1927-28— ¢ 5 - ’ —Brown & Rutherford wharf.. 1,399 02
1927-28—  “ & ‘« £ —J.,ake bar and sand'wharf.. .. :. i, .. . .. 806 13
1928-29— b £ £ —Brown & Rutherford wharf.. .. .. .. .. .. 1734 91
1929-30—  “ < & “ 5 Toko bar and SaBQWNHAEL .. svee viv v vl on o 1228782
1929-30— ¢ 5 & “ _—Brown & Rutherford wharf.. 4,140 57
1929-30— ¢ i £ £ = (Jovernment Wharly o0 Lot o e e e s — 15176589
1930-31—  “ £ -5y i —Brown & Rutherford wharf.. .. .. 1,184 98
1932-33— ¢ & « 5 —Brown & Rutherford wharf.. .. .. .. .. 165563
1933-34— ¢ 5 < 5 —Brown: & Rutherford wharf.. .. ... «oiee 314 75
1933-34— ¢ £ & £ —Take bar and sand wharf.. .. .. ¢ oo v oo 645 20
1936-37—Dredge No. 205 « _Brown & Rutherford wharf.. .. .. .. .. .. 412610
$24,764 60

The Department has also furnished me with the following figures with respect to wharf

construction and repairs:

1928-29—Winnipeg—Wharf construction.. .. .. .. .. v oo cu ve vr ch el el e $ 9,316 31
1929-30— i —_  « ) T R e e e e e AN ST S 5,905 70
1930-31— s W AP, PEDAITR, e = oo e o spioio sl oiviine vt e g e L 31 52
1932-33— . O D WOrK e DRITE | e o sin s nailate sy Serease vy e e A igeal ke 19 44
1934-35— - —To renew covering public wharf.. .. .. .. c. v vo e0 o0 o0 oo 1,814 53
1935-36— £ —Removal of piers and ice-breakers.. .. .. .. .. 13,725 45

$30,812 95

Honourable members will observe that the
total expenditure amounts to $55,577.55.

Hon. Mr. COPP: That was spent by the
Dominion Government?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes; by the
Department of Public Works.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Honourable members,
on the motion for second reading I made
inquiry regarding some of these matters. I
think we have now all the information
necessary for the purpose of dealing with the
Bill. I do not object to the expenditure, nor
to any of the departments exercising control
through a local board. What bothered me
was why in the world there should in this
case be a board of harbour commissioners.
Conditions similar to those existing at
Winnipeg will be found all over the country.
There may be an expenditure of, say, $75,000
on a breakwater to protect a little cove or
something of that nature down in New
Brunswick or Nova Scotia, but no board of
harbour commissioners is appointed to look
after the work. “Harbour commission” has
come to mean something. We have a board
of harbour commissioners at ports like
Montreal, Saint John, Quebec and Vancouver.
But why a local board of this kind to look
after very little shipping beyond a few pleasure
craft should be called a harbour commission is
something that I cannot understand. I do
not intend to oppose the Bill in the slightest
degree, but I think the sooner we discontinue
the use of such a title where it is not
necessary the better it will be

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: To what extent is
the river used for commercial purposes?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There is no
information to indicate that it has been used
very much.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: My honourable friend
from Winnipeg South-Centre (Hon. Mr. Haig)
is cognizant of the local situation, and I should
like him to give the House a brief statement
as to what the harbour is used for.

Hon. Mr. HAIG: Some years ago the
St. Andrew’s locks were constructed to enable
sand and gravel and lumber to be transported
by water from Lake Winnipeg to the city of
Winnipeg. Brown & Rutherford, Limited, a
large lumber firm, bring up a good deal of
lumber every year. The lumber is cut during
the winter, sawn in the summer, and then
sent up the river. With St. Boniface on the
one side and Winnipeg on the other, difficulties
have arisen with respect to the exercise of
control over the banks of the river. The city
of Winnipeg, the provincial Government and
the Dominion Government have recently
spent more than $3,000,000 on the construction
of a sewage disposal plant. The two cities,
having contributed towards this expense, desire
that the banks of the river should be beautified.
The members of the commission give their
services for nothing. They exercise control
over both banks of the river. Winnipeg, St.
Boniface and the surrounding municipalities
are ambitious to have proper drives constructed
along the river banks, and this work will be
unified under the harbour commission. In
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recent years the traffic from Lake Winnipeg
to the city of Winnipeg has decreased on
account of the lowering of the water level in
both the Red and the Assiniboine rivers, but
up to eight years ago a great deal of material
was brought by river to ' Winnipeg for
construction and building purposes. While it
may sound too impressive to call this
controlling body a harbour commission, still
the commission serves a useful purpose, and
has the whole-hearted support not only of
Winnipeg and St. Boniface, but also of the
contiguous municipalities. I understand that
these municipalities desire to come under the
jurisdiction of the harbour commission in
o_rd\er.that there may be a unified plan of
river improvement.

Sections 1 to 6, inclusive, were agreed to.

On the title:

Hon. Mr. QUINN: Before the Bill is
reported I should like to obtain some infor-
mation. In 1936 all harbour commissions in
Canada were brought under control of a
centralized board here in Ottawa. Was this
harbour commission not included?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, it is not
included.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: This is not
a Dominion commission.

The title was agreed to.
The Bill was reported.

THIRD READING

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

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

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill F1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
MacFie Safford Dale.

Bill G1, an Act for the relief of Alice Temple
Jamieson Adair.

Bill H1, an Act for the relief of Gladys
Kathleen Crook O’Sullivan.

Bill 11, an Act for the relief of Geraldine
Estelle Bamford.

Bill J1, an Act for the relief of Charles
Marie.

Bill K1, an Act for the relief of Rosamond
Cheriton Stoyle MacDonald.

Hon. Mr. HAIG.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from Thursday, March
17, the adjourned debate on the motion by
Hon. Mr. Beaubien:

“That in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the
railway problem of Canada at any early date
in order to stop the ruinous loss made each
year by the Dominion through the Canadian
National Railways, and which already amounts
to several billion dollars.”

And the amendment proposed by Hon. Mr.
Black:

“That all words after ‘that’ in the first line
be stricken out, and that there be substituted

therefor: “a committee of the Senate be

appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its
extremely serious railway condition, and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to
send for persons, papers and records, and that
said committee consist of fourteen senators’.”

And the sub-amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Murdock:

“That all the words after the word ‘upon’
be struck out and the following substituted
therefor: ‘the enormous cost of Canadian rail-
ways to the people of Canada, and to recommend
to the Senate some plan whereby the tax-
payers of Canada may be relieved, and be
assured of a first charge guaranteed return
of not less than $75,000,000 per year upon the
debt and interest charges of the Canadian
National Railways while, at the same time,
following the highly-spoken-of British plan of
conserving to railway employees their positions
without undue hardship’.”

Hon. ARTHUR SAUVE: Honourable sena-
tors, I desire to add a few remarks to the
discussion opened by the motion of my hon-
ourable friend the senator from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien). The subject of the
motion is indeed a broad and most interesting
one, and the proposer expounded it in such a
way as to contribute largely to the zest and
fruitfulness of the long preliminary period of
our session. He deserves our congratulations
and thanks for this example of initiative.

I do not intend to use great phrases or sonor-
ous words, nor to assume the proud look of
the self-styled great man. I prefer to touch the
small sores which have produced desperate
diseases and fatal results. As the Senate
must avoid taking too drastic action on the
executive and financial affairs of government,
the subject before us is particularly difficult
and delicate.

The railway question is national rather than
political. As Canadians we all share a com-
mon obligation. If the Canadian railroads
constitute a grievous problem, demanding
immediate attention, I believe we are right in
facing it. At the same time we must recognize
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the importance which new methods of trans-
port have acquired, and which is bound to
increase in the future.

After listening to the interesting addresses
of the previous speakers I could not help
wondering why, when we are spending so
many millions to cover a deficit, we should
spend untold millions more to increase and
strengthen the competition which already has
so largely contributed to our disastrous rail-
way situation. In this connection I might
mention air transport, which, though the
youngest competitor of the railways, is ex-
tremely vigorous.

Lack of planning and foresight was the
primary error in the establishment of our trans-
portation system. The country spent billions
of dollars for transportation and communica-
tion, large sums of money being expended
even at a time when the marvels of science
were giving birth to advances and changes
which were disturbing our economic and social
life, and which created new needs and new
obligations. But while the railroads were
seeking financial assistance from the govern-
ments, their neglect and refusal to meet de-
mands and requirements were prejudicial to
the public. Freight and express services were
far from satisfactory. Express rates were
enormous and beyond all reason, and trans-
portation by freight was at times so slow as
to be almost worthless. The public, feeling
that it was being imposed upon, became dis-
contented and impatient. For too long the
companies persisted in giving poor service,
preferring to devote their earnings to the
payment of large dividends and big salaries.
The Minister of Transport has rightly said that
before the establishment of the Railway Com-
mission the railways exercised a virtual mono-
poly in the field of transport. I might add
that this condition continued until the time
when highway transport became highly com-
petitive.

Is it not true that our railway manage-
ments have imposed various rates for the
same distance? Why should a rate from
Montreal to Toronto differ from a rate from
Toronto to Montreal? The ridiculous line of
the Canadian Pacific Railway between St.
Eustache and Ste. Thérese is kept in existence
because of the persistent and outrageous re-
fusal of the Canadian National Railways to
build a station in the village of St. Eustache,
as desired by the municipal authorities of that
locality.

With the coming of motorized transport
every government in Canada spent hundreds
of millions of dollars on the building of roads

designed to facilitate the transportation of
goods by motor vehicles. We viewed with
alarm, and rightly so, the threatening com-
petition between two railroads whose lines
paralleled each other for several hundred miles;
but even after complaining about this con-
dition we continued to spend hundreds of
millions on the King’s highway to make it
more convenient for the operation of large
trucks, thus establishing as against our railroads
a new competitor, which, because it goes every-
where in response to the demand of an ever
more exacting public, is progressing by leaps
and bounds.

While this new and more satisfactory
method of transportation shortens the dis-
tances between urban and rural centres, it
affects local merchants. Local trade in villages
is nearly destroyed. Yet, the public, even
public bodies and governments, are persistent
in demanding road improvements which will
benefit motor transportation. It is too late
to stop; especially in these days, when young
people like to ascend the steepest hills as
fast as they can descend them.

As if there were not already too many
obstacles in the way of the solution of our
railroad problem, millions have already been
spent, and millions more will be spent, to aid
the progress of yet another competitor, air
transport. Could we stop this development if
we would? I do not think so. Here are the
words of the Minister of Mines, Hon. Mr..
Crerar, as uttered in his twelfth address on
the Mining Industry:

The aeroplane is a very important factor
in the development of our northern areas, and
ever since it was first intensively applied, in
1926, to the transportation of mining equip-
ment into Red Lake area, it has gained in
recognition as an essential to the speedier
development of mineral resources remote from
our highways.

The opening of new mining areas, therefore,
means an increased demand for many years
to come. More air freight is being shipped
at present into Opemiska and Chibougamau
in Quebec than to any other point in North
America. The leading air transport company
engaged in the handling of freight to our
mining camps recently reported that it carried
over 5,250,000 pounds in 1935, exclusive of mail,
compared with less than 750,000 in 1931. The
freight carried by all commercial aviation
companies in 1935 weighed 26,500,000 pounds,
compared with less than 14,500,000 pounds in
1934. The handling of heavy, bulky machinery,
boilers, engines, ore buckets, and mechanical
parts of all kinds is an everyday occurrence.
There appears to be no limit to the variety
of freight that can be carried. I read not so
long ago that a team of oxen was transported
by plane to a mining camp in Northern Quebec.
I am pleased to note also the increasing use
of the aeroplane for marketing the excellent
fish obtained from the cold waters of our
northerly lakes,
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Here are some figures as to what this new
mode of transportation has cost the country:

Under the Department of National
Defbrice, Smuinaias o B v ca 8 IBI0 4098
Under the Unemployment Relief Act 3,531.143
Under St. Hubert Airport.. .. .. .. 2,448,000
Under Air Service.. et 2,676,004

Total. . .. .. ..$10,669,240

That is the amount that has been spent on
air transport, even though other transporta-
tion services have cost the country, since
Confederation, $1,889,692,824. For the details
of this expenditure I would refer honourable
members to the answers to an inquiry of
mine which appear in the Senate Hansard of
March 17. These figures are an illustration of
the present condition, and are a warning for
the future.

In 1927, speaking in the Quebec Legislature
on the new mode of transportation, the humble
leader of the Opposition of the time ex-
pressed himself as follows:

I am not against progress, but in this case
as in all others I am for orderly progress. I
realize it is difficult to maintain our old
customs when we are neighbours of the United
States, in which country scientific progress
overthrows the past and exceeds, unchecked,
the reasonable needs of the nation. I wonder
what will result from our allowing motor
vehicles and trucks of twenty or thirty-ton
capacity on our highways. This heavy trans-
port will necessitate a widening of the roads
as well as most expensive construction and
maintenance. And what will this new develop-
ment in traffic mean to our railroads? Is it
not high time to think of it? To-morrow will
be too late. If this new method of trans-
portation cannot be regulated so as to check
the competition which is ruinous to our rail-
roads, it is useless to talk of solving our rail-
road problems; and useless to spend more
millions of the people’s money to keep up the
two systems, if we contribute to the intricacy
of that problem by encouraging new modes of
transportation which will be most expensive
to the country. Would it not be better to
limit competition and force the railroad com-
panies to give the public better service?
Thousands and millions of dollars are spent to
prevent accidents on our roads but, in the
meantime, we multiply engines of death on the
same roads. Where are we going? Are we
going to spend more and more money as a
support of economic disturbance and social

discord?

That is what was said by the unworthy
leader of the Conservative party of that time.
His words were neither heard nor heeded:
he was too far from governmental power, too
remote from the seats of the mighty. For
even then he did not consort with the gods of
finance. He was too small for big business
men! He had no sense of the greatness of the
future! The chairman of the Canadian Pacific
Railway had other interests to look after and
to nurse. I say it without bitterness. In my

Hon. Mr. SAUVE,

thirty years of public life I have always, with
a few exceptions, travelled by Canadian
Pacific; it is a tradition with me. The Cana-
dian Pacific was closely connected with the
development of the country. But, I must
add, that company has lost a great deal of its
prestige in the province of Quebec, as else-
where; it has also lost the confidence that the
province formerly had in it. It has lost both
because of its poor service to our people.
Quebec resents injustice. We have suffered
because our railroads refused to give us better
service, fair express rates, more rapid ship-
ment of freight, more convenient train hours.
Our good settlers in beautiful Timiskaming
have not forgotten that the Canadian Pacific,
between 1916 and 1930, refused to build them
a branch line which was so necessary. They
remember what they suffered and the losses
they endured at the time.

I do not deny that Sir Edward Beatty is a
valuable man. But to my mind he played
politics in the underground darkness to such
an extent that his vision was obscured. I am
among those who saw him attempt too many
schemes or political combines, and interfere
in too many others. ‘We believe those com-
bines lacked straightforwardness and were un-
just towards certain eminent statesmen. I
cannot forget the self-interested denials he
gave to the utterances of politicians who from
1928 to 1930 foresaw the depression and had
the courage to say so.

Furthermore, the Place Viger station inci-
dent is not a thing of which the Canadian
Pacific Railway chairman should be proud.
That matter was not dealt with frankly.
Facts were misrepresented and truth was
hidden, always to the detriment of that part
of Montreal which Sir Georges Etienne
Cartier tried to protect. Sir Edward Beatty
knows it well. The cause of his aversion is
known and deprecated sufficiently to provoke
a show of resentment which may, before long,
harm the Canadian Pacific Railway as well
as the south-eastern part of Montreal. It is
through defiance of public opinion and
denials of justice that the mighty become
weak; and these things lead to economic
troubles as well as social uprisings.

I should also denounce the Canadian Na-
tional system on account of the manner in

.which it has treated the public of the eastern

part of Montreal. The poor old Moreau
station is a gloomy image of the poor service.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: A complaint could
be made with respect to Windsor, too.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: The traffic on our high-
ways and the new modes of transportation
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can constitute a powerful, a decisive argu-
ment for unification or co-operation on a
reasonable basis, with the interests of the
Canadian public considered above everything
else. Let there be no question of gifts to a
favourite, but let us address ourselves to find-
ing a sensible solution of a hard problem,
and to practising economy, if we would not
be ruined. Unification or co-operation should
be to the advantage of the country and of
the body charged with the responsibility of
directing our railroads, whether that be the
Canadian Pacific Railway or the Board of
Railway Commissioners. But, above all, we
must consider the present and future needs
and the country’s means.

I am opposed to the amendment of the
honourable senator from Westmorland (Hon.
Mr. Black), because I think it is unnecessary.
The railway question has often been discussed
in the last twenty-five years. It was the sub-
ject of an extensive inquiry by a special com-
mittee of the Senate in 1925, at which time all
interested persons had the opportunity to be
heard, and many took advantage of it. The
conclusions of that inquiry were formulated
in eleven or twelve distinct and clear para-
graphs, to be found at pages 411 and 412
of the Journals of the Senate for 1925. Why
should there be another similar inquiry now?
This question is to be discussed in Parlia-
ment in the light of information obtained in
1925. Why duplicate what has already been
done?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Perhaps the
honourable member is not aware that the
information obtained in 1925 was never
printed.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: I saw a report, signed
by the chairman of the committee, the late
Senator Ross.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is a
report only. :

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: Giving conclusions.
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is all.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: They were the com-
mittee’s conclusions, and they are very interest-
ing. There is also much interesting informa-
tion in the Duff Commission’s report, which
goes into all matters concerning our railway
problem.

I am likewise opposed to the sub-amend-
ment proposed by the honourable senator from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock), which, in
my humble judgment, is not only too compli-
cated and involved, but is based on a weak
-calculation.

The addresses given in the Senate by both
leaders, and in another place on Monday last
by Hon. Mr. Howe, Minister of Transport,
and the eminent leader of the Opposition,
Right Hon. Mr. Bennett, are most interesting
and illuminating contributions to a better
understanding of our transport problem. Do
these addresses not furnish further reasons
for opposition to the amendment and the sub-
amendment?

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable sena-
tors, I rise to give what support I can to the
amendment moved by the honourable sena-
tor from Westmorland (Hon. Mr. Black).
There is no doubt that considerable changes
have taken place in the railway world within
the last few years. It is said, and probably
with truth, that the changes in Great Britain
have been phenomenal. Unified management
has brought about wonderful results there.
It might not produce similar results here,
for conditions are different. The newspapers
tell us that unification of management is being
seriously considered in the United States.
In that country also conditions may be largely
different from those in Canada. But can
there be any harm in getting all the up-to-
date information that is available? And is
there any public body in Canada better
qualified to get that information than a
committee of this House? In my humble
opinion, there is not. I am not very familiar
with these things, but I can reason a little.

Then consider this point. Suppose we
appoint a committee, and, after getting all
the information that is easily obtainable, it
comes to the conclusion that unified manage-
ment would not be practicable or desirable
in Canada. Would it not be well to have
obtained that information? If the committee
should come to such a conclusion, the agitation
in favour of unification might be terminated.

As I look at the matter, there is nothing
to be lost by our adopting the suggestion
of the honourable senator from Westmorland.
If we refuse to proceed with such an inquiry,
a good deal may be lost: the information
that the committee could get might not be
available to this House.

I need not say any more; I do not know
that I am qualified to do so. But, if the
amendment of the honourable senator from
Westmorland is put to a vote, I certainly shall
vote for it. I thought it my duty to say this.

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

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill M1, an Act respecting Madam Belle
Hervey Harper Cazzani—Hon. Mr. Lacasse.
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INQUIRY

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Honourable
senators, I was late in arriving to-day. I
wonder whether the honourable leader of the
House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) could tell me
if the inquiry by the honourable senator
from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)
was answered.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN:
terms?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will hand my
right honourable friend the answer.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: This answer
is like many others: it does not answer. I
suggest that the question in its entirety be
referred to the Department of Justice. The
answer is to the effect that if a province
has by statute agreed to adhere to section
31 of our Exchequer Court Act, then the
Exchequer Court has jurisdiction in cases of
dispute mentioned in the section; and there
is an appeal from the Exchequer Court. But
the point is this: the answer is silent as to
whether or not a fiat is necessary in the ab-
sence of provincial adherence. I think this
comment might also be made: even in case
there is such adherence, the answer does not
show a fiat to be unnecessary.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
did.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That may be.
I question it. But certainly there is no con-
clusion at all unless there is provincial ad-
herence by statute to that section of the
Exchequer Court Act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I shall await
any supplementary question that my honour-
able friend to my left (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)
may put, if he is not satisfied with the present
answer.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is quite
satisfactory, except that I should like the
honourable gentleman, without waiting at all,
to procure an answer to the phase which I
have just put.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will draw the
attention of the Department of Justice to the
query of my right honourable friend.

In what

I thought it

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

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

Thursday, March 24, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Bill C,
an Act respecting the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way, was read the third time, and passed.

DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divoree, the fol-
lowing Bills were read the third time, and
passed:

Bill B1, an Act for the relief of Annie Eliza-
beth Climie Adams.

Bill C1, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Alice Mizener.

Bill D1, an Act for the relief of Frances
Dorothy Scott Skinner.

Bill E1, an Act for the relief of Esther
Rotman Resnick.

DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL
CAUSES BILL

MOTION FOR THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. McMEANS moved the third
reading of Bill B, an Act respecting Divorce
and Matrimonial Causes.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
when this Bill was before the House for second
reading I tried to make my position clear.
Apparently I failed to do so. Therefore I
shall have to try again at this time, on the
motion for third reading.

In coming to a decision on any question it
is very desirable, if not necessary, to have a
standard authority which all or most of the
disputants will accept. Accordingly, I took
the King James version of the Bible, thinking
that in a Christian assembly, such as this, 1
should be on solid ground.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: May I ask the
honourable member if the Douay Bible does
not differ in some respects from the King
James version?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I am sorry my desk-
mate is not better acquainted with both ver-
sions.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: I have read both.
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Hon. Mr. HUGHES: However, if he will
listen to my feeble remarks perhaps his
information will become a little broader.

Judge, then, of my surprise when I found
that not even one of those who followed me
in the debate noticed either my arguments or
my authority so far as the spoken word went,
though twenty-nine out of the sixty-nine
members in the House at the time declared
by their votes that they believed in the indis-
solubility of the marriage tie.

But motwithstanding the adverse vote on
the second reading I have not lost hope. I
am still of the opinion that the majority of
the members of this House will not, upon
second thought, throw the Bible overboard.
I am strengthened in this opinior by an article
in the Ottawa Citizen of the 19th instant
and another in the Ottawa Journal of the same
date. The article in the Citizen is headed:
“Dean Inge says Bible is ‘losing ground’ in
Britain. No possibility of going back to
‘old uncritical bibliolatry,” but Gospel is needed
in Burope given over to ‘ruthless cruelty.”
The dispatch, dated March 12, is from London,
and reads:

The first of a series of White lectures on
“The English Bible,” which had been prepared
by Dr. W. R. Inge, was read, in his absence
abroad, recently in St. Paul’s Cathedral by
the dean, Dr. Matthews.

Dr. Inge took as his subject “What England
Owes to the Bible.” He pointed out that at
a time when scholarship had thrown a flood
of light on all parts of the Scriptures, so that
if we took the trouble to study recent com-
mentaries and introductions we might be in
a far better position to understand and appre-
ciate it than earlier generations, the Bible
had been steadily and rapidly losing ground as
the centre of the religious life of the English
people. The time might come when the Bible
would cease to have its place in the scanty
library of the poor man’s cottage and when it
would drop out as a subject of instruction in
our schools. Among the educated the Bible
was not much read, and even candidates for
ordination, as he found when he was a bishop’s
c}flaplain, had only a very superficial knowledge
of it.

The change was inevitable and we could not
go back to the old uncritical bibliolatry, but
an effort was to be made this year to revive
study of the Bible and reverence for it,
because there was a great danger that the
wheat might be thrown away with the chaff.
This would be a terrible misfortune both to the
church and nation.

Gospel in the Modern Age.

Christianity, he said toward the close of the
lecture, was not a religion of a book as Judaism
became and as Islam had always been. Our
Lord wrote His message, not on paper or
parchment, but on the hearts of men. Never-
theless ours was a historical religion, which
came into the world at a certain time. The
New Testament anchored us to the first chapter
in our long history. We must not suppose
that the 2,000 years which had elapsed since
the birth of Christ had been years of steady

spiritual progress and enlightenment. There
had been progress in knowledge, but in spiritual
and moral truth we had much to learn from
the first century. Our progress must be in
more fully understanding and making our own
what for 2,000 years had been the guide and
inspiration of the saints.

“Now especially,” he added, “when some-
thing like a reign of Antichrist has been let
loose upon Europe; when ruthless cruelty, on
a scale never seen before, has been not only
practised but justified by contemptible fanatics;
when the liberty with which Christ has made
us free is crushed and persecuted; and when
the State, that monstrous idol, is deified and
worshipped, where if not to the Gospel are
we to look for a power which may bring back
the nations to mercy and justice, to decency
and humanity?”

On the same day, the 19th of this month,
I read an article in the Journal under the
heading, “Lord Tweedsmuir thinks statesmen
should use Bible as textbook.” The dispatch
is from Toronto and reads:

The habit of regular Bible reading has been
of “incalculable value” in strengthening the
national character of the people of the British
Dominions and of the United States, Lord
Tweedsmuir said to-night in an address here
to the British and Foreign Bible Society.

“T am inclined to think that if the Bible
were the habitual textbook of statesmen to-day,
there would be more wisdom and charity in
the world.”

In paying tribute to the work of the Bible
Society, the Governor General said it was doing
a work compared to which the labours of
governments and parliaments were “small and
ineffectual.”

The meeting marked the 400th anniversary
since a copy of the Bible was ordered set up
in every church. Lord Tweedsmuir confessed
to a preference for the authorized version of
1611 over the revised version. The 47 English
scholars who compiled it had accomplished a
“miracle.”

These articles do not enable me to say
what the views of the gentlemen mentioned
are upon the legislation we are now con-
sidering, but for the life of me I cannot under-
stand how men holding similar views with
respect to the Bible can reject its plain teach-
ing on questions of such tremendous import-
ance as those of marriage and divorce.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: May I ask my
honourable friend a question? I recollect
from my reading of the Scriptures that in
discussing the qualifications of a bishop the
Bible says that a bishop should be the husband
of one wife. How does the honourable gentle-
man stand on that question?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: If my honourable
friend will make an appointment with me in
my room, I will do my very best to enlighten
him on the subject on which he desires
information.

I will now comment briefly on the speeches
of some of the honourable members who
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spoke on and voted for the second reading
of the Bill. First I shall quote the honour-
able gentleman who seconded the motion
(Hon. M. Aseltime). At page 89 of Senate
Hansard he is reported as follows:

I may say, honourable senators, that I have
read the debates that took place on the English
Bill in the British Parliament, but have been
unable to discover in them any valid reason
why such a Bill should not be passed. The
Bill was supported by clergymen, lords and
commoners, and received a large majority on
each reading. In this connection I should like
to read what was said by the Lord Bishop of
Birmingham in the House of Lords on the
second reading of the Bill. He prefaced his
remarks with these words:

Then the honourable gentleman read an
extract from the Bishop’s speech in favour
of the Bill.

Now, I admit at once that the views of
the Bishop of Birmingham and the other
English bishops who supported the British
Bill are entitled to respectful consideration.
But we have a higher authority than even
those men. We have St. Paul, who was also
a bishop, and a good one, and there is no
doubt about where he stands on this question.
In my speech on the motion for second read-
ing of this Bill I quoted his words, and they
will bear repetition. They are from First
Corinthians, Chapter 7:

10. And unto the married I command, yet
not I, but the Lord, Let not the wife depart
from her husband.

11. But, and if she depart, let her remain
unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband:
and let not the husband put away his wife.

Again in Ephesians, Chapter 5, he said:

31. For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall be joined unto
his wife, and they two shall be one flesh.

32. This is a great’ mystery: but I speak
concerning Christ and the church.

These quotations are from the King James
version. In the Douay version St. Paul calls
marriage a great sacrament. I have looked
up the derivation of both words, and I find
that in the Greek language they have the
same root and the same meaning. Perhaps
that will satisfy the inquiry which my honour-
able friend to my left (Hon. Mr. MacArthur)
made in the early part of my remarks.

But I notice that the honourable senator
from West Central Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr.
Aseltine) clashed with St. Paul, for he said
that marriage was neither a sacrament nor a
mystery. I must leave my honourable friend
to reconcile his statement with that of the
Bible.

Perhaps, however, some honourable mem-
bers will say—in fact I know some do say—
that our modern bishops know more about
present-day conditions than St. Paul could pos-

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

sibly know. I will not argue the point, though
I have my own opinion on it, but we who
oppose divorce are not confined to St. Paul.
We have the teachings, clear and unmistak-
able in the Gospels, of the Lord Jesus Christ,
and if Christianity is not a myth, and the
Bible is not book of fables, that settles the
question. It might be said that St. Paul
could not look into the future and see the
consequences of changed conditions. But if
Christ was and is God, that cannot be said
of Him. With God there is no such thing
as past or future time; everything is in the
present. He not only knows what will happen
in what we mean by “the future,” but He
knows what, by any possible combination of
circumstances, could happen. In other words,
He is omniscient. Therefcre He has the
power and the right to legislate for all men,
under all circumstances, and for all time.

The honourable mover of the second read-
ing of the Bill (Hon. Mr. McMeans) also
tells us that for more than three hundred
vears desertion has been a ground for divorce
in Scotland, and that Scottish homes have
not been broken up because of that.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No; it was not I
who said that.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: My reply is that the
Scottish homes have been kept together, not
because of the divorce law, but in spite of it.
They have been kept together because, gen-
erally speaking, the people of Scotland paid
more attention to the law of God on this
subject than they did to the licence given
them under the civil law.

When I was speaking on the second reading
of this Bill the honourable senator from Alma
(Hon. Mr. Ballantyne) asked me to tell him
why annulments were granted in the province
of Quebec, and, while I had some ideas on the
subject, I very properly referred him to the
senators, particularly the legal gentlemen,
from that province. In the middle of my
reply to the honourable senator from Alma
the honourable senator from Prince Edward
(Hon. Mr. Horsey) interjected a remark
which I did not hear, and to which I made
no answer; but anybody reading Hansard would
think that part of the reply which I intended
for the senator from Alma was given to the
senator from Prince Edward. The inter-
jection of the senator from Prince Edward
was as follows: “But they,” meaning the
laws of Quebee, “cannot supersede the law
you are quoting.” If I had heard him, my
answer would have been: “No, nor has any
power on earth the right to supersede the law
I am quoting, namely, the law of Christ.”
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Several of the senators who spoke in favour
of the second reading of the Bill depicted in
strong terms the hardships suffered by people
who are unhappily married. But the all-
wise Creator saw all that, and the only remedy
He provided was separation from bed and
board. I think I could make out a strong
case regarding the harm that is done to
innocent children and to society by the adop-
tion of the man-made remedy of divorce.
But, instead of doing so myself, I shall quote
some of the remarks of the right honour-
able the leader on the other side of the
house - (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen). He has
the ability to see both sides of almost any
case, and to make them clear to others, in
language that I could not hope to equal.
Before quoting his words, however, I want
to correct him in one particular. He said,
as reported at page 91 of Hansard.

I know there are those who do not conceive
of the marriage contract having any of the
attributes of a mere civil obligation, but

regard it wholly in the light of a religious
ceremony.

If the right honourable gentleman referred
to the Catholic Church, he is wrong. That
Church holds that marriage, primarily, is a
religious ceremony with religious obligations,
but it also holds it to be a civil contract with
civil consequences and obligations.

Now, in regard to some of the consequences
of divorce, the right honourable the leader
on the other side spoke as follows, as reported
in Hansard at page 91:

In a word, any number of reasons can be
found for supporting the relief of the individual.
Yet when that reasoning is carried to its con-
clusion one sees that the ultimate direction in
which it leads is toward the disintegra-
tion of the home, and his heart shudders at
the result of his own logic. The home is the
whole basis of civilization. Without it we
canrllot survive. Omne country has made a
trial—

I suppose he meant Russia.

—and has been compelled to retrace its steps.
Therefore all who feel that they are at a very
sacred point when dealing with legislation which
invades the home are going to be very careful
of the exact steps they take. In a word, you
cannot get a law which is fair to the individual
and is not going to result in the disintegration
of the home. If we make our laws broad
enough to cover all cases—to provide fair and
just treatment for the poor woman who is
deserted, for the poor woman whose husband
is a drunkard, for the poor man whose wife
has run away, for the poor man whose wife
has become insane—we get to a point where the
fortifications of the home are gone.

The honourable senator from Parkdale
(Hon. Mr. Murdock) spoke on the second
reading, and, as usual, spoke strongly and,
I think, sincerely. He was perturbed over
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what appeared to him to be the unfair laws
of the province of Quebec on this question,
and particularly the prejudiced way in which
these laws were administered as respects the
Protestant people of that province. And the
honourable senator from Alma (Hon. Mr.
Ballantyne) seemed to share in the perturba-
tion. The honourable senator from Parkdale
told us yesterday that the explanations he
heard from the Law Clerk in the special
committee, of which the honourable gentle-
man is a member, convinced him that the
views he had held regarding the laws of
Quebec and their administration were wrong,
and that he now believes the law and the
administration thereof to be all right. As soon
as that statement was made I suggested that
the Law Clerk of the Senate be brought before
the House and be asked to give to all of us
the information which had worked so great a
change in the honourable member from
Parkdale, and perhaps in other members of
the special committee as well. I was informed
that the rules of the House did not permit
the Law Clerk to perform such a duty. In
these circumstances I am obliged to ask the
honourable senator from Parkdale, or some
other member of the special committee, to
give us the information the Law Clerk gave
to the committee, and which worked such a
salutary change.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: May I correct the
honourable gentleman? The Law Clerk of
the Senate was not before the special
committee at all. The information which I
secured, and which to some extent changed
my views or confirmed my understanding, was
received from the Law Clerk personally in his
office. He did not come before the committee.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I inferred that he
did, from what the honourable senator said
yesterday; but it really makes no difference.
It makes all the stronger, as I see it, the
reason why the honourable member from Park-
dale (Hon. Mr. Murdock) should be good
enough to give the information which worked
such a change in him to the whole House. I
should like to hear it, and I am sure others
also would like to hear it. In my opinion
the honourable member from Parkdale owes
it to this House, to the people of Quebec—
yes, to the people of Canada and to himself
—to place upon the records the information
which he now possesses and which he did not
have a few days ago.

And now a final word with regard to the
principle behind this whole business. It is
the whole question of Christianity that is
involved. If Jesus Christ did not teach the
indissolubility of marriage, He taught nothing
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at all; and if we can throw the Bible and His
teaching overboard in one important particu-
lar, we can discard them in everything. The
British Parliament and the Parliament of
Canada may pass laws contrary to His laws,
but sooner or later the price of such legisla-
tion will have to be paid. If history teaches
anything it shows that it is easier for peoples
and nations to start on the toboggan slide
than to stop. There is hardly any stopping-
place.

I shall certainly vote against the third read-
ing of the Bill.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN : Honour-
able members, the last thought in my mind
would be to contribute towards delaying de-
cision on this measure, but I am not satisfied
with the impression that probably would go
out as to the vote which I shall have to
give, if the division is taken now, unless I
made some statement by way of explanation.

First, I hope the honourable member
opposite who has just taken his seat (Hon.
Mr. Hughes) will not conclude, from the
mere fact that concrete reference has not
been made to his authorities, that the House
is quite indifferent to scriptural teachings in
this or any other matter. I should not be
speaking my own mind if I did not say that
no one could attribute more than I would,
in the way of beneficial results to humanity,
to the greatest of all books. But I want to
submit this thought. It is indeed dangerous
to search through either of the Testaments,
take from any of their books an isolated
sentence, and then lay that sentence before
a parliament and instruct it to legislate in
the exact terms thereof. No single sentence
and no single verse in the Bible of Christians
will relieve any legislature of the necessity,
the bounden, imperious duty, of determining
the direction of legislation by reference only
to the clear, practical results of such legisla-
tion upon the people for whom its laws are
passed. No legislature can shield itself behind
any section of scriptural writings and be
relieved of its own obligation to legislate as
in its free and informed judgment it deems
best for its country.

The honourable member quotes a sentence
which says that once the marriage ceremony
is performed the twain are one flesh. He
quotes another sentence which says that after
the marriage ceremony is performed it is
perfectly proper for that flesh to be divided,
as long as it is merely a separation of bed
and board. Still the one flesh is divided.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Not divorced.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But it is
divided. It is twain after that, as a conception
of the flesh. I shall not pursue the inquiry

Hon. Mr. HUGHES,

further. I have cited that as illustrating how
it is impossible to act save in the sunlight
of the whole writings, the sunlight of the
teachings which these writings are intended to
give, and as showing that we should not seek
to follow the specific, isolated wording of a
single sentence or paragraph.

I now come to the Bill. I do not intend
to discuss the validity of decisions in the
province of Quebec. I should not be at all
averse to doing so if that subject had any
relevancy to this measure. It has none. But
I want to state where I stand now and where
I shall have to stand when the division comes.
We have had no report from the committee
showing the necessity for adopting this new
divorce law. When speaking some few days
ago I gave expression to the reluctance which
I should feel about opening the door to
divorce petitions by including desertion for,
say, three years and cruelty as grounds for
divorce. I then admitted that if any one
who has been a victim of injustice on the part
of husband or wife, arising out of these very
grounds, approached me and demonstrated
that injustice, as she or he might easily do,
I never could answer, “I am going to vote
for a law that is fair for you.” I could not.
I should have to admit that I am standing
for a law which permits that injustice to con-
tinue, a cruel and brutal injustice though it
may be. Suppose a wife comes to me and
says: “My husband deserted me ten years ago,
and I can prove he had no cause whatever
for doing so. I have been compelled to take
care of myself and to raise my children and
his, and I have slaved to do it. Your vote
compels me so to continue for the rest of my
life.” I shall have to admit the charge. But
what am I to do?

I was impressed by the argument of the
honourable senator from South Bruce (Hon.
Mr. Donnelly). He compared the effect of
our divorce law, as it is at present, with that
of our Criminal Code as respects persons
who suffer because of what others have done.
The comparison is most apt. A man is con-
victed of a heinous offence. He is the sole
support of his wife and family; perhaps a deli-
cate, crippled wife and a helpless family.
The law sentences him to the penitentiary.
There is no injustice to that man, but there
is the deepest and most callous injustice to
his abandoned wife and helpless children.
That injustice cries in the ears of Parliament
day after day, month after month. We do
not meet it, because we cannot meet it. If
we frame a law which provides in a tolerable
way for taking care of dependents of those
who commit crimes, we frame a law which
encourages commission of crimes and will
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multiply the roll of criminals. Before the
plight of the convicted criminal’s wife and her
demand for justice we stand utterly impotent.
In the same sense we stand impotent before
the demand of the deserted wife, of the
drunkard’s wife, of the wife who has been
the victim of cruelty throughout her marriage.
Our only answer can be that the utmost
we are able to do through legislation is to
seek to reduce to the minimum the perils of
society and injustices to members of society.
It is beyvond our power ‘o wipe these things
out. We have to weigh the consequences of
ill resulting from our moving in one direction
with those resulting from our standing still.

It may be that some day it will be possible
to persuade me to see these things differently,
for one’s opinions do evolve. If I could be
persuaded that the harm done by denying
freedom to the wife who is abandoned or
treated with cruelty is greater than the peril
to the sacred institution of the home resulting
from thus opening wider the door to divorce,
I should be prepared to support this measure.
I cannot bring myself to do so without some
evidence or some high authorities to which T
can conscientiously submit my own convic-
tions. Nothing of that kind has been adduced
so far.

I should be prepared to support the Bill in
respect of all its provisions but two, namely
those contained in paragraphs (b) and (e)
of section 6, which add, as new grounds for
divorce, desertion for at least three years
and cruelty, not otherwise defined. I state to
the House in all humility that I am afraid
to vote for a measure which would open the
doors so wide. As at present advised, I intend
to vote against third reading.

Hon. G. PARENT: Honourable senators,
it is not my intention to repeat all the argu-
ments that have been stated in regard to
this measure, pro and con. The discussion
has been very interesting, and I have per-
haps received from it some information that
I did not possess before. A number of hon-
ourable senators have given examples of what
may happen or has happened occasionally to
persons who are married—in some instances
unhappily married. Perhaps I may be allowed
to refer to a case of which I know person-
ally. The husband in question is a man of
honour, a man with a heart—and I believe
that a husband without a heart is not worthy
to be called a man. In this case, after a
few years of happiness, the wife suddenly
became mentally affected. Her husband had
enough money to take care of her and he is
doing so, spending all he can on her, in the
expectation that some day she will be cured.
Every day for the last fifteen years, I should
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say, he has visited her at the hospital, hoping
that she would recognize him and call him
by name. Day after day he has been dis-
appointed, but he never fails to make his
visit, trusting that some time she will get
well and come back to resume with him the
happy life they had known before.

Now, I do not believe that it would be
wise to amend our law so as to permit a
divorce being granted if one of the parties
to a marriage becomes mentally ill, even
so ill as to be considered incurably insane.
As several honourable senators have pointed
out, there is always, especially in these days
of advanced medical science, a possibility
that a person in that condition may be
cured.

I do not need to say more along this line.
It would be impossible to convince me that
any reasons are strong enough to warrant en-
larging the grounds for divorce, because I do
not know of anything at all that would
justify divorce in any case whatever. When
a man and a woman take the vows before the
altar they ought to know their own minds.
They must take the risks that exist in life.
If they meet with any little difficulties they
must learn to put up with them, in my view,
for I believe that once you are married you
are married for ever.

For these reasons and because I am a
Catholic I am entirely opposed to divorce.
I should not like the motion to pass, and I
feel it my duty to move, in amendment,
seconded by the honourable senator from
Lunenburg (Hon. Mr. Duff), that this Bill
be not now read the third time, but this day
six months.

Hon. IVA CAMPBELL FALLIS: Hon-
ourable members, I was unavoidably absent
from the House when the debate upon second
reading of the Bill took place. Had I been
here I should have joined forces with those
who approved of the principle of the Bill,
but asked that some amendments be made in
committee.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mrs. FALLIS: I must say that after
having given a great deal of thought to the
matter I am entirely in agreement with the
principle of the Bill. But, as it now stands,
I cannot bring myself to vote for third
reading, for the reasons that were stated, so
much better than I could state them, by the
richt honourable leader on this side of the
House (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen). I am in
perfect accord with what the right honourable
gentleman said, and it is not necessary for
me to go over the ground that he covered.
I felt that as one of the two representatives
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of my sex in this House I should explain
why I intend to vote against the measure
in its present form.

Hon. J. A. CALDER: Honourable senators,
I voted for the second reading of the Bill.
It will be remembered that I raised points
that have been mentioned this afternoon in
the closing remarks of the right honourable
leader on this side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen).
I felt that desertion for three years was far
too short to be recognized as a ground for
divorce, and also that the failure to define
cruelty might result in all sorts of decisions
with respect to it. I had hoped that the
committee would take these points into con-
sideration. I was speaking to the honourable
senator in charge of this Bill (Hon. Mr. Mec-
Means) and he told me that cruelty had been
well defined in a great many decisions handed
down by the courts over a long period of
yvears. Nevertheless, my view is that if
cruelty is to be a ground for divorce it should
be so clearly defined that no error could be
made about it. We know that judges are
independent, and if there is no definition they
may hold widely varying opinions as to what
constitutes cruelty, despite the decisions that
have been given. As the committee did not
see fit to—shall I say?—attempt to amend the
Bill with respect to the two points I have
mentioned, I must vote against third reading.

Hon. A. B. COPP: Honourable senators, I
feel that I should say a word or two in ex-
planation of the vote that I shall be forced
to give on this motion. I voted for second
reading the other day on the understanding
that the Bill would be sent to a special com-
mittee to be studied. A special committee
was appointed, of which I was a member, and
the Bill was considered, as honourable mem-
bers know from the report. I felt very doubt-
ful about the two paragraphs of section 6
referred to by the right honourable leader on
the other side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen)
the other day and again this afternoon, and
I was especially doubtful as to the wisdom
of one of them, namely, that one which would
make desertion for three years a ground for
divorce. These paragraphs were considered
in committee. What took place there with
regard to them cannot be stated, but I think
I am not going too far in saying that the ma-
jority of the .committee felt they should not
be changed.

As this Bill is not a very urgent one, I
think the suggestion made yesterday for post-
ponement of the motion for third reading until
next Wednesday might have been accepted
by the sponsor of the measure (Hon. Mr. Mec-

Hon. Mrs. FALLIS.

Means). Had that been done, a little more
thought and study could have been given
to it.

I intend to vote against the motion for
third reading of the Bill as it now stands.

Hon. A. K. HUGESSEN: Honourable
members, I rise only for the purpose of saying
substantially what has been said by the right
honourable leader on the other side (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen) and the honourable gen-
tleman who has just spoken (Hon. Mr. Copp).
I voted in favour of the second reading of the
measure, hoping, as they hoped, that the com-
mittee might restrict to some extent the
grounds for divorce set out in section 6.
It seemed to me that those grounds were in
some degree too broad and would perhaps open
the door rather more widely than is advisable
at the present time. Having voted for the
second reading of the measure, I felt it was
necessary for me to explain that I shall have
to vote against third reading of the Bill as it
is now worded.

Hon. H. H. HORSEY: Honorable members
of the Senate, I feel that there are perhaps
a few misunderstandings that we might be
able to clear up with regard to the proposed
additional grounds for divorce.

In the first place, it seems to me, we ought
to consider what the purpose of marriage is.
I think we all agree that it is to establish a
home for the two parties, where love and
affection should exist and where the children,
if any are born to them, may be brought up
in a proper atmosphere. Now, if with respect
to any marriage there comes into existence
any of the grounds mentioned in this Bill—
and we think that the BIill specifies the
minimum number of grounds—the marriage
has broken down, the reasons which brought
the parties together have disappeared. If
one party has wilfully deserted the other for
a continuous period of three years, he or she
has probably taken up with someone else.
The honourable the senior senator from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans) has already
mentioned cruelty, which, under the Bill,
would become a ground for divorce. Cruelty
is strictly defined by English case law. We
are all opposed to opening the door to flimsy
and frivolous grounds for divorce such as
obtain in another country. I am confident
that every member of this House is deter-
mined to maintain the' marriage tie as it
should be maintained. But when everything
that makes marriage worth while is gone but
the name, are we to refuse to do what is
right by the innocent parties? Our purpose
is to build up homes that have been destroyed
because marriages have been wrecked and the
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parties refuse to be reconciled. We want to
give the children in such cases a fresh chance
under regular home conditions.

With regard to the Scriptures, we know
that passages can be quoted from the Bible
in support of both sides of this question. But,
as the right honourable gentleman (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen) has said, it is in the light
of the whole Book itself that we must consider
this matter. Common sense must prevail.
As the Master himself said that the Sabbath
was made for man, not man for the Sabbath,
so may we say that marriage was made for
man, not man for marriage. To meet cases
where the institution of marriage has been
wrecked and all that it stands for has
disappeared, we feel that, as Canadians, we
are only doing what is right and reasonable
in supporting this measure in its entirety.

Hon. JOHN T. HAIG: Honourable mem-
bers, I was not present when this Bill was
given second reading, but, having had a few
years of parliamentary experience, and having
scrutinized the division and listened to the
speeches delivered this afternoon, I am
confident that unless the sponsors of the Bill
are prepared to amend it the motion for a
six months’ hoist will carry.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No.

Hon. Mr. HAIG: That is the honourable
gentleman’s opinion. I have given mine.
He has had more experience in this House
than I can claim, but I doubt whether his
parliamentary experience is any greater than
mine. All honour to the gentlemen who are
sponsoring this measure. Undoubtedly they
have a greater experience of divorce than any
other members of this Chamber. I gather from
reading the debate on the motion for second
reading that the members of the Divorce
Committee are unanimously, or very nearly
so, behind the Bill. Yet, notwithstanding their
views, many of us feel that paragraphs (b)
and (c) of section 6 should be deleted.

Anyone who has practised law knows that
desertion is capable of a very flexible
interpretation, and that three years is a very
short period of time to constitute desertion.
A court of law would, peradventure, accept
absence for three years as proof of desertion,
but many reasonable explanations could be
given for such absence, especially under the
conditions that we have been passing through
in the last few years.

As to the ground of cruelty, I agree with
the honourable the senior member from Win-
nipeg with respect to its legal definition, but
I think it is not yet a ground for divorce
in England. where, T understand, the new

divorce law is not yet operative. Conse-
quently there are as yet no precedents to
guide our courts, and they will have to define
what degree of cruelty constitutes a valid
ground for divorce. Let me illustrate my
point. Recently the Legislature of Manitoba
passed legislation providing that in case of
accident only gross carelessness on his part
should render the owner of a car liable to
indemnify the person riding with him, a
gratuitous passenger. We had a good deal of
trouble in getting our judges to define “gross
carelessness,” and the law was not clarified
until a case went to the court of appeal.
I submit that similar difficulty would arise
with respect to a legal definition of “cruelty.”

Again I suggest to the sponsors of the
Bill that they agree to the deletion of para-
graphs (b) and (¢) of section 6. The judicial
system of Great Britain is the standard of
the world, and when the British courts have
defined what constitutes desertion and cruelty
we shall be in a better position to adopt
these grounds for divorce. If the sponsors
of the Bill will agree to amend the Bill as I
have suggested, I shall vote against the motion
for the six months’ hoist; otherwise I shall
vote for that motion.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman who has just sat down is entirely
mistaken as to the definition of cruelty.

Hon. Mr. KING: Are you closing the
debate?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Cruelty has always
been a ground for judicial separation in
England and has been dealt with in many
English cases; so that to-day there is a very
clear definition of what constitutes cruelty.
But you cannot by statute define cruelty;
you cannot say that such and such an act
amounts to cruelty. Even if an attempt were
made to provide a statutory definition, no
judge would accept it. The judge would be
guided by the English decisions, which are
binding. The question of allowing desertion
as a ground for divorce was discussed in
the British Parliament on various occasions
over a period of three years, and ultimately
the Bill, which originated in the House of
Commons, was accepted by the House of
Lords. I do not know what better authority
than the British Parliament could be desired
on this point.

When introducing this Bill I stated that we
could not hope to draft a law to suit every-
body. If we give the Bill third reading it
will go to the House of Commons, where it
may be amended in certain particulars. I
have introduced the Bill as a remedy for
what in my opinion is a great evil. I have
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had many letters—I hesitate to mention this—
thanking God there was a Senate in this
country that would pass a law to relieve the
sufferings of the writers of those letters.

Are we willing to allow conditions to con-
tinue throughout Canada which force people
into immorality? Husband and wife separ-
ate; the husband goes and lives with another
woman, and the wife associates with another
man. That is desertion and immorality.
Under the present law the only ground for
divorce is adultery. To-day many of our
judges hold the view that desertion should
constitute a ground for divorce so that im-
morality may be prevented from spreading
throughout the land. I could cite, of my own
knowledge, cases in which the husband has
deserted his wife and child and left them
penniless. Consider the wife’s position. She
cannot have a male friend, for the neighbours
would talk about it. In desperation she goes
off and lives with another man. I feel very
strongly that desertion for a period of at
least three years is a proper ground for divorce.
Surely if a husband or a wife stays away for
three years there can be no doubt that it
constitutes desertion. We had before the
Divorce Committee recently a case in which
a wife told her husband, a farmer, that she
was going home to see her mother, but as a
matter of fact she went over to Detroit to
live with another man. Is there any reason
why that husband should suffer indefinitely?

In such cases a question sometimes arises
as to the legitimacy of the children and as
to property rights., As we know, divorces
obtained by Canadian citizens in the United
States courts are not recognized in our
courts. If the husband or wife divorced in
the United States should marry again and
have children, who is to inherit his or her
property? The question of title to real estate
is also involved. All disabilities arising in
cases of this kind should be guarded against.

I should like to see the Bill go to the
House of Commons for consideration and, if
necessary, amendment. There is no doubt
that there it will be just as fully discussed as
it has been here. I think that for this reason
the Bill should be given third reading now;
but I am not insisting upon it.

Hon. G. GORDON: Honourable senators,
in my opinion the greatest joker in the Bill
is the paragraph providing that desertion
shall be a ground for divorce. It seems to
me that this in itself would encourage divorce.
What a respectable way it would be for
husband and wife to get rid of each other—
going away for three years and then coming
here for a divorce!

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will my honour-
able friend admit what such persons do to-
day? The honourable gentleman from King’s
(Hon. Mr. Hughes) complains that in 80
per cent of the divorces granted by this Par-
liament the parties were guilty of collusion.
If husband and wife want to get rid of
each other, they resort to collusion.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: If that is already
covered by the law, why add desertion as
a ground for divorce?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Because we do not
want collusion.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: As I have already
said, paragraph (b), making desertion a
ground for divorce, is the greatest joker in
the Bill. It simply means that you provide
the most respectable means for a couple to
become separated. There is no scandal what-
ever; they retain their respectability after
their divorce. I have no apology to offer for
saying I am going to vote against the third
reading of the Bill. If, as the right honour-
able leader on this side (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen) has suggested, paragraphs (b) and
(¢) had been stricken out—and I thought
they would have been when the Bill was
being considered in committee—my main
objection would have been removed.

Hon. JAMES H. KING: Honourable sena-
tors, it seems to me, taking into account
present-day conditions, not only in Canada
and the United States, but throughout the
world, that adoption of the suggestion of the
honourable chairman of the Divorce Commit-
tee would be in the interest of the Canadian
home. I have been a member of the Divorce
Committee for the last three or four years.
It is well within the knowledge of the mem-
bers of that committee and of the other
members of this assembly that under the
present law the courts of Canada ecannot
function fully with respect to divorce. As
a result many of our people seek divorce in
other countries, and although such divorces
are not accepted by our courts, the principals
consider themselves free to remarry.

The recently enacted divorce law in Great
Britain has been referred to. We know the
position of the Established Church, the
Catholic Church and the dissenting churches
there, and we know that not one of them is
in favour of divorce. But to-day there are
conditions in England, and indeed throughout
the world, that render it necesasry to regard
divorce from the standpoint of common
sense. My attitude on this question has been
guided largely by the attitude of the British
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Parliament. Both in the House of Commons
and in the House of Lords the Divorce Bill
was thoroughly discussed, and in view of con-
ditions in regard to collusion and desertion—
conditions that we know exist also in this
country—that Bill was enacted. I would
remind honourable members that the sponsor
of the present measure has incorporated in it
the additional grounds for divorce which will
be law in Great Britain once the British
Act comes into force.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY: It is in force now.

Hon. Mr. KING: Then we are by this
measure simply adopting what is now law in
Great Britain. Great Britain is a much older
country than Canada, the people there are
more conservative than we are, and I am
prepared to accept their judgment in this
matter. I firmly believe that this Bill would
help to preserve the sacredness of marriage in
this country, and would tend to prevent a
still wider extension of the grounds for divorce
by some of our provincial legislatures. I am
confident that in this as in other matters we
shall do well to follow the practice of the
British Parliament. For the reasons stated
I shall support the motion for third reading.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Do I understand that
the simple act of desertion is a sufficient
ground for obtaining a divorce?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: That is an encourage-
ment to people to get divorces. Suppose a
young man and a young woman get married
and, as very often happens within a short
time, they have some disagreement. Under
this Bill they could arrange between them-
selves for one of them to go away for three
years, and that would provide the ground for
a divorce.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Is that not better
than the present law, with all the collusion
that takes place? Under the present law a
man has to commit adultery in order that
there may be a divorce.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order!

Hon. Mr. GORDON: What I am saying is
this—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order!

Hon. NORMAN P. LAMBERT: Honour-
able members, may I, with some diffidence,
make a suggestion? As one who has followed
the entire debate on this question with a
great deal of interest, I may say that I am
heartily in favour of the principle of the Bill
as expressed on the motion for second reading,
and had intended to vote for the third read-

ing. It seems to me that this House should
not sacrifice its vote on the principle of the
Bill to two details which should be capable
of adjustment in order that what is contem-
plated by the Bill may be carried out. I
feel very strongly that the opinion of the
country is favourable to a more generous
attitude towards divorce, and without giving
further reasons for my position, I should
like to move, if it is in order to do so, that
the Bill be referred back to the committee
for a reconsideration of the two subsections
that have been referred to.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN : Honour-
able members, in this House, as I think we
all understand, a Bill can be amended on
the motion for third reading. Therefore I
am going to vote against the amendment of
the honourable member from Kennebec (Hon.
Mr. Parent), which proposes the six months’
hoist. If any honourable member so desires,
he can then move that the Bill be amended
by striking out subclauses (b) and (¢) of
section 6, and I shall support that motion.
If such an amendment is proposed and de-
feated, the Bill will then be before the House
for third reading in its present form. My
only purpose in suggesting this is to expedite
matters. I am sure the honourable leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) will agree
with me that this is .the most expeditious
way in which the real feeling of the House
as respects the Bill can be ascertained and
recorded.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Is it proposed to
strike out desertion altogether?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : If the amend-
ment of the honourable senator from Kenne-
bec is defeated, the motion for third reading
will be before us, and then any honourable
member can move as he may desire.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY: The Bill could be
sent back to committee.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That could
be done, or a motion could be made to elim-
inate any portion of it whatsoever. If a
motion to eliminate these two clauses is
adopted, the Bill will be amended accordingly,
and will be before the House as amended.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The special com-
mittee met; everybody knew about it; but
nobody appeared except the members of
the committee. If the Bill is referred back,
honourable gentlemen who have views to
express will have an opportunity of placing
them before the committee. I think that
would be the best way.
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Hon. Mr. COTE: As it was a special
committee, the members at large did not
know anything about the meeting.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: There were other
committees meeting also.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Well, perhaps we
should have a meeting so that honourable
members, or others, could come forward and
express their views.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I have no
objection to the method proposed, but the
one I suggested would be more expeditious.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able members, I have been appealed to by
my right honourable friend (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen) with respect to the proper procedure
in this matter. I agree with him that we
must first dispose of the amendment proposed
by the honourable gentleman from Kenne-
bee (Hon. Mr. Parent).

My situation is a somewhat difficult one.
I voted against the motion for the second
reading of the Bill, for reasons which I gave,
and which are obvious to all honourable
members of this Chamber. Having thus es-
tablished my opposition to the Bill, I must
vote against it at every stage. I am therefore
obliged to vote for the six months’ hoist.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: If the amendment
of the honourable gentleman from Kennebec
is carried, what is the position then?

An Hon. SENATOR: The Bill is gone.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: If the amendment
is not carried, will the honourable gentleman
have an opportunity to move the six months’
hoist at a later stage?

Hon. Mr. PARENT: No.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: It seems to me
that if the honourable gentleman withdrew
his amendment now, and the Bill were sent
back to the committee again, he would be
in a position to move the six months’ hoist
later.

Hon. Mr. PARENT: I have taken my
position, and I stand by it.

Hon. Mr. LITTLE: The six months’ hoist
can be moved on any motion for third reading.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Only once.
Hon. Mr. CALDER: It is the same
motion.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM :
be the same Bill.

Some Hon. SENATORS:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

It would not

Question!

The amendment of Hon. Mr. Parent was
negatived on the following division:
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REFERRED BACK TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. LAMBERT': Honourable senators,
I am prepared to move, in amendment,
seconded by the honourable the junior mem-
ber from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig), that the
Bill be not now read a third time, but that
it be referred back to the special committee
for reconsideration.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Honourable
members, should the instructions not be a
little more definite?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is the
usual way.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Yes. In
referring a bill back to a committee, the
procedure usually followed, though perhaps
not in this House, is to give instructions to
amend. If the Bill is simply referred back
for further consideration, the whole matter
is open for discussion.

Hon. Mr. COTE: Honourable senators, the

special committee which considered this Bill
was composed of fifteen members, every one
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of whom voted for second reading. Judging
by the discussion which we have heard this
afternoon, only two of those proposed any
amendment in committee, the honourable
senator from Westmorland (Hon. Mr. Copp)
and the honourable senator from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen). If the Bill is referred
back to the same committee for further
consideration, without any instructions, there
will be just a repetition of what has already
been done: the committee will report the Bill
without any amendment.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: How does the honour-
able gentleman know that?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Does the honour-
able gentleman not think we all have absorbed
some of the views that have been expressed
this afternoon? If any relief is to be given
under a divorce measure, perhaps we had
better not be too harsh at the start.

Hon. Mr. COTE: I am very glad that the
honourable member is showing some good
disposition.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!
The amendment was agreed to.

CIVIL SERVICE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. G. LACASSE moved the second
reading of Bill 3, an Act to amend the Civil
Service Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have been
asked by the sponsor of this measure in
another place to move second reading, and I
do so with much pleasure. I do not think
much explanation is necessary. The Bill adds
a proviso to section 20 of the Act, and I think
this proviso is well inspired. It is intended to
give fairer treatment to certain members of
the Civil Service. The object of the measure
is to provide that all employees of the Federal
Government appointed to positions within a
province, or transferred from one province to
another, shall be qualified to use the language
of the majority of the persons with whom they
come into contact. So far as I can see, it will
affect very few employees except in one
province. I would point out for the informa-
tion of honourable members that this new
proviso was unanimously approved in another
place. I think the proper course to follow
would be to move, after second reading, that
the Bill be referred to the Standing Committee
on Civil Service Administration.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I should like to
ask my honourable friend a question or two.

I assume the Bill is intended to remedy some
existing wrong.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Yes.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: And did I under-
stand my honourable friend to say that wrong
is confined to the province of Quebec?

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Mostly so.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Let me draw my
honourable friend’s attention to another aspect
of the matter. In the city of Edmonton we
have a post office employing between two
and three hundred persons. Among them are
a number of French-speaking men whom I
have known and grown up with since boy-
hood. The French population of Edmonton
is somewhat less than five per cent. According
to this Bill, which requires federal employees
to speak the language of the majority of the
persons with whom they have to deal, all the
workers in that post office would have
to speak English. Any person who wanted
a job there would have to be examined
in the English language, and if unable to pass
in that language he could not be appointed.
That is an aspect to which I think the pro-
moters of the Bill should have given some
thought, because it would mean closing a source
of employment to French-speaking persons.

I draw the attention of the promoters to
another aspect, which is not strictly confined
to the wording of the measure. If this
amendment is passed and enforced, French-
speaking civil servants will be unable to get
employment outside those parts of Canada
where French is the language of the majority.
I am not quite sure of my figures, but I think
the French-speaking population of Canada is
about one-third of the whole. The terms of
this Bill would prohibit civil servants who
speak French from receiving appointment in,
or promotion or transfer to, any place where
the language of the majority is English. In
other words, the Bill would destroy two-thirds
of their opportunities for appointment and
advancement. That is something to think
about.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I see something
in the point made by my honourable friend,
and it occurred to me when I read the Bill.
The object is to remedy a wrong against some
people, but the result may be the committing
of another wrong against them. In northern
Ontario there is a large French-speaking popu-
lation; in some parts up there the majority
speak French. If this Bill passed, French-
speaking civil servants would be able to secure
appointment there, but, as my honourable
friend points out, they would not be eligible
for promotion which necessitated their trans-
fer to any place where English was the
language of the majority. Now, there are
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persons whose native tongue is French, but
who speak English just as fluently, and there
are others whose native tongue is English,
but who are equally at home in French. Such
persons are now eligible for promotion in any
part of Canada, but if this measure were
enforced in its identical terms they might
suffer an injury.

I understand the intention is to refer the
Bill to a committee. It can be discussed
there by departmental officials, and, if neces-
sary, some representatives of. provincial de-
partments of education might be heard. It
is hoped the committee will make it clear
that no man or woman in Canada is to be
deprived of the right to promotion on account
of his or her native language.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I think the point raised by my
honourable friend from Edmonton (Hon. Mr.
Griesbach) has not very great merit, for the
principle of this Bill is sound. An employee
of the Dominion Government should speak
the language of the majority—

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The majority of
what?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The majority
of the persons with whom he is required to
do business. But that does not make him
ineligible for transfer or promotion to a place
where the other language is spoken by the
majority of persons with whom he would be
required to deal, if he is able to speak that
language also. An employee who speaks
either French or English and is sent into a
region where his language is that of the
majority, would not be handicapped under
this Bill. If he desires promotion to a place
where the language of the majority is different,
he will see that he qualifies in that language.
An employee who can speak only French, for
example, would surely not be expected to
receive promotion to a place where the people
he would be required to serve speak nothing
but English. And vice versa. That is the
kernel of the principle of this measure—that
the employee must speak the language of the
people whom he serves. :

I have known some departments to send to
a place persons incapable of speaking the
language of the people there. I will give an
instance or two. For the purpose of testing
cows in the county of my honourable friend
from Rigaud (Hon. Mr. Sauvé), someone in
the Department of Agriculture sent an em-
ployee who could not speak a word of
French. As he went from village to village
he was obliged to call upon some person to
act as interpreter. Imagine a similar thing
being done in an English county!

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

Hon. Mr.
stupidity.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, I call that
stupidity.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: You cannot cure
stupidity by legislation.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The minister or
the deputy minister is perhaps not to be
blamed in such cases. Some time ago I was
telephoned by a firm to whose office two
men had been sent to make a check for pur-
poses of sales tax or income tax. They
spoke nothing but English, while all the
firm’s book-keeping was in French. The firm
did not object to having its books examined,
but thought the examination should be done
by someone who could understand the lan-
guage in which the entries were made. I was
told that those departmental representatives
were making themselves a nuisance by con-
stantly requiring translations. I telephoned to
Ottawa and within half an hour they were
withdrawn. Here again there was stupidity
on the part of someone.

The principle recognized by this Bill is
that a civil servant must be qualified to serve
the people with whom he comes into contact.
As I have said, I believe the Bill cannot
do any harm to anyone who is qualified to
use the language of the majority of the per-
sons where he is employed. He may naturally
qualify to serve in any centre. To meet
the conditions, as I have explained, this Bill
was unanimously passed by the House of
Commons.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Honourable sena-
tors, there is another feature, and I doubt
whether it has been taken care of. I will
read the proposed amendment of section 20:

Provided that no appointment, whether per-
manent or temporary, shall be made to a loecal
position within a province, and no employee
shall be transferred from a position in a prov-
ince to a local position in the same or in
another province, whether permanent or tem-
porary, until and unless the candidate or
employee has qualified, by examination, in the
knowledge and use of the language of the
majority of the persons with whom he is
required to do business: provided that such
language shall be the French or the English
language.

My point is this. What are you going to
do in the case of a community that is 60 per
cent English and 40 per cent French? This
amendment does not take care of such a situa-
tion. Forty per cent of all the people in a
community with whom the employee is
doing business are not taken care of, for he
is required to have only a knowledge of the
language of the majority, and the minority
can go to the deuce. That, surely, is not

GRIESBACH: That is just
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right. It seems to me that in the case of a
mixed community, at least where the minority
is a substantial minority, it should be pro-
vided that the person appointed shall be able
to serve all the people, not a majority only.
I trust that feature of the proposed amend-
ment will be considered if this Bill is referred
to a committee.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH : If a person wants
to become a civil servant he must, as we
interpret the Act in our part of the country,
take his examination in French or English.
Under this Bill the examiners will have to
take cognizance of the fact that the proportion
of French people is very small, and the only
person they can appoint is the one who takes
the examination in English. As a result, all
those candidates who want to be examined in
French are automatically out of the running.
‘Throughout all the West that will be the
case: no more candidates can be examined
in French; all must be examined in English.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Unless the candi-
-date asks to be examined in the two languages.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Not under this
Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Then, if that
is the case, the object of the Bill could be
defeated right in Quebec. The Bill seeks to
confine appointments to those who take the
examination and show proficiency in the
language of the majority. I shall not oppose
the Bill. I am in whole-hearted sympathy
with its purpose; and, especially as it has
been passed unanimously by the House of
Commons, I should never think of declining
to have it referred to committee. But what
the honourable member (Hon. Mr. Griesbach)
says is right. There are several other things
which ought to be taken into account by the
promoters of the Bill. It is just too bad that
what is sought to be effected cannot be taken
care of by regulations and left to the com-
mon sense of the Civil Service Commission
and the departments. With all deference to
my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand),
I think pretty good common sense has been
used right along, both by the Commission
and by the departments. You never can
legislate to prevent stupid errors. Persons will
continue to be stupid and make mistakes.
‘The city of Edmonton has a considerable
French population in the northeast. Suppose
some young fellows want to get into the
‘Government service. They may know a little
English, but they cannot take the examina-
tion in English and qualify. But even if they
could, they might never have to speak English
for a year and a half or two years after they
;got into the service. In the Customs or the

Post Office they would not deal with the public
particularly. As they advanced in their posi-
tions they would, but at first they would not
need to be proficient in English at all. I can
remember instances in Portage la Prairie
where, if this proposed law had been in effect,
a young fellow could not have entered the
Civil Service at all. I know communities
where, if this Bill goes into effect, the candi-
dates will have to be proficient in French,
but will not be required to know a bit of
English, and yet, though the great bulk of
the population is French, the officers will
to a great extent be dealing with English-
speaking persons.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: With all due respect
to my right honourable friend, I should like
to quote from the official report of the Civil
Service Commission issued in 1934, where I
find this principle enunciated, which to my
mind should be the guiding principle in a
case such as the one just mentioned:

The Commission appreciates the fact that
where there is a mixed population of French
and English, both sections of the community
are entitled to facilities for transacting their
business in their own tongue.

I think that principle should be followed.
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: The adoption of this
Bill would give greater authority to who-
ever is appointed to administer the Act to
follow that principle and so avoid such stupid
errors as were mentioned by my honourable
leader.

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE: They have that
power already.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: They have
absolute power now.

Hon, Mr. LACASSE: But for some reason
it has not been exercised. .

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes. The
limitation stated so clearly by my honour-
able friend from Edmonton (Hon. Mr.
Griesbach) is perfectly plain. This Bill is
going to prevent those young fellows from
getting positions in the Civil Service. I am
not going to oppose the Bill, but I put that
fact before my honourable friend. I do not
believe you would get better results by this
amendment. I think what is desired might
better be effected by regulations of the Com-
mission than by any statutory enactment.
Every statute hammers both ways; it must
do so. If after consideration my honourable
friend wants the House to. accept this Bill
I shall certainly not stand in his way. I
should like to contribute something to the
development of both languages in this coun-
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try. I have tried to contribute a little to
this end—though it may have been very
little. Do not think I am against qualifica-
tion in both languages. I am far from
opposing it.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I hope my night
honourable friend does not for one moment
think I question his sincerity. I happen to
live in a district where there is a mixed
population and the situation could fairly be
compared with that which exists in Edmon-
ton. Knowing my people as I do, I cannot
think this Bill will jeopardize their chances
of promotion, or limit their qualifications as
candidates for the Civil Service. Judging
from my own district, I feel satisfied that
nearly everybody there is sufficiently conver-
sant with the English language and will
have just as good a show as anybody else
when taking examinations.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN:
pretty good in English there.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: We find they are
too good, to the detriment of the other
language. Anyway I do not think this Bill
will jeopardize their chances at all. I fancy
similar conditions exist elsewhere. I accept
the views of my honourable friend with an
open mind. I think the points are well
taken and I have no doubt they will be dis-
cussed when the Bill is in committee.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The postman who
has been delivering my mail in Edmonton for
the last eight years is a French Canadian. He
could not have passed an examination in
English at the time he was appointed, nor
could he to-day. On his route in the west
end of Edmonton there are not more than
half a dozen French-speaking persons, but
everybody is satisfied with him.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: He is a good
man.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Yes, he is a good
man. He gets the mail out. Under this Bill
he could never have entered the Postal Service.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does my hon-
ourable friend suggest that we give the Bill
second reading and refer it to a standing
committee?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH
principle of the Bill.

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

They are

I do not like the

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Lacasse, the Bill
was referred to the Standing Committee on
Civil Service Administration.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

SOLDIER SETTLEMENT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 33, an Act to amend
the Soldier Settlement Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the Soldier
Settlement Act has been frequently amended.
This Bill contains two further amendments.
The purpose of the first is to reduce the rate
of interest from 7 per cent to 5 per cent.
Subsection 2 of section 66 of the Act reads:

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in
this Act, if the settler fails or neglects to
pay any lawful rates, taxes or assessments, or
to keep such property insured as aforesaid, then
it shall be lawful for the Board to pay such
rates, taxes or assessments, or to insure such
property as aforesaid, and all moneys expended
by the Board with interest at the rate of seven
per centum per annum computed from the
time of advancing the same shall be repaid
by the settler. . . .

By this amendment we reduce to 5 per cent
the rate of interest he would have to pay.

The second amendment bears on clause 73,
which says:

Any settler or person indebted in respect of
any contract or agreement made prior to the
first day of January, 1933, under the provisions
of this Act, who after the thirty-first day of
March, 1933, and up to and including the
thirty-first day of March, 1938, makes pay-
ment in respect of any arrears or of any instal-
ment due and payable within the said period
shall, subject to the provisions of this section,
receive credit toward payment of arrears or
on the balance of such instalment or on any
other such instalment for a further sum equal
to the payment made.

The period is extended to the 3lst day of
March, 1941.

That is all there is in the Bill. I move the
second reading.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable senators, I have read the provisions of
this Bill as carefully as I could. I believe
it was the intention of the original Act that
the rate on taxes and insurance charges paid
by the Soldier Settlement Board should be
5 per cent, but there was a clause which justi-
fied a rate of 7 per cent.

The second section of the Bill merely ex-
tends the time within which any soldier settler
paying arrears accrued before a certain date
four or five years ago is given a dollar bonus
for every dollar he pays on the arrears. This
is a practice such as has been adopted by
many companies, and other sufferers, because
of the difficult times, particularly in the West.
I think it is too bad that it is to be applied
generally, because there are districts where it
is not justified, where it is just a straight
gift and encourages not only indifference, but
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actual dishonesty on the part of the settler.
Under government operation I do not suppose
this can be helped. You cannot very well put
through a Bill enabling the board to use its
judgment, for it might exercise that judgment
with other considerations than fairness to
the settler. But if a private company or
person could carry on this operation it would
be done infinitely better than any govern-
ment board can do it.

Why should all settlers get a low rate like
5 per cent because they will not pay their
taxes? The result of such a system is that
they finance at the expense of the Govern-
ment. A fellow who is only half good is not
going to pay his taxes when all he has to
pay is 5 per cent; he will not even pay the
arrears. He knows that under this Bill he is
all right until 1941. He will get the money
and pay later on—

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Maybe.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: —if he has
any thought of paying at all.

This illustrates the fact that there is no
more ludicrous proposition than that Govern-
ment can handle these things as well as
private enterprise. If some of these people
who are always preaching that the Govern-
ment should get into social service could see
the handicaps under which a Government oper-
ates, and if they had any brains at all, they
would abandon the awful delusion. Here is
a board struggling with this problem, but,
being a government board, it is bound by
rules backward and forward, left and right,
even if supposed to be actuated by the best
intent and to possess the very best brains
and capacity. Under government operation
the work just cannot be done well.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: On a number
of occasions we have had a full discussion of
the operation of this Act before the Committee
on Banking and Commerce. I confess that
at times I was somewhat prejudiced against
the looseness with which we were proceeding
in extending privileges to these debtors; but
after examining the officials charged with the
work I realized that they were working very
intelligently—

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Oh, they are

very good men.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
Ottawa and in the field.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But they
cannot use their judgment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I realize it is
very difficult. Of two men on opposite sides
of the road. one has the capacity to produce

—both in

and to do well, and the other is not in the
same class.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: He leans on
the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
second reading of the Bill.

I move the

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does the right
honourable gentleman suggest that the Bill
should go to committee?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not see
any object in sending it to committee.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then I move
the third reading of the Bill.

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

WAR VETERANS’ ALLOWANCE BILL

MOTION FOR SECOND READING—
DEBATE ADJOURNED

Hon. J. H. KING moved the second reading
of Bill 35, an Act to amend the War Veterans’
Allowance Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the ques-
tion of war veterans’ allowances has been
before this House on two occasions; first in
1930, and then in 1936. When the pension
legislation was first brought before Parlia-
ment it was generally considered, I think,
among those who had been dealing with sol-
dier problems, that under our Pension Act
the soldier who was to secure benefits must
have sustained his disability, either a wound
or a deterioration in health, as a result of
war. We did not have in this country a great
body of men who had been engaged in war-
fare, and we set up our Pension Act to cover
veterans who had seen service. But as time
went on we found from year to year that there
was a large group of men whose medical re-
cords did not show that they had been under
treatment, but who had sustained disabilities
through illness. It was a question how that
group should be taken care of—whether the
Pension Act should be extended in such a way
as to make it generally applicable to the Cana-
dian army.

The Canadian War Veterans’ Association,
which views with great interest all legislation
relating to war veterans, has never suggested
that there should be a general pension for
men who served in the Great War.

Between 1926 and 1930 I had occasion, as
Minister of the department, to make a study
of this problem. I called into conference
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the members of the Pension Board and sug-
gested to them that it was opportune and
necessary to take care of men who had served
in a theatre of war, but who could not secure
pensions under the existing pension legisla-
tion, and that some provision should be made
for them after they had reached the age
of 60. There had been legislation in Canada
providing pensions for the civilian population
at the age of 70, but this large group of
veterans could not wait until they had attained
that age, and some provision had to be made
for them. A very careful inquiry was made
by the departmental officials, and it was esti-
mated that these men could be taken care of
by means of allowances to veterans who had
served in a theatre of war. They were press-
ing not only the Pension Commission but
the Government generally for a recognition
of their right to pension.

In 1930 we brought down what was known
as the War Veterans’ Allowance Act. That
Act has taken care of a large group of men
and has been of great benefit to them, and,
probably, to the people of Canada. A very
careful survey was made for the purpose of
ascertaining the ultimate cost of allowances
of this character. T am pleased to say that
we have kept within the estimates then made.

We are now undertaking to enlarge the
activities of the board. This will involve
additional cost. The first amendment will
bring in men who served in the South African
War. They will be entitled to the benefits
available under the Veterans’ Allowance Act.
It is estimated that 7,366 men left Canada
to go to South Africa, but that only 5,325
of them saw service on land during the cam-
paign, the remainder having arrived subse-
quently to the cessation of hostilities or never
having landed at all. It is estimated that
those now living number about 3,500. At least
half of that number served in the Great War
and would come under our pension laws or
the present Veterans’ Allowance Act.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I think the honour-
able gentleman made a mistake in saying they
would come under the pension laws. Did he
not mean to say they would come under the
War Veterans’ Allowance Act?

Hon. Mr. KING: My honourable friend is
quite right. Tt is considered that the expendi-
ture involved would be some $30,000 to $50,-
000 in this regard.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: May I ask the honour-
able gentleman a question? The number of
South African veterans who he says come
under the present Act includes even those who
did not land in South Africa?

Hon. Mr. KING.

Hon. Mr. KING: No; it includes only
those who served.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I thought it included
all.

Hon. Mr. KING: No.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: It does not include
those who sailed from Canada, but did not
land?

Hon. Mr. KING: No. This enactment
follows the British practice with regard to
South African veterans: it applies only to
those who landed and served in South Africa.

The second amendment—in dealing with it
I shall be brief, for it is nearly six o’clock—
provides for enlargement of the board. There
have been three members, but the work of
the board will be so increased because of
these present amendments that it is felt two
additional members should be appointed.

I pass on to the fourth amendment.

Under the Act of 1930 a veteran of sixty
might make application for an allowance
if he was incapacitated and not able to
perform work that would give him an
ordinary living. The Act provided for a
married veteran, who had served in a theatre
of war, a maximum payment of $40 a month
if he had reached the age of sixty or was so
disabled as to be permanently unemployable.
The maximum rate payable to a single vet-
eran in the same circumstances was $20. In
addition, the married man could receive $20
and the single man $10 per month from other
sources. It is now proposed to broaden the
Act so as to give the board greater liberty
to deal wih men between the ages of, say,
fifty and sixty. Take the case of a man
who served well overseas, had a good record
as a soldier, and has not been able to get
employment. His physical condition is such
that no medical man will give a certificate
that he is permanently incapacitated for
work. But if the board, which knows his re-
cord, feels that he should be granted an
allowance, it will have power to grant him
one, under this amendement.

The Veterans’ Assistance Commission, which
was appointed in 1933 or 1934, I think, re-
ported recently that there were unemployed
throughout the Dominion approximately 15-
000 veterans who had served in a theatre
of actual war and were unprovided for by
pension. They classified these veterans into
three groups: fit, partially fit, and unfit. More
than 10,000 of them were classified by the
Commission as being fit, and 5,171 as partially
fit and as unfit. It is for this group of just
over five thousand veterans that the amend-
ment contemplates making provision, sub-
ject, of course, to investigation and approval
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by the board. The anticipated annual cost
is about $2.000,000.

I am told by the Minister and also by
officials that under this proposed legislation
there will be an increase in payments as these
veterans approach the age of sixty, but that
from now on there will be a decrease in
pension payments for war disabilities, and
that one class will pretty well balance the
other.

It is my intention, after the Bill has been
given second reading, to move that it be
referred to the Committee on Banking and
Commerce, where the whole matter can be
thoroughly discussed.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Griesbach, the de-
bate was adjourned.

DIVORCE BILLS
SECOND READINGS
On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the fol-
lowing Bills were severally read the second
time:
Bill F1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
MacFie Safford Dale.

Bill G1, an Act for the relief of Alice
Temple Jamieson Adair.

Bill H1, an Act for the relief of Gladys
Kathleen Crook O’Sullivan.

Bill I1, an Act for the relief of Geraldine
Estelle Bamford.

Bill J1, an Act for the relief of Charles
Marie.

Bill K1, an Act for the relief of Rosamond
Cheriton Stoyle MacDonald.

THIRD READINGS

The Hon. the SPEAKER: When shall
these Bills be read a third time?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I would move,
with the leave of the Senate, that they be
read a third time now. They are cluttering
up the Order Paper.

The motion was agreed to, on division, and
the Bills were read the third time, and passed.

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

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 29, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

ELECTRICITY AND FLUID
EXPORTATION BILL

FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 21, an Act to amend the
Electricity and Fluid Exportation Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

INSPECTION AND SALE BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 30, an Act to regulate the
inspection and sale of binder twine and to
establish weight of bushel for certain com-
modities commonly sold by the bushel.

The Bill was read the first time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved that the
Bill be placed on the Order Paper for second
reading on Thursday next.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Honourable
senators, it is not customary to speak at this
stage, but on reading this Bill it occurred to
me there was no reason why the weights and
measures legislation of this Parliament should
not all be in one statute. This Bill refers,
not to the Weights and Measures Act, but to
some special Act relating to binder twine,
repeals some of its provisions, re-enacts others,
and adds some new provisions on the whole
subject dealt with as weights and measures.
It seems to me very clumsy work. Why not
accomplish the purpose by amending the
Weights and Measures Act and then repealing
the special Act that is dealt with by this
Bill? I make this suggestion so that it may
be considered by the Minister before the Bill
comes up for second reading.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I thank my right
honourable friend for drawing my attention
to this feature of the Bill. As to the details
of the measure I know nothing at the moment:
that was my reason for asking that second
reading be taken on Thursday. Meantime I
shall examine into the suggestion of my right
honourable friend and shall consult with the

_department from which the Bill emanates.

SEED GRAIN LOANS GUARANTEE
BILL

FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 78, an Act to assist the
provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan in
financing the cost of seed and seeding opera-
tions for the crop year 1938.

The Bill was read the first time.
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TRIBUTES TO THE LATE SENATOR
FRIPP

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members of the Senate, it is my painful duty
to bring to your attention the sudden decease
of the Honourable Mr. Fripp, who passed
away on Saturday last.

Before his entry into this Chamber I had
not come into contact with our departed
friend, but had heard of him as a brilliant
member of the Bar and a very popular and
esteemed citizen of Ottawa. I have read the
encomiums which appeared in the press of
this city and elsewhere, and am not surprised
at what was said in them about our late
friend. He not only sat in the Ontario
Legislature as the elected representative of
the people of Ottawa, but later came to the
House of Commons and represented them
there for two parliaments. After his appoint-
ment to the Senate I saw enough of him to
realize that he had all those qualities which
place a man high in the esteem of his fellow-
citizens. He possessed kindliness to a high
degree, and in his personality there was a
special charm such as is more often given to
members of the other sex. He had a kindly
smile, a quiet dignity and a pleasant look
which made all who met him feel that they
were facing a gentleman of refinement and
understanding.

When he came here he was already suffering
from the disease which brought his life to a
close. This made him, so to speak, a looker-on
in this House rather than a participant in our
debates. Not having had any contact with
him either at the Bar or in the House of
Commons, I feel that my right honourable
friend (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen), who sat
with him in the House of Commons, will be
better able than I am to give expression to the
thoughts which I have tried to voice, and
that he will join with me in extending our
sympathy to the family of our deceased
colleague in the loss they have sustained.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, friends of the late Senator
Fripp will be grateful, I know, to the leader
of the House for his kindly and generous
references,

My acquaintance with A. E. Fripp goes
back to 1908, the year in which he entered the
Legislature of Ontario and I entered the
House of Commons. Any man who reaches
three houses of parliament in our country has
qualities which command attention. I do not
know that the outstanding features of Senator
Fripp’s personality could be more accurately
located or better defined than they have been

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

by the honourable leader of this House. The
late senator had personal attractiveness and
charm. He had a kindly feeling for his
fellows. In his professional career he developed
a marked capacity for ascertaining the feelings
of juries and the whims of judges, and he
well knew how to handle the interests of his
clients when in the presence of either a jury
or a judge. He achieved a position of very
considerable credit at the Bar of Ontario.

Mr. Fripp was distinctly an Ottawa man.
It would be difficult indeed for anyone
representing the city of Ottawa in Parliament
to be otherwise. The onus that falls on such
a member is an exceedingly heavy one. I
doubt whether anything in the cares of a
member of Parliament brings more anguish

.than the particular kind of burden which Mr.

Fripp had to sustain. He bore himself well.
For three years he sat in the Ontario House,
for ten years in the House of Commons, and
for four years in the Senate of Canada.

We all witnessed with distress the gradual
failing of his health, so evident in his appear-
ance for the last two or three years, and yet
it was with a shock we heard a few days ago,
that he, by no means an old man, had passed
away.

Time, like an ever rolling stream,
Bears all her sons away.

As the years pass they steal from us one by
one, and I fear we must admit that life
becomes increasingly lonesome.

With the honourable gentleman who leads
this House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) I join in
expressing to Mr. Fripp’s invalid widow, who
has suffered much of physical pain, and to his
heroic daughter, our sincerest sympathy.

Hon. L. COTE: Honourable members, it
would be pure futility on my part to en-
deavour to add anything to the expression of
our common feelings which has just been
so eloquently given by the honourable leaders
of this House on this mournful occasion. On
the other hand, I hope that honourable mem-
bers will forgive me if I do not remain
silent, but attempt to voice—inadequately,
I know, but most sincerely—the sadness which
at this moment flows from my heart to my
lips.

I had not known Senator Fripp for as long
a time as had the right honourable the leader
on this side of the House (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen), but I had the honour of making
his acquaintance twenty-eight years ago. From
that acquaintance there developed a friend-
ship which became stronger and greater as
I passed from adolescence to man’s estate,
and which has endured ever since. I was a
law student when the late Senator Fripp was




MARCH 29, 1938

161

a member of the Legislature of the province
of Ontario, as well as a leader of the Bar of
this city, where his convincing eloquence,
particularly in jury trials, served so well his
love of justice. From that early period of
my life, now so remote that the mists of
time already dim the clearness of remem-
brance, no recollection is clearer than that
of our departed colleague as he then was.
He was life exuberant and loyalty incarnate. Of
that life and loyalty he has since given in
bountiful measure to public service.

Senator Fripp entered this House in 1933,
at the same time as I did. Unfortunately,
within a short period after his appointment
he began to feel the symptoms of lassitude and
fatigue which were to develop gradually into
the ailment that brought about his death.
Thus we in this House were deprived of the
brilliant and useful collaboration which he
otherwise would have given to our delibera-
tions.

Now he has traversed that momentous
though brief space of time required for the
passage of human life into eternity. I have
risen as a colleague from the city of Ottawa
to deposit on his grave a tribute to an old
and cherished friendship, and to express a
deep sense of loss because he will no longer
be with us. May I also express my deepest
condolence to the bereaved but very brave
members of his family who survive him, his
wife and his daughter.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
DEBATE CONTINUED

The Senate resumed from Wednesday,
March 23, the adjourned debate on the
motion by Hon. Mr. Beaubien:

“That, in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the
railway problem of Canada at an early date
in order to stop the ruinous loss made each
year by the Dominion through the Canadian
National Railways, and which already amounts
to several billion dollars.”

And the amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Black:

“That all words after ‘that’ in the first line
be stricken out and that there be substituted
therefor: “a committee of the Senate be
appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its
extremely serious railway condition, and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to
send for persons, papers and records and that
said committee consist of fourteen senators.”

And the sub-amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Murdock:

“That all the words after the word ‘upon’
be struck out and the following substituted
therefor: “the enormous cost of Canadian rail-
ways to the people of Canada, and to recom-
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mend to this Senate some plan whereby the
taxpayers of Canada may be relieved, and be
assured of a first charge guaranteed return of
not less than $75,000,000 per year upon the debt
and interest charges of the Canadian National
Railways while, at the same time, following the
highly-spoken-of British plan of conserving to
railway employees their positions without undue
hardship.” ”

Hon. A. MARCOTTE: Honourable mem-
bers of the Senate, my remarks in the present
discussion will be confined mostly to the
expression of a wish. In his powerful address
the other day the right honourable leader on
this side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) com-
plained that the public was not educated to
the point where unification of our railway
system would be possible if unification were
the only salvation. The right honourable
gentleman also stated that he was sorely
disappointed in the result of State management
of our National Railways. May I say that if
I am sorry because of this state of affairs I
am not disappointed, for I never believed
and do not believe yet that State operation
would be successful, especially in a democratic
country such as ours.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. MARCOTTE: There are three
cardinal reasons for the lack of success of
State operations: (1) money is easy to secure
for any purpose of construction or develop-
ment, whether needed or not; (2) extrava-
gance and waste predominate in operations;
(3) there is an absolute disregard of the
necessity and means of repayment of borrowed
moneys.

I do not believe in the unification of our
railways, for many reasons, which I do not
need to state in these remarks. However, it
may be interesting to quote several questions
placed before the public by the Hon. Dr.
Manion in a speech delivered by him before
the Canadian Club of Toronto two or three
years ago. He said:

I am going to put a series of questions which
I want somebody to answer. Tell me what
are the answers. Every one of these twelve

questions should be answered before you busi-
ness men decide amalgamation is a good thing.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What was the
date of that speech?

Hon. Mr. MARCOTTE: Unfortunately I
do not know the date, but I think it was de-
livered in the last year Dr. Manion was
Minister of Railways.

Hon. Mr. BALLANTYNE: In 1935.

Hon. Mr. MARCOTTE: I will get the
information if my honourable friend desires
it. Dr. Manion went on:

REVISED EDITION
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These are the questions:

(1) Are the amalgamated railways to be
under private or under Government control?

(2) How much saving can be made by amal-
gamation under present traffic conditions?

(3) If, by amalgamation, savings are made,
in what proportions are these savings to be
divided between the Canadian National and
the Canadian Pacific?

(4) How much capital expenditure will be
necessary to effect the physical union of the
two railways, such as the uniting of terminals,
and how will the money be raised?

(5) If the Canadian National is to be ab-
sorbed by the Canadian Pacific, how much
of the present deficit of $50,000,000 is the Cana-
dian Pacific ready to absorb? Certainly not
the whole of it—probably not half of it—but
surely we should have some estimate. Will
the Canadian Pacific guarantee to absorb any
stated portion of the deficit? If the Canadian
Pacific states it will, and then fails, what could
we do about it?

(6) If, on the other hand, the Canadian
Pacific is brought under Government owner-
ship, are the bondholders of the Canadian
Pacific to be guaranteed their interest, and
would the holders of common stock expect to
be guaranteed dividends? Or are all the
security holders willing to throw in their lot
and take chances on the result?

(7) In case of amalgamation will the Cana-
dian  Pacific put in all its assets (such as
steamships, express, hotels and land) or only
part of them?

(8) What is to be done about the settlers
and industries, and towns and terminals, on
lines to be abandoned? Are they to be com-
pensated? If so, how much will it cost? Are
they to be moved? If so, where?

(9) Where railway terminals or shops or
towns are closed up through union, are those
affected, who located there in good faith, to
be compensated? Or do they become wards
of the State—on relief, in other words, like
many of our industrial workers to-day?

(10) As the estimated savings necessarily
must be made out of railway operating and
maintenance expenses, and as from 60 to 65
per cent of such expenses are made up of labour,
what provision is proposed to provide for
these displaced wage-earners until they can be
absorbed into other industries?

(11) Should not these questions be answered,
or are we to decide on amalgamation, or uni-
fication, first and get the answers, good or bad,
afterwards? Or are we to be stampeded into
doing something—anything—going somewhere—
anywhere? = Has not that been our trouble in
the past?

(12) Finally, is this the time—at the
bottom (or near it) of the financial crisis—
for a final decision on this very important
question?

The Duff Commission, which won the praise
of every citizen of this country, pronounced
itself against the unification of railways, but
recommended co-operation. I believe in co-
operation and fair competition, and both are
possible at the same time. In England this
has been proved, to the utmost satisfaction
of the public at large, in recent years.

Hon. Mr. MARCOTTE.

I said that I wanted to express a wish, and
I do so. I do not see any reason for the
appointment of a special committee to study
this question. We have a Railway Committee,
ably presided over by a well-informed former
Minister of Railways. Every senator who
is not a member of this committee has a right
to attend its meetings and take part in
deliberations, though not to vote. But the
most important point is not whether we have
an inquiry made by our Railway Committee
or a special committee. What is most im-
portant is to have an inquiry and have it
made publicly. The widest and fullest pub-
licity should be given to the proceedings of
whatever committee conducts the inquiry, and
to the representations made by interested
public bodies as well as by the managers
and operators of our railways and the experts
called to enlighten members of the Senate,
so that the public may have a chance to learn
of the true situation of our railways, includ-
ing the causes of deficits in operations, and
the facts with respect to unnecessary construc-
tion, ships and certain railway branches,
things which have helped to create the
immense debt now existing. The people have
to be educated. Give them a chance to learn
and to know, so that we may have the support
of public opinion on this matter.

In 1925 a special committee of the Senate
was appointed to study this same problem.
But it sat behind closed doors. The com-
mittee is said to have secured a lot of valua-
ble information. Did the public get it? Never.
Resolutions were passed. But what good
could they be when the public did not know
what they were based upon?

We should not repeat that mistake. The
present situation is a serious one, with very
grave consequences. This Chamber is con-
sidered as the safeguard of the rights of
Canada and of her citizens, also of her credit
abroad. The Senate must help in finding
facts which will enable us to solve the
problem of getting our railways to meet their
obligations toward the country, the bond-
holders, the employees and the public; the
country because it is footing the bills; the
bondholders because they have invested their
savings with confidence in the future of
Canada; the employees because they need
their work and their wages if they are to be
happy and contented; the public because it
is entitled to good service at a fair price.

We do not need to go back farther than
1931. The Duff Commission compiled all the
necessary information up to that date. Let
us find out what has really been done since
then to better conditions.
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Let the public know why co-operative
arrangements have not been entered into,
although the honourable leader of the Gov-
ernment reported a statement by Sir Edward
Beatty that thereby $6,340,000 could be saved
annually.

Let the public know why Sir Edward
Beatty, in his address before the Board of
Trade at Vancouver, on the 4th of September,
1934, could make the following statement:

May I point out to you that the Royal
Commission on Transportation reported that
during the nine years 1923-1931 the Canadian
National Railways failed by mno less than
$456,063,195 to earn the interest which the
Government of Canada was bound to pay to
private capitalists who owned the securities
of that system. Whence came t}ns sum of
almost half a billion dollars? You paid as
much for the service of that railway system
as you would if it had been privately owned,
and you paid in taxes almost half a billion
dollars in those nine years to private capitalists
for the privilege of saying that you owned the
Canadian National Railways.

In those nine years the private capitalists
who owned the Canadian Pacific Railway re-
ceived in interest and dividends $401,080,152.
In this case, however, I wish to point out
to you that this amount did not come from
taxation in addition to your payment for
service. It was saved by the owners of the
private railway company from the money which
they received from you for the transportation
of persons and commodities. ;

If this is exploitation by private capital as
contrasted with protection for the public by
public ownership, then I do not understand
the meaning of the English language.

Let the public know why the Duff Commis-
sion reported that construction under Cana-
dian National management was costing from
fifteen to forty per cent more per mile than
under Canadian Pacific management, and why
the ratio of Canadian National operating
costs was increasing while that of the Cana-
dian “Pacific was decreasing.

Let the public know why, in the operation
of hotels, the Canadian National lost millions
of dollars while the Canadian Pacific was
making millions in profits. ;

Let the public know why, in 1924, to earn
a gross revenue of 239 millions the Canadian
National expended 221 millions; in 1925,
to earn ten millions more it spent five millions
less; and in 1930, to earn one million more
it spent 12 millions more,

Let the public know why co-operation,
which is so successful in England, would not
be possible here; why improvements in the
service to the public, such as the English
railways find it profitable to make, are not
possible in Canada.

Let us open the doors and educate the
public so that it will learn the facts, think
about them, judge them and support wise
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and sound proposals. At the present time,
what reports of our deliberations are made
outside Parliament, in the press and elsewhere?
If the right honourable leader on this side
of the House (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen)
presents facts it will be reported that he
made a political speech. But let the honour-
able leader of the Government (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) likewise state well-known facts,
and he is reported as making a defence of
the present system. The honourable senator
for Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien), in a
forceful and well delivered address, presents
the existing problem and asks for a solution:
he is portrayed at once as the advocate and
champion of the Canadian Pacific Railway.

Let us look at an example of the way in
which some people would wish to educate
the public. I quote from an editorial in the
Ottawa Journal of March 24, 1938. Under the
heading, “A Professor Abusing Public Men,”
it says:

President Franklin Roosevelt once told
historian Emil Ludwig that one of the perils
of our time was the propensity of certain
people to belittle and vilify public institutions
and public men. “These,” said the President,
“are the instruments of democracy, and those
who abuse and defame them play the game of
forces which want democracy destroyed.”

We are reminded of this by a speech made
in Montreal this week by Professor W. T.
Jackman, of the University of Toronto. Pro-
fessor Jackman, engaged in what appears to
be his full-time job of advocating railway
unification, touched upon the proposal to have
an investigation of the railway problem by a
committee of the Senate, sneered:

“Discussion of the issue in the Senate might
be very desirable for the education of many
members of that House who have been thinking
too long in terms of the archaic. But we would
like to say . . that a committee composed of
members whose minds are saturated with
politics, even though two or three of them have
risen above that thraldom, is not likely to

produce results which will merit public con-
fidence.”

The editorial continues:

Academic superciliousness is detestable at
any time. It is particularly detestable when
it is allied with the ignorance displayed by
Professor Jackman. If Professor Jackman
knew anything about the Senate he would
know = that its members are perhaps less
“saturated with politics” than any public body

, in this country.

And Professor Jackman’s logic seems to be
on a par with his sense of fairness and
responsibility. He said: “The natural course
would be for the Minister of Transport to
appoint a committee of the Cabinet, represent-
ing the public interest, to meet a similar group
representing the business interests of the
country with the object of examining
comprehensively and judiciously the problem
of unified operation . . .”

Thus we have the proposition that a com-
mittee of the Senate, whose members are not
responsible to either parties or constituencies,
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would be “saturated with politics,” but that
a committee appointed by the Cabinet, and
partly composed of members of the Cabinet,
who are necessarily the creatures of parties,
and responsible to constituencies and parties,
wouldn’t be “saturated with politics.” It is
marvellous reasoning.

Often The Journal wonders how it comes
that so many university professors can secure
so much time from their class-rooms to tell the
rest of us how to behave ourselves. Dr. Jack-
man, in particular, judging by the campaign
he is carrying on for railway unification, seems
to be especially fortunate in this respect. It
may be, of course, that a “Professor of Trans-
portation,” which is what Professor Jackman
describes himself to be, is not burdened with
overly onerous duties. Indeed, we have been
unable to discover just what it is that makes
a man a “Professor of Transportation,” and
our bewilderment is not lessened by the fact
that, looking up Professor Jackman’s record,
we have been unable to find that he has ever
been connected with any sort of transportation
system or agency in any character or capacity
whatsoever, that he is not even an engineer.

The Journal is in favour of free speech,
would be the last to want to curtail it. But
The Journal wonders what service Canadian
Clubs and like organizations think they are
performing when permitting a gentleman like
Professor Jackman to abuse and belittle public
men while professing to discuss a question of
which he seemingly knows little.

You have there the malignity of the pedantic
professor and castigation by the well-informed
newspaper man.

Propaganda is going on for unification of
our railways, for the saving of millions, but
nobody will tell us how this economy is to
be effected. Let us find out. It seems to
me it is our duty to ascertain the facts, and
then publish them, so that the public may
be able to come to a conclusion on those
facts and call upon the Government to for-
mulate a sound and feasible policy. In
order that that may be done, we must let the

public know the facts.

Hon. J. A. McDONALD: Honourable sena-
tors, what I am about to say may not be
very palatable in some quarters. At the out-
set I wish to state that I am not taking a
stand either for or against unification, amal-
gamation or public ownership of the two great
railway systems; but I contend that something
must be done to relieve the situation, the
terrible uncertainty of which is seriously affect-
ing the morale of our railway men.

If it is true, as some honourable members
have stated, that we are facing national
bankruptey, I think that every step we take
with respect to this matter should be very
carefully considered.

Let me say at once that I do not question
the motives or sincerity of the honourable
senator from Westmorland (Hon. Mr. Black)
in moving his amendment for appointment

Hon. Mr. MARCOTTE.

of a special committee. He is known in
New Brunswick as being always in the fore-
front of measures for the benefit of his
province. But I very definitely question his
judgment in advocating a special committee
at this time, and in a few words I intend to
give my reasons for this view.

I go back to 1925, when, as the honourable
member who has just resumed his seat (Hon.
Mr. Marcotte) has said, a special committee
of the Senate sat behind closed doors; and
this, naturally, damned its proceedings from
the very beginning.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I explain?
That committee did not sit behind closed
doors in the sense which the words usually
imply. We invited certain expert railway
men from the United States to appear before
the committee. They said, “ We will come
over and give you our views, but, as we are
actively connected with our own railways,
we must insist that no notes be taken of our
evidence and no reference be made to us
whatever.” We accepted their condition, and
they attended and gave us the information
privately. They would not give it publicly
for fear it might prejudice their positions in
the United States.

Hon. Mr. McDONALD: That simply
buttresses my statement. I thank the
honourable gentleman very much for explain-
ing that for certain reasons it was a closed-
door committee with no reporters present.
There would not, it seems to me, be very
much difference between that committee and
the special committee suggested by the
honourable member from Westmorland. Any
honourable senator could of course attend the
meetings and ask questions, but actual control
of the proceedings would be in the hands of
the committee.

No Government can expect to improve the
condition of our railways by drastic methods
unless it has the confidence of the public;
and if the situation is as serious as has been
represented by honourable members who have
taken part in this debate, then the public
must be educated. This is a troubled old
world. In every capital and every political
party in Europe suspicion is rampant. Any
unusual move or statement is seized upon and
exaggerated to the limit. Why arouse suspicion
here? It may be said that the proceedings of
the proposed special committee would be wide
open, because, as I have already indicated,
any senator could attend the deliberations and
ask questions; but the similarity between this
special committee and the closed-door com-
mittee of 1925 is that only the members of
the committee could vote. The forming and
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crystallization of its findings and their submis-
sion to this House would be entirely in the
hands of the members of that committee.

At the beginning of this present movement
in the House the honourable senator from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) made a
powerful and well-reasoned speech in favour
of unification. He reached the height of
eloquence, but made a very anzmic and weak
ending in suggesting that this House express
its opinion to the Government that something
must be done. In a word, he came in like a
lion, but went out like a lamb. By his
proposal he would place on the Government
the onus of making a decision. But the
honourable gentleman from Westmorland
(Hon. Mr. Black) came to the rescue of the
Government and moved for the appointment
of a special committee to find a solution, thus
shifting the onus to the Senate. The only
good point that I can see in his gesture is
that he calls on the leader of this House, a
member of the Government, to select a large
number of the proposed committee. The
honourable leader represents the Government
in this Chamber, and he would be responsible
for the personnel, the conduet and the findings
of that committee.

Let us see how this proposed committee of
fourteen would be appointed. The Maritime
Provinces are very much interested in this
question: they would have two or three
members. The splendid province of Quebec
would presumably have three or four members,
as would also the grand old province of
Ontario. Then the great West, including the
Prairie Provinces and British Coolumbia, would
have similar representation. Such would be
the personnel of the proposed committee to
handle this tremendous problem, a problem
affecting every man, woman and child in
Canada.

We have in the Committee on Railways,
Telegraphs and Harbours of this House a
solid, trusted body of fifty members—almost
a committee of the whole. But under this
proposal our Railway Committee would be
side-tracked. The leader of this House would
be detouring around our Railway Committee,
headed by a chairman who is known for his
impartiality and is probably one of the best-
informed men in Canada on railway matters.
I refer to the right honourable gentleman
from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr., Graham).
He would be side-stepped by the leader of
the Government. Why this detouring?

What will the public say of this special com-
mittee appointed for the purpose of educating

public opinion? What will our business
men from coast to coast say? Will they be
satisfied? Our chartered banks, whose

splendid management saved this country dur-
ing the depression and won the admiration of
the world—how will they receive this pro-
posal? The small manufacturer who, in his
bedroom in the evenings, walks the distance
to Chicago and back while trying to see how
he can satisfy his bank, pay his taxes and
keep his men employed—how will he view
this departure? The railway men of Canada,
our best citizens, who are wondering now
whether besides paying their taxes they will
have to pay almost with their lives—what will
they say?

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: What will Aberhart say?
Hon. Mr. McDONALD: I think, borrow-

ing a term from a committee of the other
House, that this would be funny if it were
not tragic. I do not like my honourable
friend’s interruption at this particular point,
anyhow. I am asking how this proposal to
appoint a special committee will be received
by big business, by our banks, by our small
manufacturers, and by our railway men.

How are our railway men helping to pay
the railway bill? In 1930 there were 184,000
men employed on our railways; in 1937 there
were only 118,000. The operating expenses
of the roads dropped in that period from
$380,000,000 to $300,000,000. Who is paying
for this saving? The railway men. I am
going to do my utmost to protect them from
paying the whole bill.

At this point I want to pay a compliment
to a great Canadian. I may surprise some
honourable members when I say that I con-
sider Sir Edward Beatty a great Canadian.
I understand he has stated that he will con-
sider no proposition for a solution of this
gigantic problem that does not fully and
amply protect the railway men on both sys-
tems. That is a very important and very
generous statement on his part.

The men engaged on the railways in the
Maritime Provinces are among our finest
citizens. There are few openings for young
men to make a living in the Maritime Prov-
inces, and therefore our best blood is, in a
way, forced to enter the railway profession
in its different phases. As I say, there are
not such openings for our young men in the
Maritime Provinces as are avaliable to young
Canadians in Quebec and Ontario. Con-
federation settled that.

Hon. Mr. CANTLEY: Who told you so?

Hon. Mr. McDONALD: Therefore, as I
say, some of our best young men enter the
railway service. I realize that T am as a
voice crying in the wilderness. I expect I
shall be told that the advantage of having
a special committee would be that, as there
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are two shades of public opinion with respect
to the railway problem, it will be well to
have a fifty-fifty representation on the com-
mittee. I shall be told that about half our
members are in favour of unification and
amalgamation and about half against it, and
the committee should reflect that division of
opinion fifty-fifty. In other words, a jury is
to be appointed on the principle that it
would be wise to have as many for as against.
If that be so, in my opinion it would be a
fine setting for a dog fight.

I consider the word “shadows” one of the
most expressive in the English language, but,
much as I admire the word, I do not want
shadows in any hole or corner of this problem.
I have not the capacity to grasp figures run-
ning into billions, or even hundreds of millions,
but I can watch step by step to see that our
railway men, our finest citizens, shall not
be sacrificed. I cannot understand this
shadow-boxing; I cannot fathom the reason
for the honourable senator from Montarville
making a magnificent address and then fad-
ing out of the picture, leaving it to the honour-
able member from Westmorland to propose
the appointment of a special committee, which
would take a tremendous responsibility away
from the Government and place it upon the
Senate. But the honourable gentleman from
Westmorland went further: he suggested that
the two leaders nominate the members of the
committee. One of those leaders represents
the Government in this House, and, as I said
before, he would guarantee the conduct and
the findings under this private arrangement.

I do not wish to repeat myself, but we
have a Railway Committee of this House,
a standing committee, composed of tried and
proved senators, specially selected for their
knowledge of railway matters, recognized
and trusted by the public as the proper
body to handle the business of railways,
telegraphs and harbours. Then why form
another railway committee? If, for instance,
an important question having to do with
banking came before us, is it likely that
anyone would propose to side-step our Stand-
ing Committee on Banking and Commerce
and appoint another banking committee? Why
therefore, I ask, when this tremendous railway
problem has to be dealt with, should we side-
track our regular Standing Committee on
Railways? I repeat, I cannot understand why,
in these circumstances, we should seek to
appoint a special committee when we already
have a very efficient body to deal with the
subject-matter.

Hon. Vir. BEAUBIEN moved the adjourn-
ment of the debate.
Hon. Mr. McDONALD.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable members,
I do not know whether I have the right
to make a few remarks or not, but if the
mover of the adjournment (Hon. Mr. Beau-
bien) will allow me, I should like to offer an
explanation. I appreciate the kind remarks
made about me by the honourable member
from Shediac (Hon. Mr. McDonald), although
I regret that he does not seem to have much
faith in me.

I may say that there is no sinister intent
behind my suggestion for a committee; neither
is there any intent that the Senate or this
committee should decide on amalgamation,
unification, or anything along that line. In
proposing the committee I said that it should
be a fact-finding committee, and that in order
to have a committee that would find the
facts and would be able to report to this
House, two things were essential. The first
was that the committee should be non-partisan,
and the second that it should not be so large
as to be unwieldly and unworkable. I make
this explanation merely that the House may
understand what was in my mind.

As the honourable senator from Shediac has
pointed out, the Railway Committee is com-
posed of fifty members. That is a large
committee to hold sittings on any question
over an extended period of time. As honour-
able senators who are members of committees
know, while many committee members attend
regularly, there are others who do not. This
committee, if it is to get sufficient facts to be
of use to the country, will have to work hard
in order to be able to lay them before the
House. Members who do not attend every
sitting will not be conversant with what has
taken place during their absence. They will
be likely therefore to ask questions regarding
those matters, and thus delay the committee’s
work, That is one of the arguments against
a large membership.

It has not been decided whether or not this
committee shall sit behind closed doors.
Every expression of opinion I have heard has
been to the effect that the sittings should be
wide open. Not only would every member
of the Senate be allowed to attend the meet-
ings, but he would have just as much right
as any member of the committee to ask
questions. I think my honourable friend from
Shediac will find that meetings of the com-
mittee, if and when organized, will be wide
open, and I trust that its proceedings will be
published and be made available to every
member of this House and the public at large.

There is one other thing I desire to say.
Nobody has a higher regard for the Railway
Committee than I have. It is an excellent
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committee. It was not, however, appointed
to consider this question. Its business is to
consider railway matters or railway bills which
are referred to it. It has no more inherent
right to function as a special committee than
has any other committee of the House. Fur-
thermore, there is this unfortunate feature
about that committee at the present time—
and I am now expressing only my own opinion
—that a preponderance of its members come
from one side of the House. In order to be
of use to the public the committee must be
open to receive information, and, having once
received it, must be ready to give it to the
public in the interest, not of the Conservative
party, the Liberal party, or either one of
the railways, but of the ratepayers as a whole.
It is important, therefore, to have an inde-
pendent committee. It was for these very
cogent reasons that I made my proposal.

When the proper time comes I intend to
suggest that the committee should consist
of twenty members instead of fourteen; and
I trust that if the committee is appointed
the honourable member from Shediac and
every other honourable member of the House
will make it their business to be present at
the meetings of the committee to give it the
benefit of their views, and see that proper
information is brought out and disseminated
throughout the country. If we all approach
this question from the standpoint of getting
the facts we shall be doing a real service
to Canada; but we shall be doing a service to
nobody if we endeavour to approach it from
any partisan or narrow point of view.

Hon. Mr. McDONALD: I am very proud
to say that I am an old railway man, having
been a telegraph operator and train despatcher,
and therefore know a little about railways.
As I read the amendment it is that a com-
mittee be appointed to inquire into and
report upon the best means of relieving the
country from its extremely serious railway
condition, and it is not a fact-finding commit-
tee. This means the Senate must find
a solution. There has to be a vote of the
House. -I believe everybody would be agree-
able to a change in the number of members
on the committee from fourteen to twenty.
The honourable gentleman is gradually seeing
the light. But if the motion is changed to
make this only a fact-finding committee, what
can be accomplished by it?

Hon. Mr. BLACK:
comment to make.

I have no further

On motion of Hon. Mr. Beaubien, the

debate was adjourned.

CANADA GRAIN BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. J. E. SINCLAIR moved the second
reading of Bill 27, an Act to amend the
Canada Grain Act.

He said;: Honourable members of the Senate,
in moving the second reading of this Bill I
may explain briefly that there is no very
great principle iavolved in it. It merely has
to do with details in the carrying out of
recommendations of the Board of Grain Com-
missioners with respect to the establishment
of further grades of Garnet wheat, the change
of No. 3 and No. 4 Manitoba Northern by
the exclusion of Garnet wheat from those
grades, and the‘maintenance of the quality
of No. 1 and No. 2 C.W. Garnet by making
them non-mixing grades. Section 1 of the
Bill makes two grades of Garnet non-mixing
grades. Section 2 provides that overages
above one-quarter of one per cent in No. 1
and No. 2 C.W. Garnet shall revert to the
Crown. Section 3 establishes, as may be seen
in the schedule to the Bill, a third grade for
Garnet wheat. This, in brief, is the effect
of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
refer it to committee?

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: That is a matter
for the House.

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

Is it intended to

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: If it is thought
desirable, we can go into Committee of the
Whole on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Would it not go
to the Committee on Banking and Com-
merce ?

Hon. Mr.
Agriculture.

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: There is so little
detail in the Bill that it is scarcely worth
while sending it to a select committee.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I should
think the proper committee would be the
Committee on Banking and Commerce, be-
cause the Bill has to do with matters admin-
istered by the Department of Trade and
Commerce. Then, should there be any who
object to these changes in classification, or
to particular amendments, they could be
heard. I do not know that there are any
such persons; I have had no communica-
tions at all; but we always endeavour to

BLACK: The Committee on




168

SENATE

give anybody who wants to be heard an
opportunity to appear. It seems to me that
in this case that procedure should not be
omitted. If nobody appears before the com-
mittee the Bill can be reported at once.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Would you
send it to the Committee on Banking and
Commerce?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I think so.

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: It really has to
do with commerce. The Bill is introduced at
this time so that those engaged in the raising
of wheat may know what the standards are.

I move that the Bill be referred to the
Standing Committee on Banking and Com-
merce. X

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILLS

SECOND READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Tanner, Bill L-1,
an Act to incorporate the Maritime Provinces
General Insurance Company was read the
second time.

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I move that this
Bill be referred to the Standing Committee
on Banking and Commerce.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Should it
not go to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Private Bills?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Insurance bills have
usually been considered by the Committee on
Banking and Commerce.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Those are
public insurance bills, governing the trade.
This is a private Bill.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I have no objection.
It can go to the Standing Committee on Mis-
cellaneous Private Bills. I would so move.

The motion was agreed to.

SECOND READING POSTPONED

On the Order:

_ Second Reading of Bill M-1, an Act respect-
ing Madame Belle Hervey Harper Cazzani.—
Hon. Mr. Lacasse.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would sug-
gest to my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Lacasse) that he postpone his motion for the
second reading of this Bill until to-morrow.
Honourable members will not be surprised to
hear that the Department of Immigration is
opposed to this Bill. If this were not so,

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN

the Bill would not be before us.

I was
expecting some memoranda on this matter,
but they have not yet reached me. They will
be here to-morrow afternoon.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE:
second reading.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Depart-
ment attacks the principle of the Bill, and I
would rather my honourable friend would
postpone the motion for second reading until
to-morrow.

Hon. Mr.
MOITow.

I could move the

LACASSE: Stand until to-

WAR VETERANS’ ALLOWANCE BILL
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from Thursday, March
24, the adjourned debate on the motion of
Hon. Mr. King for the second reading of
Bill 35, an Act to amend the War Veterans’
Allowance Act.

Hon. W. A. GRIESBACH: Honourable
senators, this is an important Bill, if for
no other reason than that it involves an
expenditure of a good deal of money, and
an explanation may well be made at this time
as to how we find ourselves in our present
position with respect to the people who are
covered by it.

In the first place, I think it proper to observe
that under our Pension Act we have created
the Canadian Pension Commission, a tribunal
which has been in operation for a number
of years, to make cash allowances by way of
pension according to the degree of disability,
to men who have contracted disability while
in military service. A great deal of legisla-
tion has been passed on this subject, a body
of law and precedent has been established,
and a general uniformity of administration has
been set up. The Commission deals with
those ex-members of the forces who suffer
from disabilities which they contracted while
in service, and with the widows and dependents
left by such ex-members after they die.

Some years ago, I think in 1930, it was
agreed after a committee of the House of
Commons had inquired into the subject that
there was another class of ex-service man

who was entitled to the consideration of the
country: he was the man suffering from a
disability, not necessarily contracted in the
service, but which rendered it impossible for
him to make a living. So this War Veterans’
Allowance Act was brought down. It had to
do with men of an entirely different type
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from that dealt with by the Canadian Pension
Commission. The law as it stands to-day
provides that a man who served in an actual
theatre of war, who has reached the age of
sixty, who is mentally and physically in-
capable of making a living and is in need,
shall receive a grant from the War Veterans’
Allowance Board, the amount being $20 a
month for a single man and $40 for a
married man. There is a further provision
for similar grants to incapacitated veterans
below the age of sixty years who are in need.
I emphasize again the distinction between the
two classes of men: those being dealt with by
the Canadian Pension Commission and those
being dealt with by the War Veterans’ Allow-
ance Board.

The Bill before us, providing amendments
to the War Veterans’ Allowance Act, is some-
what difficult to understand if read alone,
because it states merely the proposed amend-
ments to the existing statute. A number of
questions that might arise in connection with
the measure itself are answered by reference
to the Act. The first clause would bring within
the operation of the War Veterans’ Allowance
Act a body of ex-service men who served in
the South African war. They were not formerly
contemplated by the Act. I draw attention
of honourable members to the fact that the
Canadians who served in that war were re-
cruited in and by Canada, but while they were
upon the high seas, I think, or when they
arrived in South Africa, they were taken over
by the British Government. Their pay was
the same as that of the Imperial army, which
was, I think, a shilling and two pence for
an infantry man and a shilling and four pence
for a cavalty man. This country subse-
quently made a contribution to bring their
pay up to what was then the Canadian rate,
75 cents a day. The Imperial Government
looked after their pensions, and no South
African soldier was or is pensioned at the ex-
pense of the Government of Canada.

It was found by the Veterans’ Assistance
Commission. which went about the country
last year under the chairmanship of Colonel
Rattray, that there are in Canada to-day a
number of veterans of the South African war,
not entitled to a Canadian pension, who are
suffering from disabilities which place them in
the same classes as disabled ex-soldiers of
the Great War. The number of men who left
Canada for South Africa was 7,366, of whom
5325 served there and come under this Bill.
Of these it is estimated that half saw service
with the Canadian army in the Great War and
are therefore eligible under the legislation as
it has stood up to the present time. The

opinion of the Board is that of the remainder
not more than 175 or 200 will be entitled to
allowances under these proposed amendments.

Clause 2 of the Bill provides for an increase
in the number of members of the War
Veterans’ Allowance Board. The present sta-
tute requires that the Board shall consist of
three members, but under the amendment the
number could be increased to five. I think
it will be found that this provision is a
reasonable one, in view of the increased
work which will fall upon the Board because
of these very amendments.

Section 4, on page 3 of the Bill, is im-
portant. By paragraph (a) ex-service men
who have served in a theatre of war and are
now suffering from disabilities which make
it impossible for them to earn a living come
virtually under a form of old age pension
upon attaining the age of sixty. There is no
change there from the present Act. Para-
graph (b) makes a change by providing that
allowances may be granted to such men, even
though they have not attained the age of
sixty years. Paragraph (c) introduces a third
class, and with respect to this I desire to
make some remarks.

The Veterans’ Assistance Commission, to
which I have already referred, found that
there were enrolled in different ex-soldier
bodies throughout the country some 30,000 un-
employed veterans. Half of them were said
to be already receiving pensions or allow-
ances, or else not eligible for such payments,
because their service had been confined to
England or Canada. Of the slightly more
than 15000 who served in an actual theatre
of war, two-thirds, or 10,000, were classed as
physically fit. These do not come within the
terms of this proposed legislation, for the
only problem confronting them is lack of
employment. The remaining 5,000 were classi-
fied by the Commission as partially fit or
unfit, and it is this group who are contem-
plated by paragraph (c). That paragraph
proposes to bring under the War Veterans’
Act any veteran who
does mnot qualify by age or disability under
the two preceding paragraphs, but having
served in a theatre of actual war, is in the
opinion of the Board incapable and unlikely
to become capable of maintaining himself be-

cause of economic handicaps combined with
physical or mental disability or insufficiency.

I agree at once that it is very difficult to
describe this type of man accurately or
thoroughly in a bill. Our concern over the
inclusion of them within the provisions of the
Act may be somewhat assuaged by knowledge
of the fact that they all are now on relief in
some way or other. That is to say, they are
receiving relief provided by municipalities or



170

SENATE

provinces, or by the Pension Commission.
The amendment would simply bring them all
under the Board. When the measure comes
before a committee, as I suppose it will, the
estimates made by officials as to the number
of men affected, and the probable cost of
providing for them, can be fully inquired into.

There is a provision in clause 5 for not
taking into account, when estimating the
income of veterans, any pension or grant
made to them by reason of their having been
awarded the Victoria Cross, the Military Cross
or the Distinguished Conduct Medal. Any
pension received because of any of these
distinctions is not considerable, and, regard
being had to the reasons for which the awards
were made, there can be no objection to this
clause.

Hon. Mr. KING: It follows the Pension
Act in that regard, I think.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH : Yes.

It is well to remember, in considering these
amendments, that if passed they will form
part of an Act of Parliament, and that any
amounts payable to ex-soldiers are governed
by the main statute. I have here somewhere
a figure as to the probable cost of the increased
allowances under these proposed amendments.

Hon. Mr. KING: About $2,000,000, I think,
for this new class.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I think that was
dealt with by the honourable gentleman from
Kootenay East (Hon. Mr. King).

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Is
$2,000,000 a year?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH : Yes.

I should like to seize this opportunity of
directing the attention of the House to
certain aspects which may be of great
importance in the not very distant future.
We find ourselves to-day confronted with
what looks like an enormous expenditure of
public money to meet these claims. Therefore
our people ought to be interested in learning
how the claims come about. A fair discussion
of the case must bring home to us the fact
that as a country we are responsible for
our present position because of the failure and
refusal of our public men in days gone by to
grapple with the problem of preparation for
war. So long as we fail to prepare for it
by training officers, providing equipment, and
so on, and rely upon improvisation when war
actually breaks upon us, we may expect a
heavy casualty list. On another occasion I
estimated that our casualties in the Great
War were probably one-third higher than they
would have been if there had been some

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH,

that

measure of preparation, of training, to ensure
that our officers and men knew their work and
were properly equipped before they were called
upon to confront the enemy. Those casualties
are of course reflected in the pension bill which
we have to meet in these latier days.

Since I have been speaking to-night about
a class of men who are suffering from dis-
abilities which did not arise during the War,
but which nevertheless impose upon us an
obligation, it is interesting to observe a few
facts. First of all, let us look at the way
in which our soldiers were recruited. I shall
argue presently that if we had faced the issue
of conscription before 1914, if we had legislated
so that everybody would have known what
to expect, we should have taken only the fit
men, and avoided entirely the desperate
scramble that took place, as the War went
on, to get men of any kind.

It is a curious fact that our method of
raising battalions was the same as that fol-
lowed in the reign of Queen Anne—that is,
recruiting companies, taking them into bar-
racks, breaking them up, and so on. In Canada
the practice was to invite a number of
prominent men, some who had soldiered and
some who had not, to raise battalions. They
accepted the invitation as a patriotic duty.
As soon as they undertook the work their
credit and reputations became involved in it.
Some of these very gentlemen are sitting
around me here to-night. I think they all
would agree with me that, as the War got
fairly well on, it was impossible to get
recruits simply by asking for them: the prob-
lem was to get men wherever possible, to
invite and urge them at meetings and rallies,
until finally there evolved a form of social
conscription which brought out every avail-
able man. Sometimes three or four battalions
were being raised at the same time in one
town. Keen competition developed among
them, and in an attempt to fill up the ranks
and get away to the front as soon as possible,
less and less care was exercised about the
physical qualifications of the men accepted.
Medical officers were induced to become
slacker and slacker. But after going through
the strict medical examination to which the
battalions were subjected upon arrival in
England, it was not an uncommon thing for
three or four hundred men out of one thousand
to be marked down to the C-3 class and trans-
ferred to labour, forestry and railway corps, to
do various sorts of jobs for which it was
thought they were fit. I venture to assert
that the raising in that fashion of men who
ought not to have been passed is reflected
to-day in our pension bill and allowances under
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the Veterans’ Allowance Act to the extent of
one-third of the money we are paying now.
I venture to think that the pensions and
allowances being paid to-day to such men are
as large as or larger than the pensions and
allowances being paid to men who actually
suffered injuries at the hands of the enemy.
But let me say at once that I have not the
slightest intention of casting any aspersion
upon officers who raised those battalions or
the men who came forward to join. They all
were motivated by the highest patriotic
reason. On another occasion I expressed the
opinion that as a result of lack of vision and
courage in facing the situation our pension
list was increased by thirty per cent. By this
particular item the list is increased by another
thirty per cent.

1 venture to say that if in 1910 we had
calmly and deliberately prepared for the war
which we knew was coming, if our public men
had faced the issue of conscription, if we
had embarked upon a proper system of educa-
tion and training for our officers and men,
and had from start to finish accepted only
fit men, we should be paying to-day only
about one-third of what is now required for
allowances of every kind.

The matter is important now that we are
apparently facing another great war. We are
engaged on a rearmament programme of sorts,
and are discussing what ought to be done
in certain circumstances—matters of policy
and the like; but no one seems to worry about
the fact that, whatever our contribution may
be, it involves trained man-power, and that
if we would avoid the mistakes of the past,
mistakes which are costing us so much money
to-day, we should be well advised to face
the issue of conscription, of getting the right
sort of men, of training our people in time
of peace in order that if we do go to war
again we shall have trained officers and men,
who, when they do meet the enemy, will know
how to conduct themselves. 'Then, at the
close of the next great war, when we sit
down to settle the cost, we shall at least have
the satisfaction of knowing that we profited
by our experience of the last onme. I hope
that will be so, but I am bound to say I
see very little evidence around me of any
likelihood of it.

As I have said, I have taken this oppor-
tunity to bring before the House and those
outside who may read what I have said the
outstanding importance of grappling honestly,
courageously and understandingly with this
great question of preparation not only in
material, but also in man-power.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. King, the Bill was
referred to the Standing Committee on Bank-
ing and Commerce.

PENITENTIARY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 36, an Act to amend the
Penitentiary Act.

He said: The purpose of this amendment is
to remove an inconsistency between the pro-
visions of subsection 2 of section 1019 of the
Criminal Code and subsection 4 of section 44
of the Penitentiary Act. The latter subsection
provides, in effect, that the time spent in gaol
pending appeal shall not be computed as time
served in connection with the sentence unless
the appeal is one made by the Crown, whereas
subsection 2 of section 1019 of the Criminal
Code provides, in effect, that time during which
the convicted person is detained in gaol when
he is the appellant may count as part of the
sentence, according to the directions of the
Court of Appeal. The amendment makes the
provisions of the Penitentiary Act subject to
those of the Criminal Code.

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

THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Bill was read the third time, and passed.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 37, an Act to amend the
Canada Evidence Act.

He said: The purpose of the amendment
contained in the first clause of the Bill is to
make the husband or wife a competent and
compellable witness for the prosecution where
the charge is one of theft by husband or
wife of property of the other. The amend-
ment was suggested by the Commissioner of
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, as
follows:

Section 4, subsection 2, should be amended
to provide that a husband or wife shall be a
competent witness for the prosecution in
charges laid under section 354 of the Code
(Theft—Husband and Wife). As the Canada
Tvidence Act now stands, the husband whose
property is stolen by his wife cannot give
evidence against her, and vice versa.

At present there are eight exceptions from
the general rule.

The purpose of the amendment contained
in clause 2 of the Bill is to permit proof to
be given by affidavit of the sending of any
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demand or notice by a department or branch
of the Public Service in order to avoid ex-
cessive costs in having witnesses go from
Ottawa to all parts of the country to prove
the sending of such demand or notice. The
necessity for the amendment arose particu-
larly through difficulties encountered by the
Statistics Branch in endeavouring to. carry
out duties in connection with obtaining
statistics.

The purpose of the amendment contained
in clause 3 of the Bill is to permit proof by
affidavit that there is no account, if such be
the case, where proceedings have been taken
against a person for issuing worthless cheques.
Under the present law a copy of an entry in
the books or records of the bank may be
proved by affidavit, but there is no provision
for proving the negative, and this amendment
will permit such proof. The suggestion for
this amendment came from J. W. McFadden,
K.C.,, Crown Attorney of Toronto, in connec-
tion with which he stated as follows:

Section 29 of The Evidence Act should be

re-drafted. Our courts are flooded with prose-
cutions of cases where bad cheques are given.

Some of these cheques are given on banks
ranging from Halifax to Vancouver. Most of
these cheques are for small amounts. We can-

not go to the cost of bringing a banker, but
by section 29 we are able to prove the state-
ment of the man’s account by affidavit. The
section, however, is deficient in that it only
-provides for cases where the man has got some
account in the bank. Where, however, cheques
have been given and there is no account at all
there is no provision made, and the conse-
quence is that we cannot think of launching
a prosecution.

I have taken this matter up with Mr. Rogers,
Secretary of the Bankers’ Association, and he
is quite alive to the necessity of some amend-
ment. Some time ago I drafted an affidavit
for use in the courts. This has been a real
boon to bankers in that they are not wasting
three or four mornings in court, and incidentally
it has saved the city several hundreds of
dollars in money. Where, however, there is
no account we still have to subpoena these
bankers.

I think from their experience honourable
members will appreciate the necessity for these
amendments.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Would the honour-
able gentleman explain a little more fully the
case of a husband stealing from his wife
or the wife stealing from her husband?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is when they
happen to be separated.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I did not notice that.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I have read
the Bill with some care, and I think all three
amendments are worth while and essential.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND

The first and the last are the two important
ones. The last amendment should certainly
be a saver of both time and expense,

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

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: With the leave
of the Senate, I would move the third read-
ing of the Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Would it not
be better to refer it to Committee of the
Whole to-morrow?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Very well. I
move that the Bill be placed on the Order
Paper for committee stage to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill N1, an Act for the relief of Louise
Anderson Lindsay.

Bill O1, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Helen Frances Penfold Findlay.

Bill P1, an Act for the relief of Mary
Esther Wahl Watt.

Bill Q1, an Act for the relief of Eva Grace
Barlow Sunbury.

Bill R1, an Act for the relief of Irene
Marjorie Wiseman Litwin.

Bill 81, an Act for the relief of Lorraine
Olive Lafontaine Caron Pilot.

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 30, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CANADA GRAIN BILL
THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Sinclair, Bill 27,
an Act to amend The Canada Grain Act, was
read the third time, and passed.
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DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST AND SECOND READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were read the first time:

Bill T1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Dean St. Clair Ross.

Bill U1, an Act for the relief of Frances
Margaret Stewart Butler.

Bill V1, an Act for the relief of Agnes
Le Blanc Archambault.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Honourable sen-
ators, I move, with leave, that these Bills be
now read the second time.

The motion was agreed to, on division, and
the Bills were read the second time.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM

DEBATE CONTINUED—SPECIAL COMMITTEE
APPOINTED

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion by Hon. Mr.
Beaubien:

“That, in the opinion of the Senate, the
Government should be urged to settle the
railway problem of Canada at an early date
in order to stop the ruinous loss made each
year by the Dominion through the Canadian
National Railways, and which already amounts
to several billion dollars.”

And the amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Black:

“That all words after ‘that’ in the first line
be stricken out and that there be substituted
therefor: ‘a committee of the Senate be
appointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its
extremely serious railway condition, and finan-
cial burden consequent thereto, with power to
send for persons, papers and records and that
said committee consist of fourteen senators.””

And the sub-amendment proposed by Hon.
Mr. Murdock:

“That all the words after the word ‘upon’
be struck out and the following substituted
therefor:

‘the enormous cost of Canadian railways to
the people of Canada, and to recommend to
this Senate some plan whereby the taxpayers
of Canada may be relieved, and be assured of
a first charge guaranteed return of not less
than $75,000,000 per year upon the debt and
interest charges of the Canadian National Rail-
ways while, at the same time, following the
highly-spoken-of British plan of conserving to
railway employees their positions without undue
hardship.””

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
colleagues, in closing the debate on the main
motion, I intend to address myself briefly to
the objections of principle levelled at
my proposition. Controversies, either factual
or technical—

Hon. Mr. MURDOCXK: Is my honourable
friend closing the debate now?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I said that that
was my intention.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I do not wish to
be unduly ecritical, but my understanding is
that my honourable friend cannot close the
debate on the entire question.

Hon., Mr. BEAUBIEN: Honourable sena-
tors, I thought I had made myself quite clear.
I intend closing the debate on the main
motion.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Under the rules the
mover of an amendment has no right to close
the debate. Only the mover of the original
motion has that right.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The point is,
you cannot close debate on the original motion
until all amendments have been disposed of.
Then debate is resumed on the original
motion, and the mover, if he speaks, closes the
debate. But, under the rules, no one can
close the debate now.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: As I said, all factual
and technical controversies I shall leave to
experts, who no doubt will attend before the
proposed committee. That course, I readily
admit, will be more satisfactory to this honour-
able House.

The honourable leader of the House (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) has given us the genesis of
our railway problem almost from the cradle,
nay, from the very birth pains. With what
result? The disheartening conclusion thai the
Government is helpless. The country is
stricken with some form of recurring hemorr-
hages, such as plagued the Tsarevitch, and
Rasputin pretended to heal with incantations.

The Government, like Rasputin, recom-
mends of faith cure. It says, in effect, “Trust
future times and forget present troubles.”
Why, the Government even rebukes us for
lamenting our yearly loss on the Canadian
National Railways. It is argued that we
should forget the interest paid on railway
investment as we do the interest charges of
other national services, such, for instance, as
our public buildings. This extraordinary
argument, to my astonishment, has been pre-
sented at different times by an important
Canadian daily.

It seems almost too elementary to state that
certain services were created with the knowl-
edge that they never could be self-sustaining.
Public buildings are clearly in that class. These
services were necessary and were organized as
unproductive assets, and, for that reason,
limited in their cost and built up in the
course of time. Other services, like the Post



174

SENATE

Office Department, were conceived as revenue-
bearing services, and they have been func-
tioning as such. Last year the postal services
entailed a total expenditure of some $32,000,~
000 and produced a revenue of $34,000,000.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Those self-sustain-
ing services should repay the loans made to
them from public funds, as well as interest on
those loans. Otherwise they would become
unproductive, as they never were intended
to be.

As to our railway venture, is there a sane
man who could ever conceive of it as a dead
asset? Of course not. We, no doubt, assumed
the load of our railways unwillingly, but we did
so in the belief that they would pay their way.
And why not? Half of our transportation is
provided by the Canadian Pacific Railway
without a red farthing of cost to the public
purse. Why should the other half mulet the
nation to the extent of $100,000,000 every
year? Why should the Canadian National
Railway System for every dollar collected
from its customers claim and get fifty cents
from public funds?

But even that is beside the mark. It is
my contention that year in and year out the
State is spending on the Canadian National
Railways $75,000,000 which can be saved. This
constitutes a colossal waste, and if continued
it will be fatal. By all means it must be
stopped. If such a squandering occurs in any
other service it should likewise be suppressed
forthwith.

The Government seems to forget that every
dollar wasted is a dollar taxed out of the
public. It seems to ignore the fact that
every year every family in Canada has to
scrape together $35 to be wasted by the
Government on the Canadian National Rail-
ways. In order that we may resolve to bear
our transportation affliction with fortitude and
to put all our hopes in faith, the Government
strives to prove that against this affliction
there are no human remedies. So my hon-
ourable friend the leader of the House (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) has spent himself in demon-
strating that amalgamation of our two rail-
ways is impossible and that it has at different
times been rejected in this country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: By the Senate
itself.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: But I have never
advocated amalgamation. The Senate reso-
lution of 1925 cuts clean away from amalga-
mation and goes to a far different and far
distant recommendation : that of joint manager-
ship, leaving the properties of both railways

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN,

undisturbed and therefore in no way amalga-
mated.

Here I wish to emphasize that I have sub-
mitted in my motion the principle of joint
managership and nothing else. I have care-
fully left out of it the sharing of profits
between the two companies, as that can be
settled only by agreement, and, of course,
according to present conditions. Sir Edward
Beatty for years has stated, and quite recently
has repeated, that his proposal was for each
company to get the profits of its own lines
and then an equitable share of the savings de-
rived from the new system. This would
materially relieve the owners of both
systems: the Canadian people and the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway shareholders.

My honourable friend from Parkdale (Hon.
Mr. Murdock), who praises so highly the ser-
vices of the Canadian Pacific Railway to
Canada, seems to resent any effort which
might alleviate the lot of the shareholders of
that company. He disdainfully declares that
most of these shareholders are British or
American. This, in my opinion, is a most
objectionable appeal to a selfish and dangerous
sentiment—

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Will my honourable
friend pardon me?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: —a sentiment such
as prevails, unhappily, in some small and shady
countries. If the day ever comes when foreign
capital, so useful in the past and so necessary
in the future, is treated with disparagement
in Canada, it will be for us a day of shame and
folly.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Will my honourable
friend pardon a moment’s interruption? What
I was trying to do was to put the lot of the
unfortunate Canadian taxpayer ahead of other
claims, and I got the cue from my honourable
friend who is now speaking.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Well, if there is
any consolation for my honourable friend in
this, I can only say that according to what
I have heard his intentions are pure, but T
wish his language were as correct.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Would the
honourable senator from Parkdale (Hon. Mr.
Murdock) say that the interests of the Cana-
dian taxpayers should be placed ahead of those
of the Canadian creditors? I would not. I
think he is wrong in that.

Hon. Mr. HUGESSEN: A shareholder is
not a creditor.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I do not want to
delay the House. I realize that I inflicted
myself upon honourable members for a long
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time when I opened this debate, and therefore
I am hurrying through my argument now.

Joint managership itself was considered but
once. The Duff Commissicn hesitated over it
in 1931, and finally laid it aside for the co-
operative competitive system that we have
to-day. The Commission chose what it thought
politically possible at the time. Public opinion
would permit no more.

But my contention is that public opinion
has totally changed since then. The disastrous
results of past years have brought about that
change of heart, right down the line from
Sir Edward Beatty to the Canadian Con-
federation of Labour. Public opinion now
clamours for joint managership to eliminate
senseless duplication and unbearable losses.
I have cited scores of newspapers from every
section of the country to prove that fact.
My opponents have cited but one publication
holding adverse views. There are, I know,
a few others who support the present regime,
but the immense weight of public opinion
stands for the elimination of ruinous dupli-
cation, by unified management, or otherwise
if a better method is found.

It is not astonishing that every independent
and balanced mind has altered its views.
With the Duff Commission in 1931, the great
majority of the people hoped that co-operation
between the railways would largely wipe out
duplication. My honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) has taken the trouble to
show how dismally that hope has been dashed.
The Duff Commission, which my honourable
friend praises to the skies as the finest ever
known to Canada, stated that there were in
the Dominion 4,000 to 5,000 miles of redundant
lines of railway. The Canadian Pacific-
Canadian National legislation of 1933 was
passed for the very purpose of permitting the
suppression of duplication and, in particular,
of these 4,000 to 5,000 miles of useless lines.

The Commission expressed the opinion that
through co-operation the railways would save
every year $30,000,000. How many of the
4,000 to 5,000 miles of useless, redundant
lines have the railways so far suppressed?
How much of the $30,000,000 yearly savings
have been realized?

My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
has answered these two vitally important
questions. On the competing duplicate lines,
during the last five years, how many miles
have been finally dealt with? How many have
been abandoned? Incredible as it may seem,
the answer given is that projects totalling 407
miles were rejected for lack of sufficient
economy, and only 39 miles were abandoned;
11 miles by the Canadian National and 28 by

the Canadian Pacific.
savings anticipated, how much has been
realized? The answer by my honourable
friend is $1,092,500. Is it any wonder that
everyone with a free and receptive mind has
changed his views?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I would not
be too sure of that.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Is it surprising that
public opinion clamours for another system
that will enforce economies so badly needed,
and relieve the people of a huge amount of
taxes?

The press has educated the public. The
nation now comprehends that co-operation
is repugnant to competition. Whatever
incentive the railways may have to co-operate
is brushed aside by the necessity to compete
in order to live. Co-operation is possible only
if the railways, working for a common fund,
under joint management or managership or
other like system, are constantly aware that
the sacrifices made by them for the sake of
economy will redound to their benefit in a
just and fair proportion. That fundamental
truth has been seized by the press and passed
on to the public, and the community now
clamours for a new and, this time, effective
method of treating our railway problem. The
people insist that duplication has not been
attacked, that it is still untouched in freight,
passenger, accounting, railway stations, ticket
offices, equipment, personnel—in a word, in
all services except one, which has just
blossomed with the first breath of spring:
the hotel in Vancouver, which is being
operated jointly by the two railways.

Of course, I am aware that unification of
management for two huge railway systems
cannot be effected without effort and some
risk. But neither should be excessive, if the
new system is imposed gradually and
prudently. My honourable friend has suggested
a few technical objections, such as the refund-
ing of bond issues and the consent of bond-.
holders for the lifting of useless lines. But,
surely, the properties of both railways can be
kept separate. Surely the lifting of tracks can
be retarded until at least the new system has
proven its efficacy. If these precautions are
taken—and they must be—my honourable
friend will find the solution of many of the
difficulties which he now foresees.

But, admitting that unified management
might entail some problems, I would ask what
has the Government to offer.

There is one ground upon which virtually
the whole nation stands resolute to-day: the
urgent necessity of putting an end to the
annual loss of $100,000,000 of public funds and

Of the $30,000,000
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to the useless contribution of $35 which it
imposes on every hard-pressed Canadian
family.

And let there be no doubt as to the amount
of our yearly loss on the Canadian National
Railways. From the railway’s annual reports
we learn that the total net loss for 1932-36
was $496242,111—an average annual loss of
more than $99,000,000. This loss was incurred
after the absorption of the tiny surplus on
operations, so much vaunted by my honour-
able friend. On a colossal venture of $3,000,-
000,000 the net operating revenue of only
$15,000,000 announced by the Government
will make the whole business community of
Canada laugh heartily.

But unfortunately conditions are getting
worse from day to day. The Montreal Star
of the 3rd instant states that the gross revenue
of the Canadian National Railways for Janu-
ary and February last has declined by $1,733,-
855 as compared with the same period last year.
The Ottawa Citizen of the 17th instant gives
$434,237 as the fall in gross revenue in the
first two weeks of March as compared with
the corresponding weeks in 1937.

How is the Government going to meet this
challenge of the taxpayer—the forgotten tax-
payer—who cries for relief? The Government
evidently intends to play the part of Rasputin
and to treat the blood sweats of the people
by its faith cure; by faith. in the return of
prosperity, faith in the recurrence of traffic.
But my honourable friend has not contested
the evidence of a return of prosperity since
1936, in some respects to an unprecedented
degree. And what of traffic? Is he still un-
aware that the railways have lost up to the
present one-third of their freight traffic and
no less than two-thirds of their passenger
business? Where has that traffic gone? Evi-
dently to their competitors, in greatest part
to the motor-car, the truck and the bus.

Can any sane person conceive that this
competition will relax. Is it not, on the con-
trary, quite evident that it will continue to
grow for many years? Motor-cars are increas-
ing in number every year, and truck and
bus lines are multiplying at a tremendous rate.
The aeroplane has just entered the field. Is
it not on the cards that it must soon become
more and more inimical to the railway busi-
ness? The old-time traffic of the railways is
gone, never to return. What is left to them
may increase slowly and very gradually, but
their traffic heyday is passed. Is this not over-
whelmingly proved by the distressed condition
of railways throughout the world?

What, then, is the Government’s faith cure
worth? Certainly it will not cure the blood-
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sweating of the people. Certainly it will not
protect the financial integrity of the country,
so seriously menaced; nor will it fortify the
credit of Canada, gravely affected on foreign
markets.

Is it not more reasonable for the railways
to banish competition from within, and to
face it more effectively from without? Is it
not common sense for them to suppress dupli-
cation and reduce their huge plants, equip-
ment and personnel—now largely unoccupied
—to the size of their actual business, which is
practically one-half of what it used to be?

Is the example of Great Britain not illum-
inating? Why has my honourable friend re-
fused to discuss this practical and markedly
successful experiment? Out of one hundred
and twenty separate railway companies, own-
ing ten times as many subsidiary undertakings,
charging 112 per cent above normal rates and
losing yearly $100,000,000, Great Britain has
built up four railway companies, with pooled
receipts, charging much lower rates, and gain-
ing yearly $165,000,000. The public gets far
better and cheaper service, the employees
have steadier employment, with full protection
against loss of position or standing, and the
shareholders secure a fair return on their
investment, the State and taxpayer being
totally free from any contribution. All this
has been accomplished by wiping out double
and treble services and concentrating plants,
equipment and personnel to the size of the
traffic available. Canada, with 42,000 miles
of railway and a population of 11,000,000, or
262 people per mile of railway, has ten times
more need of concentration and the elimina-
tion of duplication than Great Britain, with
20,000 miles of railway and a population of
42,000,000, or 2,000 persons per mile of railway.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Why has my hon-
ourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) re-
frained from alluding to a similar policy of
concentration and the elimination of waste-
ful competiton now being studied to save
hundreds of railways in the United States?

Does my honourable friend not know that
a few months ago France was forced, mainly
by the competition of the motor-car, to re-
organize her railways? She has done so on
the lines of unified management recommend-
ed by the Senate. Under the new system,
the seven French railways have pooled their
earnings and while their separate identity
in property and management is preserved,
they are controlled by an overriding board in
which both the State and the railways are
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represented. The dominant purpose of this
new arrangement is the co-ordination of the
lines of the different companies to resist
competition from without, especially from
motor-cars. IKor that purpose 3,600 miles of
secondary lines of railways have been aban-
doned and replaced by truck or motor-bus
services. The better to curb the deadly com-
petition of motor-cars, the law now restricts
long-distance truck or bus lines, and sub-
jects them to railway rates.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: May I ask
a question in order to clear up one point?
Are the highways in Great Britain, of which
my honourable friend speaks, owned by any
outside authority? Is it not true that in this
country we have provincial ownership of high-
ways, and that any arrangement made with
respect to trucking and that sort of thing
would have to be made through the prov-
inces and not through the central authority?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am afraid that
my answer will not be very satisfactory to
the right honourable gentleman. I know
nothing at all of that particular question in
Great Britain. What I have said refers to
France.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: My honour-
able friend spoke of Great Britain.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I did, but if my
right honourable friend will read my re-
marks he will find that I have not spoken of
roads or motor-cars in Great Britain.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: 1 thought
my honourable friend mentioned the word
“trucking” at least half a dozen times.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Yes, as respects
France; and it needs to be mentioned several
times as respects Canada as well.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I think the
whole subject would be made clearer to the
people of this country if they were given to
understand that in Canada the Federal Gov-
ernment has nothing to do with the highways,
and that any arrangements to do away with
truck competition would at least have to be
made with the consent of the provinces.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I know that. If
I had not known it before last year, I should
have learned it then.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Or to-day.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: To curb the com-
petition on the highways—

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM :
different matter altogether.
51958—12

That is a

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: May I answer any
other questions for my right honourable
friend? If not, I shall proceed.

Faced with the same disastrous condilions
as exist in Canada, the governments of those
three countries are up and doing. Why is
our Government lying down before its task
and responsibility? I surmise there is but
one answer: the present Administration is
held by the fear of political consequences.
But as no government dares to exhibit such
human frailty, the present Administration now
boldly champions the railway policies of 1930.
Lord Salisbury stated that the commonest fault
of political parties was to cling to the car-
casses of dead policies. The co-operative com-
petitive system, which was hailed with buoy-
ant hopes, sickened from the first, and under
the present Administration soon passed away.
It is now but a corpse, offensive and obstruc-
tive; so I say let us remove it, bury it, and
forget it.

Mr. Bennett’s prophecy that, unless settied,
the railway problem would destroy the
financial integrity of Canada is infinitely truer
to-day than it was in the past.

Mr. Howe's declaration in 1936, that it was
inadmissible that Canada should continue to
pay enormous deficits for the Canadian
National Railways, is truer to-day, by several
hundred million dollars, than it was then.
But Mr. Howe’s clear-cut statement that it
was the Government’s duty to remove the
burden of the Canadian National Railways
from the back of the taxpayers was made long
after the elections of 1930 and 1935. Was
that declaration warranted in 1936? Is it not
far more justified to-day? Did the Minister
not speak for the Government then? Was
he deliberate and sincere then? If so, why
does he now permit the Government to adopt
a totally different attitude?

In 1936 it was the duty of the Govern-
ment to take the load off the back of the tax-
payers. In 1938 it is the Government’s policy
to refrain from all effort to relieve the tax-
payers. Nay, the Government’s advice to
the sorely pressed public is to forget all about
its troubles. In 1938 the Government is con-
tent to preach its faith cure, its false and
forlorn hope that the blessings of prosperity
will bring a return of bountiful traffic. Mr.
Howe, the neophyte, full of zeal for public
welfare in 1936, has been swept away by the
current of opportunism that sways the course
of his Government.

Indeed it is depressing and unwholesome for
the people of Canada to see Ministers of
the Crown, some of whom stand high in
public esteem, absorbed in their own political
security and forgetful of the people, forgeffin]
of business harassed by taxation, of the creriik

REVISED EDITION
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of the country, even of Canada’s financial
integrity, menaced in the markets of the
world.

If the Government were but willing to tackle
resolutely the greatest financial problem of
the country, and if it agreed to call into con-
sultation the best available experts, would my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
prefer the doctors who attended the patient
in 1931? Let it be so. With condifions
changed, their diagnosis and prescriptions will
also be changed. If the Administration is
diffident about imposing any new policy with-
out consulting the electorate, let it build up
that policy and proclaim it to the whole coun-
try. Then the people will at all events know
that some attention is being given to their
distress, and from that glimmer of hope they
may gather patience and courage. But my
entreaties are useless. The Administration
will not in the slightest degree expose its
political fortunes. During the French Revolu-
tion noblemen had to learn not only how to
live, but how to die. Many sober-minded
Canadians will wish for a Government that
has .not only the ability to stand, but the
courage to fall. But the Government wili do
nothing.

I shall say no more. I shall spare your
kind patience and curtail my useless efforts.
The people will turn to the Senate for help;
again they will trust it in a moment of need.
I will therefore accept the amendment of my
honourable colleague from Westmorland (Hon.
Mr. Black).

In closing, I make bold to suggest to the
Government as a subject of meditation the
prayer of the Greek sailor, which has been
preserved for us by Seneca:

0 God, You may save me if You will; You

may sink me if You will; but, whatever hap-
pens, I will always keep my rudder true.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I was somewhat surprised at the
vehemence of my honourable friend when,
in speaking for the Government in this
Chamber, I suggested that I was ready to
agree to a committee examining into and
testing the value of his formula, which means
unified management and in my view is tanta-
mount to the organization of a monopoly,
as compared with co-operation between the
two railways, which was the policy of the
late Government and is the law to-day. If,
in that committee, my honourable friend fails
utterly to establish that the country can save
$75,000,000, or $40,000,000, or even $20,000,000,
and if he discovers that all the saving that
can be effected under unified management
can be effected under co-operation, will he
not change his tone? However, it is only
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when we shall have made that inquiry that the
country will have to decide as between
co-operation and unified management. I am
not prejudging the question.

Of course, I intend to place before the
Senate certain facts for consideration by the
committee. Nobody is bound by the state-
ments of Sir Edward Beatty. We know that
he has been carrying on a campaign, primarily,
if not wholly, in the interest of the Canadian
Pacific Railway. But there is something far
more important in the minds of our people
than Sir Edward Beatty and the Canadian
Pacific, and that is the general interest of
Canada. Before this special committee is
appointed it may be opportune to indicate
the duty which, to my mind, it will have
primarily to perform. It will have, I suggest,
to obtain details of the general statements,
constantly repeated, of large savings to be
effected through unified management. The
sum of $75,000,000 has been, so to speak, the
leitmotiv of that thesis.

I had not known that Sir Edward Beatty
had been queried as to the basis for his
estimate of savings. I should like to dilate
on the answers he made to a number of
questions put to him by the Ottawa Journal
in January last, since these will be a subject-
matter of our investigation. His statements
still deal in generalities. As Sir Edward has
had the whole field to himself, the Canadian
National officials having felt that they could
not with propriety lay their views before
the public, I deem it my duty to present
those views before the Senate. They should
carry as much weight as those of Canadian
Pacific officials. In many instances the views
of Canadian National officials are opposed to
allegations of the Canadian Pacific. They
can be tested before our special committee.

I come now to the answers made by Sir
Edward Beatty to the Ottawa Journal’s ques-
tions. The first question put to him was:

Upon what did the executives of Canadian
railways, in their evidence before the Duff
Commission, base their estimates of such a
saving? ?

That refers to the estimate of a saving of
$75,000,000. The answer by Sir Edward
Beatty was:

The estimates furnished the executives of
the Canadian railways were arrived at after
careful analyses of the traffic, service, equip-
ment and facilities of the two railways.

This is hardly a correct statement, because
Sir Edward Beatty could not have had access
to the details of Canadian National traffic
and services nor to the detailed information
regarding Canadian National lines of railway.
There could not, therefore, have been “care-
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ful analyses.” All that could have been made
was a generalized estimate, arrived at without
full information as to the facts or as to all
the ramifications of the measures proposed to
be taken in specific instances. The difference
between an estimate based on generalized
figures and an estimate based on detailed
knowledge hardly needs to be emphasized.
It almost invariably turns out that when
detailed information is examined the economies
anticipated on general grounds are found to be
impossible of attainment, or seriously cur-
tailed. A classic example is the grouping of
English railways.

Mention was made by my honourable friend
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien), in
his opening speech as well as in the one-to
which we have just listened, of the position
of the railways in England, where 20,000 miles
of line were divided into four groups for more
effective operation and management. The
case is not analogous to the Canadian situ-
ation. In England the element of competi-
tion was not affected; in Canada the element
of competition as between the two railway
systems would completely disappear.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In Britain there
is no monopoly involved; in Canada a huge
monopoly in railway transport is proposed.
In Britain the railways are also engaged in
highway transport; in Canada jurisdiction
over the highways is vested in the provinces.
In Canada there is involved the conflicting
question of public versus private ownership;
in Britain all the railways concerned are
privately owned. In Canada scores of railways
are now consolidated into either the publicly-
owned or the privately-owned system, and we
have two competing systems covering 40,000
miles of line, as against four competing systems
covering 20,000 miles of line in Britain. We
are thus further advanced already in matters
of consolidation than they are in Britain.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Will my hon-
ourable friend permit a comment? What he
fails to point out is that, though there are
four systems in Britain, they are not compet-
ing systems. They operate in separate areas of
the country, and in their respective areas each
is what the honourable gentleman refers to as
a monopoly. Of course, my contention is that
there is no monopoly at all.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think if my
honourable friend will listen to me a little
longer he will find that he is in error in the
statement he has just made.

51058—124

There was much generalization as to the
savings that would be effected under the
British plan. I have here a memorandum on
grouping of railways in Great Britain, from
official statistics supplied at my request by
the Bureau of FEconomics of the Canadian
National Railways. There have been attempts
to establish a similarity between Sir Edward
Beatty’s plan for the unification or amalga-
mation of the Canadian National and Cana-
dian Pacific Railways and the grouping of rail-
ways in Great Britain, which took place in
1923 as a result of enabling legislation passed
in 1921. There is, however, little similarity
between the two plans except that each was
preceded by confident prophecies of large-
scale economies, based on generalized and
theoretical grounds. In the case of the group-
ing of English railways these large-scale
economies have not been realized, although it
is fifteen years since the grouping plan was
put into effect. It is a significant fact that
the English railways face current difficulties,
not with a proposal to consolidate into one
large system, but, on the contrary, by apply-
ing principles of co-operation similar to the
principles set forth in the Canadian National-
Canadian . Pacific Act.

What really happened in England was the
consolidation of 120 companies of varying
size into four companies, so arranged as to
preserve competition in most of the import-
ant centres. In Canada similar consolidations
have taken place over a period of years into
two systems serving competitively the prin-
cipal centres of the country. There is no
difference in principle between the Canadian
and the British situation except that the
consolidation of small companies into large
ones without destroying competition has been
given fuller scope in Canada than in England,
and in this country has resulted in two main
systems, whereas in England it has resulted
in four.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Where they have
ten times as many people to the mile as we
have.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The following
analysis of centres of population in Great
Britain shows how many are served by four
railways, three, two and one railway respec-
tively:
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Served by
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1 = 2
2 1
B 8
| 12

3 23

Eighty per cent of the population of Great
Britain living in centres of 100,000 or more
are served by two or more of the English
groups, and it is evident that competition was
left as a very live factor in the English situa-
tion after grouping had been accomplished.

While Sir Edward’s plan for unification
differs widely in principle from the British
group plan, it may be informative to those
who expect large economies from a further
consolidation of Canadian railways to examine
the promises which were made as regards
the English railways and the results which
were obtained. The British public were told
the grouping would result in econo-
mies of £20,000,000 to £45,000,000 a year. They
were told this authoritatively. Sir Eric
Geddes, then Minister of Transport, made
the boldest claims of any. He asserted in
the House of Commons in 1921 that within
six or seven years amalgamation would pos-
sibly result in a saving of £25,000,000 a year.
Some estimates, he said, reached the figure
of £45000,000. The Attorney-General told
the House a few days later that “it was never
suggested that the figure of £25,000,000 repre-
sents the whole of the economies which might
be expected from the Bill.”” Sir Eric Geddes
later said:

A committee of six, composed of men who
are as well qualified as any in this country,
advised ,me that certain economies could be
effected. The best figure we could get gave
us something over £20,000,000. But even that
was not exhaustive. An entirely independent
estimate was made in 1918, which put the
figure of possible economies, on 1913 prices, in
the neighbourhood of £20,000,000.

It is highly significant that when produc-
tion of the details upon which these estimates
were based was asked for, the Parliamentary
Secretary of the Minister of Transport stated
that the display of the documents relating
to these estimates would be “prejudicial to
the interests of the public service.” The
Railway Gazette was frankly skeptical that
such economies could be realized, and stated
in 1922, “there would be possibly no resultant
economy in the long run”; and again that
the whole scheme “rests on a very flimsy
foundation, a strange belief in the great
economies to be derived from grouping.” As
time went on and the economies did not
materialize, apologies began to be offered.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

For instance, in 1927 Colonel Ashley said, in
reply to a question:

As my honourable friend is no doubt aware,
the Railways Act of 1921 provided for an
extensive reorganization of the railways. Im-
portant changes of this kind cannot yield their
full results at once.

Sir Josiah Stamp in 1926 stated:

The question is asked, “Have we reahzed the
savings predicted?” I answer “ No.” Economies
of amalgamations take time to become effective.
We hope that the amalgamations and economies
will be effective later. But it takes a long
time to work them out.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: When was
that said?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That was said
by Sir Josiah Stamp in 1926.

On another occasion Sir Josiah advised
against taking too seriously the “glibly given
and blithely estimated economies.” Again Sir
Josiah stated, “People talk glibly about
economies, but it is not realized that physically
they are often most expensive to bring about
and need considerable capital resources.”
And Lord Monkswell, speaking in the House
of Lords in 1927, stated that “the claim which
was made that railway amalgamation would
produce large economies by the elimination
of competition was one more illustration of
the contempt for the intelligence of the public
which was characteristic of the railway hier-
archy.”

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : From a repre-
sentative of which class the honourable gentle-
man got the memorandum he is now reading.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They know one
another well.

The enabling legislation covering the group-
ing of English railways contained protective
provisions as regards displaced labour. Any
person who had been a permanent employee
for five years before August 21, 1921, was
assured (a) a continuance of employment in
the grouped companies, (b) a position no
lower than his former one, or (¢) compensa-
tion. It has been customary to ascribe the
lack of economies to these provisions, but
the time has long since passed when these
provisions could be said to exercise a serious
restraint on putting economies into effect,
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because it is now fifteen years since the
grouping was made effective and the present-
day employees of British railways who had five
years’ service prior to 1921 can hardly exceed
40 per cent of the total. It is therefore
obvious that at least 60 per cent of the
present employees are not affected by the
protective provisions referred to.

An analysis made by the Railway Research
Service of Great Britain (maintained by the
four main-line railways) for the years 1923 to
1930, and a subsequent analysis for the years
1923 to 1933, dealt with the staff employed in
relation to the consolidation into groups, but
failed to trace a reduction definitely to the
grouping plan, it being pointed out that
capital expenditures had in many cases resulted
in pay-roll economy and that fluctuations in
traffic had also affected the staff. It is sig-
nificant that these two studies could not
clearly ascribe a reduction in staff to the
grouping plan, and a sound inference is that
grouping has had but a minor effect.

These two reports further point out how
extremely difficult it is to analyse the results
of operations over a period of years and
ascribe the changes in financial results to
specific causes. The only definite result which
emerges from an attempt so to analyse the
operations of English railways is that large-
scale economies ascribable to grouping cannot
be found.

The changes in financial results from year
to year can be related with much greater
certainty to other factors, such as the general
business conditions of England, the levels of
railway rates, material prices and wages,
capital expenditures for improvements, and
the natural tendency towards increased ef-
ficiency, which should be present in any event.

I wish to place on Hansard this tabular
statement showing for a series of years the
gross receipts, gross expenses, net revenue,
and operating ratio of the British railways
as a whole:

Four BpIrrisH RAILWAYS

(LMS., LNE,

Railway
Year Receipts

£ Mill.
1923. . 195-6
1924 . . 193-0
1925. . 189-4
1926. . 162-3
1927. . 189-9
1928. . 181-5
1929.. 182-8
1930. . 172-6
1081 158-5
1932. . 145-4
1933. . 145-3
1934. . 151-1
1985, 153-2
1936. . 159-3

GW., & SR.)
Railway Railway Operating
Expenditure Net Receipts Ratio

£ Mill. £ Mill. Per Cent
156-9 38-7 80-20
157-7 35-3 81-71
156-0 33-4 82-37
145-2 17-1 89-46
151-8 38-1 79-94
144-7 36-8 79:72
142-5 40-3 78-74
138-9 337 80-80
128-6 29-9 81-14
121-4 24-0 83-51
119-4 25-9 82-15
122-9 28-2 81-32
123-5 29-7 80-63
126-6 32-7 79-48

Finally reference may be made to the fact
that the British railways are effecting worth-
while, but not spectacular, economies by ap-
plying the principles of co-operation. This
has taken the form of an exchange of services
and the pooling of traffic between competitive
points where economies can be clearly demon-
strated. At the present time it is probably
safe to say that more than one-half of the
railway traffic of Great Britain is involved
in some pooling arrangement. The econ-
omies attributable to this pooling have been
estimated at £350,000.

This is the second question which the Ottawa
Journal put to Sir Edward Beatty:

Is Sir Edward himself in possession of facts
leading him to suppose that such a saving
would be possible?

His answer is, “Yes.”

Now, question 3:
If so, what are the facts?

Answer:

Based on a year of normal traffic volume, Sir

Henry Thornton estimated possible economy of
$60,000,000. Sir Edward Beatty’s estimate was
based on the year 1930 and showed a possible
economy of $75,000,000.
It seems to me that this reiteration of his
generalized statement can hardly be called an
answer to the question. Opinions are not
facts.

Question 4:

Would such a saving involve the tearing up
of many miles of tracks, and, if so, how many
miles?

Answer:

The economies to be derived from the joint
operation and management of the two properties
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are not primarily dependent upon abandonment
of railway lines. The major part of the savings
would be possible without any abandonment.
However, careful analyses indicated that there
were up to 5,000 miles of line in Canada which
could be classed as duplicate or redundant.
With a re-routing of traffic, some of such lines
could either be abandoned or the standard of
maintenance reduced in keeping with the
changed nature of the traffic.

Of Sir Edward Beatty’s estimated $75,000,-
000 economy he ascribed $16400,000 to the
abandonment of 5,000 miles of railway. He
now points out that line abandonments are
a relatively minor factor in his programme of
economies. He does so for a very good
reason—that when, after five years of study,
detailed estimates were prepared in the light
of accurate knowledge as to local conditions,
it became apparent that instead of $3,300
savings per mile as applied to 5,000 miles
under his programme, only 676 miles of line
could be abandoned, with $580,000 of expected
net economy, or about $860 per mile.

Should the rest of Sir Edward’s generalized
estimate of economies shrink in the same
proportion when given the touch of reality
by careful study, his case for unification on
the basis of large-scale economies would
disappear. Therefore he now rejects as
unimportant one of the features of his plan,
which he advised the Royal Commission was
essential.

In giving evidence before the Royal
Commission on Railways and Transportation
in 1932, Sir Edward stated that he had
appointed a committee of his officers to
estimate the economies from unification. At
page 2409 of the proceedings of the Royal
Commission he is reported as follows:

The first task of the committee was to
determine what tracks it was considered could
be abandoned if the properties were operated
as a unit.

He now states that the abandonment of lines
is to be the last thing contemplated.

At present, therefore, he turns to large-scale
economies from the re-routing of traffic over
the best routes. But just as it has proved
feasible under co-operation to study the
abandonment of lines and, if found to be
economical, to make abandonments effective
by agreement, so it is possible to study the
re-routing of traffic over the best routes and
make agreements which will divide the benefit
from specific known economies, without
dragging in as a collateral issue all the
disadvantages of unification. If proof of this
be needed it may be found in what has been
actually accomplished. The pooling arrange-
ment in effect for Quebec, Montreal, Toronto
and Ottawa is exactly such an arrangement.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

There is also a co-operative arrangement in
effect between Fredericton, N.B., and Vance-
boro, Maine, whereby the Canadian Pacific
handles Canadian National freight traffic on
its trains. There is another co-operative
arrangement in Western Canada for the
handling of Canadian National Railways
grain cars between Calgary and Kamloops by
the Canadian Pacific Railway, and of Canadian
Pacific Railway grain cars between Edmonton
and Kamloops by the Canadian National
Railways.

To the extent that other opportunities for
such co-operative economies exist, the same
machinery is applicable. A number of
instances might be cited, such as an extension
of the present passenger-pooling arrangement
to services west of Toronto. I am told that
the pooling agreement east of Toronto to
Ottawa and Quebec has been profitable. Sir
Edward will have to explain before our
committee why it would not also be profitable
west of Toronto to Windsor. From Wood-
stock to Windsor there are 150 miles of
duplicate tracks running closely parallel.
Again, there could be considered the handling
of Canadian Pacific traffic over the Canadian
National between Winnipeg and eastern
points because of shorter distance and better
grades than on the Canadian Pacific; and,
conversely, the handling of Canadian National
traffic over the Canadian Pacific line between
Winnipeg and the Head of the Lakes. In
fact, it is impossible to specify any type of
economy arising from a physical handling of
traffic, whether it be the abandonment of
lines, joint use of terminals, joint use of
stations, economy in train service, economy
through the consolidation of railway shops or
engine-houses, or even such matters as joint
advertising, which cannot be accomplished by
co-operation. Within the limits set by public
interest and prudent administration, co-opera-
tive economies can be proceeded with even
more intelligently and expeditiously under
co-operation than under unification, because
under co-operation the efforts of the technical
staff can be directed to specific and practical
problems of which they have detailed know-
ledge, instead of their being confused as a
result of the fusion of staffs which would
follow unification.

It is significant that the English railways,
having failed to realize large-scale economies
from grouping, have now turned to co-opera-
tion through the interchange of traffic and
pooling arrangements, with gratifying though
not spectacular results.

What is really needed to test the ability of
co-operation to produce sane economies is
the will to co-operate. Lacking that, econ-



MARCH 30, 1938

183

omies from co-operation must be non-existent
or procured grudgingly. If there were less
talk of the salvation of Canada, and a more
earnest effort to co-operate for the production
of sensible economies wherever they could
be found, there would be less controversy and
a good deal more effective results.

This is the Ottawa Journal’s fifth question:

In the event of the necessity of tearing up
tracks, where, in what parts of Canada, would
the tracks be torn up, and where would a
beginning be made?

To which Sir Edward Beatty replied:

As has been indicated, the tearing up of
tracks would neither constitute the major nor
initial step in securing unification economies.
In carrying out the physical unification of the
two systems, the first step would be to re-route
the traffic in order to utilize the most econ-
omical facilities and secure the most efficient
handling. The re-routing of traffic offers a
wide scope for economies throughout the whole
of Canada.

Hon. Mr. GORDON :
point.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is what
I should like Sir Edward Beatty to appreciate.
He continued:

After conditions had become stabilized on
the route selected for permanent operation,
the sections of track which should be abandoned
would be clearly indicated and their elimination
should be accomplished without serious friction.

That is the important

My comments on question 4 apply with
equal force to question 5, but it is interesting
to note that Sir Edward plainly implies a
long period of adjustment during which, he
says,

The first step would be to re-route the traffic
in order to utilize the most economical facilities
and secure the most efficient handling.

After conditions had become stabilized on ‘the
route selected for permanent operation, the
sections of track which should be abandoned
would be clearly indicated.

Plainly, this implies a long period of study
and trial of one route against the other, and
the ‘inference is plain that if the people of
Canada expect any substantial economy to
be quickly apparent they will be disappointed.

Sir Edward speaks of the elimination of
duplicate lines as being capable of accomplish-
ment without serious friction. In answer to
this and other questions he seems to intimate
a modification of his 5,000-mile programme of
line abandonments, and until it is known
specifically what lines he intends to abandon
it is impossible to say whether or not serious
friction would result.

Sir Edward implies that the lines of rail-
way he proposes to eliminate are mainly
valuable as through competitive routes, and
that service to the communities through which
they pass is of minor importance. The true

situation with regard to most lines which are
duplicate as through routes is that in addition
to furnishing competitive through routes they
serve the essential railway transporta-
tion requirements of the local communities,
and that without this service the communities
would cease to exist and be productive. There
is a comparatively small mileage of duplicate
and closely parallel lines of railway in Can-
ada, and all have been reported upon or are
under study at the present time.

The major portion of the mileage marked
down in Sir Edward Beatty’s 5,000-mile pro-
gramme, however, was for lines with regard
to which the colonization and development
feature is at least as important as any func-
tion they perform as through routes. If
Sir Edward’s revised programme contains such
lines as “the National Transcontinental Railway
between Winnipeg and Nakina and the old
Canmadian Northern between Long Iiac and
Ottawa,” which were contained in his first
programme, Sir Edward Beatty has perhaps
underestimated the friction which would
result.

In question 6 the Journal asked Sir Edward:

‘Would such a saving necessitate the dismissal
of railway employees, and, if so, of how many
railway employees—this in view of the fact

that so large a proportion of railway costs are
labour costs?

He answered:

Unified management of the two railway sys-
tems would ultimately result in a reduction of
from 15 to 17 per cent in the numbers of those
employed in a year of normal traffic. The
number of railway employees affected at any
stated time depends upon several considerations,
such as whether traffic volume was increasing
or decreasing, the rate at which the unification
plans were progressed and the policy to be
followed in regard to the employee situation.
After all, the actual adjustment in labour
employment will be solely dependent upon the
rate at which it is decided to eliminate the
present uneconomic cost of duplicate railway
services. It should be possible to progress the
plan of unification at a reasonable pace so as
to keep the number of present employees un-
favourably affected, and thus entitled to com-
pensation, at a minimum.

This is a typical generalization designed
to minimize the distasteful aspects of uni-
fication. It may be demonstrated that dur-
ing a period of depression the discharge of
employees effects no real national economy; it
only affects the incidence and distribution of
purchasing power and taxation. Under these
conditions, if railway workers lose their wages,
they go on the relief rolls and are supported
by public taxation. Therefore the nation in
seeking to reduce its railway burden would
be adding to its burden of wunemployed.
Accordingly it is not surprising that Sir Edward
minimizes the rate at which labour would be
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displaced. But the laws of logic are inexor-
able, and if he does not discharge employees
he cannot get his theoretical economies. So
in the answer to question 6 he plainly inti-
mates that if this country expects to get any
relief in the near future from railway costs
it will be disappointed.

Regarding Sir Edward’s statement as to the
possibility of effecting economies by the
gradual reduction of staffs, one may turn again
with profit to the experience of English rail-
ways with grouping. In that case, just as
by Sir Edward, large economies were promised
by proponents of grouping. In that case also
the disturbance to labour was to be taken
care of gradually by normal labour turnover,
due to pensionings, deaths, dismissals for
cause, and so forth, it being specifically pro-
vided in the Act that labour should not
suffer pecuniary disadvantage. Sir Edward
estimates these factors to be 5 per cent per
year. Therefore in the fifteen years since the
English roads were grouped there has been,
according to Sir Edward’s estimate, an op-
portunity to reduce staffs by 75 per cent. So
the failure to obtain large-scale economies
in England as a result of grouping can no
longer be attributed to the limitation of
economies due to labour disturbance. Em-
ployment furnished by British railways, fifteen
years after grouping, is very similar to the
previous employment, regard being had to
differences in traffic volume. Large-scale re-
ductions of expenses and staffs are still lacking.

Plainly something more than the mere
avoidance of labour disturbance has rendered
it impossible to translate the anticipated
theoretical savings from grouping into actual
results. The plain fact is that the theoretical
generalized estimate of economies could not
stand up to the acid test of practicability
when detailed and accurate information was
available.

Now, I think it will be worth while to
examine the relative savings claimed for co-
operation and for unification. Sir Edward
Beatty, before the Duff Commission, claimed
a saving of $6,348,000 as possible by co-opera-
tion of Canadian National and Canadian
Pacific railways in establishing joint trackage,
stations and terminals; but on the basis of
the 1933 Act a saving of only about a million
and a quarter annually has been effected in
the five years that have elapsed, and this
principally from pooling of passenger services,
which was not included in the Canadian
Pacific estimate of six millions odd. The net
result is disappointing, and a question arises
as to what might have been accomplished had
there been a greater willingness to co-operate

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

and a little less intensity displayed in the
drive for unification.

As I have already pointed out, what is
really needed to test the ability of co-
operation to produce sane economies is a will
to co-operate. Lacking that, economies from
co-operation must be non-existant or procured
grudgingly.

The saving claimed from unification is
$75,000,000. The claim was based wupon
operating results that no longer obtain: both
railways have already reduced to a minimum
their operating costs and charges. Just what
savings might reasonably be expected from
unification would be a matter for railway
experts to determine on the basis of present
conditions, not those of eight years ago.
That certain economies are possible from
unification cannot be doubted, but it is for
the people of Canada to consider whether
they would be worth while in view of the
disturbance which unification would cause in
business and industry and in our economic
and social life. Our railways have been
projected on a scale designed to take care of
the future and to admit of reasonable progress
in the opening up and development of the
country. If we surrender now to the fears
engendered by the unification campaign and
“put up the shutters,” as it were, shall we
not be stultifying Canada’s future and
discounting the possibility of expansion and
progress to which Canada looks forward, even
under the present disturbed conditions?

However, it is not necessary to pay undue
attention to such a “counsel of despair” in
respect of the railways. Before the Duff
Commission, representatives of the Canadian
National Railways expressed the view that
an annual saving of $30,000,000 was possible
from complete co-operation between the two
railways, about 60 per cent of which saving
would accrue to the Canadian National. This
involved proposals with respect to elimination
of trackage and consolidations of telegraph
and express business, hotels, local facilities,
ete., against which objection would be urged
from some quarters, just as objection has
been urged to abandonments and consolida-
tions under unification. The point of interest
is that the Canadian National officials feel
that very substantial savings are possible
without resort to unification. Discussing this
$30,000,000 estimated saving from co-operation
before the Duff Commission, Mr. S. J.
Hungerford, now President of the Canadian
National Board of Directors, said:

I suggested this morning, and I suggest again,
that probably many of the items involved are

not possible of attainment under all the con-
ditions that exist in this country, and therefore
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they would not be realized under one condition
or the other. But in a general way it is my
belief that nearly as much economy can be
effected, with proper methods, under separate
operation, as can be effected under amalgama-
tion. I do not think the difference between
the two would be very great, and in my view,
at least, there are very serious objections to
monopoly under those conditions at all.

I bring these views and comments before
this Chamber so that we may know something
of the respective advantages of unification
and co-operation, and examine and test
them before the special committee. In its
membership there will be, perhaps, only two
or three who, to use the wonds of Professor
Jackman, are “saturated with politics.” In the
weighing of two formule the economies pos-
sible under unification would have to out-
balance decisively the economies feasible under
co-operation in order to persuade the people
of Canada to resign themselves to amalga-
mation, which clearly means a monopoly
under private management.

Having set these facts before the Senate,
I desire to say that to my mind the prin-
cipal object of the committee will be to see
to what extent these two railways have co-
operated, what they have accomplished, what
they are in process of accomplishing, and
what are their hopes for the future. We must
not forget that we are examining a situation
that we ourselves created by the Act of 1933.
We should treat the problem sympathetically,
because we are dealing with our own prop-
erty, upon which vast sums of public money
have been expended, and in which our people
are very much interested. When that inquiry
has been made I shall have no objection
whatever to our testing the value of unifica-
tion in order to see what it can offer that is
not offered by co-operation. I repeat, it will
be for us to enter ‘seriously into this matter
and come to such conclusions as we deem
advisable in the best interest of our popu-
lation.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I should like to
ask my honourable leader a question. I did
not want to interrupt him during the course
of his most eloquent speech. The question is
this. What comparison can be made between
the English railways and our railways in the
matter of unification when the former have
ten times as many people per mile as the
Canadian railways have? If we had a similar
population per mile of railway we should
have a big surplus.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answer is
very easy. In the consolidation of the British
railways into four units the principle of com-
petition was respected. This is evident from
the figures I have given. Yet under the

principle of competition an effort has been
made by means of co-operation to reduce
railway expenditures by a re-routing of traffic
and by pooling arrangements. I think that

,in Canada, if there is a will to do so, we can

accomplish the same end under co-operation.
Of course I know that from the very day
when the Act was brought before the House
my right honourable friend had to cope with
the hostility of Sir Edward Beatty, who en-
tered into co-operation against his will. Should
we wonder now why it has produced so little
in the way of results?

Hon. G. GORDON: We have evidently
not been getting co-operation to any extent.
At all events, there are no results of any
consequence.

There is one point which I think has been
overlooked, and which anybody, even though
he may not be a railroad man, can under-
stand. According to the rules and regula-
tions, when one railway company applies to
the Board of Railway Commissioners to have
a rate established for service between two
points, the other company, which may have
to haul its traffic one hundred or more miles
farther in accomplishing the same end, may
if it so desires—and it always does—com-
pete with the first railway at the same rate.
A man does not need to be a practical rail-
road man to know that traffic can be hauled
over the shorter route more cheaply than
over the longer one.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
grades.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: That may enter
into the question, if the grade on one rail-
way is worse than the grade on the other.
But one does not have to go very far from
here to see numerous instances of railways
hauling freight for distances far in excess
of the distance by the shorter route. To me
that is absurd and ridiculous, and I wonder
why men in the railroad business who are
trying to co-operate cannot co-operate in that
respect. In my opinion there is more room
for saving there than anywhere else that I
can think of.

There is one other thing I should like to
say. It is going to be very difficult to find
many places where lines can be eliminated.
I do not believe we can pull up anything
like 5,000 miles of track. I know of one
particular line which apparently never should
have been laid, but which to-day, owing to
the fact that mineral has been discovered in
the same section of the country, is one of the
best paying short lines the Canadian National
Railways have. That is only one instance.

It depends on the

There may be others.
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In looking around in the restricted area
with which I am familiar, I do not see
any better way to effect a saving than the
way which I have already referred to, namely,
the adoption of a policy of hauling the freight
over the shorter line; and, even if nothing else
is done, I believe an Act should be passed
restricting the traffic to the shorter line unless
some arrangement can be made whereby the
longer haul would cost no more than the
other.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman is a lumberman, and lumbermen
know something about everything. In their
business they have to.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: One of them
being yourself.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And I am not
ashamed of it. But does the honourable
gentleman know that it costs less to ship
flour from Montreal to Halifax or Saint
John than to ship it to some place in be-
tween those points?

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Honour-
able members, I have no thought at all of
entering into the general debate again, but
I want to make one or two comments on
matters with respect to which I was rude
enough to interrupt my honourable friend.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My right honour-
able friend is always welcome to do so.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am afraid
my honourable friend is going to enter the
jury room of the Senate committee a some-
what prejudiced juryman. It is clear that if
he were challenged by counsel for unification
he would have to stand aside.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not intend
to be the cross-examiner myself.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But the
honourable gentleman is to be on the jury
which is to decide this matter. I did not
think it was very encouraging to the House
that he should show such pronounced views
in advance.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien)
will be there.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes, that is
true. Because he is the proposer of the
whole plan, he will have to be there to defend
it; but I would rather the head of the Govern-
ment were not going in pledged to any side.
I am not. I have been proclaimed as advocat-
ing unification. Possibly I shall succeed in
making my position clear before I sit down.

Hon. Mr. GORDON.

I wish to comment now on the practice of
officials of the Canadian National Railways
making themselves champions of the con-
tinued separate existence of that system. I
do not know who prepared the memorandum
from which, in the main, my honourable
friend quoted, but I have a very good idea.
My idea is that it was an official of that
system. I do not appreciate the practice on
the part of high salaried officials of the Cana-
dian National Railways of making themselves
protagonists through this country on this
subject.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my right
honourable friend allow me? They have stood
aside for years, listening to Sir Edward Beatty’s
assault on the Act of 1933, and seeing him
carry on a unification campaign which has
had the effect of belittling the Canadian
National Railways and imperilling the morale
of the thousands of men along that line. All
I have done is to apply for, and to obtain,
information to which I was entitled. These
men have remained silent during years when
they felt the whole system was being traduced
by Sir Edward Beatty.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not think
my honourable friend is right. In so far as
getting information from the Canadian
National Railway officials is concerned, that
is quite a proper thing to do, and it is quite
proper for those officials to provide informa-
tion. But there was much more than informa-
tion in the memorandum read by my honour-
able friend. It contained material which was
of a distinctly controversial character; con-
troversial as respects not only Sir Edward
Beatty, but also Sir Eric Geddes and those
who were the fathers of the present railway
policy in Great Britain.

I have read nothing which convinces me
that Sir Edward Beatty has been making any
attack on the Canadian National management.
Wisely or unwisely, he has been champion-
ing a proposition for unification of manager-
ship of the two systems; but that is not
attacking officials of the Canadian National
Railways in such a way as to justify them
in becoming protagonists before the public
of Canada for the railway policy of this
Dominion. If there never was a union in our
country of two competing, or of three or four
or five redundant business enterprises, until
the salaried officials of each found them-
selves in favour of that union, all would con-
tinue under their own steam for ever. You
will never get economies of unification in any
field if you wait for the approval of those
economies by persons who are enjoying good
salaries under the system as it is.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.
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Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There would
now be more than the one newspaper in Brock-
ville, under the able management of the
right honourable senator from Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham), if he had taken
the advice of the salaried officials of the other
newspaper. The same principle applies
throughout the whole world of business. Sal-
aried officials try to have it proclaimed—
and they succeed in having it proclaimed in
this House, anyway—that not very much can
be saved by unification which could not be
saved by co-operation. They want us to
think that we can be just as economical and
efficient on behalf of the people of Canada
under things as they are as we could under
a system which would follow a course such
as business in every corner of the world
takes when seeking efficiency. In magazines
and through mouthpieces on the floor of
Parliament they present arguments to the
people of Canada. Surely, from the stand-
point of efficiency alone, all we need is a little
common sense and business experience. With
the railway map before us, surely nobody
whose eyes are open will tell us that tremen-
dous economies cannot be made.

The memorandum stated that England did
not get the economies she expected. Sir
Eric Geddes said so-and-so back in 1921, and
in 1927 someone else had to admit that all
the expected economies had not been reached.
Naturally that would have to be admitted.
If we take some similar step it is probable
that ten years from now we shall have to
admit that we have not reached our full
objective and that maybe we never shall.
But did this memorandum show what goal
had been attained in England already? If
we ever get as far towards the solution of
our problem as England has got towards
the solution of hers, I shall be happy and
consider the problem something belonging to
the past. We know where England is. Ask
any one from that country. Ask any English
business man if the British railway situation
is not infinitely better from the standpoints
of service and transportation than it was
fifteen years ago, and at least as good from
the standpoint of labour. What will his
answer be? You will not get a divided
opinion. I have never heard a variation of
opinion when that question was put. But
if any Canadian visiting in England is asked
whether our railway situation is getting any
better. whether it is satisfactory to Canada,
or whether there is any present hope of its
becoming satisfactory, will he answer “Yes”?
Te will have to throw his hands in the air
and say “No.”

I find myself in full agreement with the
honourable leader of the Government (Hon.

Mr. Dandurand) when he says that we have
not had from the Canadian National-Canadian
Pacific Act the results we should have had.
Probably the results were not as great as
they should have been even before the Act
was altered. I doubt not that criticism could
be levelled at both railways, the Canadian
Pacific as well as the Canadian National, on
the ground that neither of them whole-
heartedly attempted to effect economies. I
fully expect that when a committee is ap-
pointed and railway officials appear, the com-
mittee will be convinced that the railways
have not tried as they should have, and I
am satisied that indictment will lie just
as heavy against Canadian National officials
as against those of the Canadian Pacific. It
is going to lie still heavier under the present
system, as enacted by the legislation of 1936,
than it could when the former system was in
effect. Why? Because since 1936 the head
officials, the management, the executive of the
Canadian National have been directly under
the Government. What co-operation could be
effected under these conditions? The Gov-
ernment will not agree to any co-operation
which would be unpopular, which would deny
votes to the Minister of Transport in Fort
William.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We shall find
out about that at the inquiry.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: We may. The
point I am arguing is this, that the legislation
of 1936 destroyed the conditions under which
co-operation on the part of the Canadian
National Railways would be encouraged.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
sure of that.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Those condi-
tions were destroyved when Canadian National
officials were made directly answerable to the
Government once more. They being so answer-
able, their conduct with regard to co-opera-
tion and everything else must be such as
will not injure the political fortunes of the
Administration.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We shall test
that point.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: We do not
need to test it, because it has already been
proclaimed. In any event, it is true to
human nature, to the very depths of our
beings. You cannot get away from it. If it
had not been proclaimed by the Minister of
Transport we should have known it was
correct anyway. There has been no more
effort towards co-operation on the part of one
railway than on the part of the other, and we

I am not so
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shall likely find that out. We have gone a
very short distance along the road of co-
operation and I do not believe we are ever
going to get very far.

I am asked: “Would you, then, unify the
railways?” If the railways are to be unified
under Government ownership, Government
operation and Government management, I
would just as soon leave things as they are.
That is what I think to-day of the prospects
of Government operation of railways. And I

am not very hopeful that our railways will -

ever be amalgamated in any other way. I
have some knowledge, at this late day in my
life, of public opinion in this country, of the
clash of classes—not so much the clash of
interests—and of the arguments and appeals
that are addressed to public opinion, appeals
of the grossest kind which not only are made,
but prevail, and will prevail in the future as
in the past. A stage is being approached in
this country, and still more closely in the
republic to the south, which is an inevitable
and logical consequence of a curse-at-profits-
and-laugh-at-debt attitude on the part of the
public. We are drifting, drifting, drifting,
and we can see black days ahead, just as
surely as we have eyes in our heads. If
there is an appeal in this country for uni-
fication we shall hear all the cries against that
great monster, monopoly, or lack of com-
petition. I throw the taunt aside as largely
humbug. It is not entirely humbug, but
pretty much so.

The honourable leader (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) says that in England four railway
systems are competing. I have stated that I
should like to see in effect in this country some-
thing like what exists over there, and so I
will set about to define, very briefly, the Eng-
lish situation. They have four systems, it is
true, and we have two. The honourable gen-
tleman argues therefrom that we are farther
on in the way of consolidation than they are.
That is not true. In England there are four
systems, but they are geographically distinct,
and there is not competition of that kind
which destroys capital and earnings. Some
cities and big towns are served by two or more
railways. No doubt all four lines run into
the city of London, for instance, and probably
two into Liverpool, but they are not competing
with one another between the two cities.
And what competition exists is overridden by
the pooling of earnings. That makes all the
difference in the world.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We can do like-
wise here.
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There is a
pooling of earnings and an allocation of earn-
ings over the various securities.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can we not do
that here?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I should like
to see .that done here. I will raise my hands
and my voice in support of the honourable
gentleman if he will get something like that
done in Canada. That is what we want.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: That is unification.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: If we in this
country could just get together and subdivide
the securities of our two systems, place in
class A of Canadian Pacific securities those
which on earnings of the last five or ten years
are considered perfectly secure, and in class
A of Canadian National securities those
selected on the same basis, then proceed to
select class B securities for the Canadian
Pacific and corresponding ones for the Cana-
dian National, and finally class C securities
for each road, and if we could get a manage-
ment and bind it by law to apply the earnings
first, pro rata, to class A, then pro rata to class
B, and lastly, pro rata to class C, we should
have the management in such shape that it
could not possibly sacrifice the interests of the
Canadian National without sacrificing its own.
It would be in such shape that every day it
worked for itself and for its shareholders
and bondholders it would be working also
for holders of Canadian National securities
and the people of Canada. That is something
like what exists in England.

Hon. Mr. HUGESSEN: No.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Of course it
is. My honourable friend says “No.” I should
like to have him speak now and tell us what the
difference is. I know it is not exactly the
same, but it is along that principle. There
is a pooling of earnings, which is a principle
we should have here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: A pooling of
earnings on certain lines, just as we have
for Toronto, Ottawa, Montreal and Quebec.

Hon. Mr. HUGESSEN: They have a
division of competitive receipts, but not pool-
ing. It is completely different from pooling.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Just go so far
in Canada and I shall be satisfied.

Hon. Mr. HUGESSEN: We have it now
between Montreal and Toronto, for instance.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No. If we
could get a pooling of competitive receipts we
should go a long way towards solving our
problem.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is on com-
petitive lines, just as we have now for
Toronto, Ottawa, Montreal and Quebec.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Very well.
But I want further protection for the Cana-
dian National. I want the allocation of earn-
ings provided for right in the body of the
agreement, so that the public’s property could
not possibly be prejudiced. I want that under
all conditions. If honourable members opposite
join in a completely non-partisan effort to
achieve an agreement on that basis, I will
join with them, because in that I have some
hope. In amalgamation under Government
operation I have no hope at all, but I am
afraid we shall come to that in Canada. I
fear that economic conditions are going to
force it, and that after it has come about we
shall be not a whit better than before.

Hon. Mr. CANTLEY: Worse.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: We may pos-
sibly be worse.

I hope I have not been ambiguous. I want
to emphasize with all the clearness of which
my language is capable that I speak for myself
and no one else, and after consultation with
no one else. I know I am not speaking in
terms which I used years ago. I hope the
years have taught me something. I know
that in railway matters they have taught me
a great deal. My education has evolved not
in the direction in which I should have liked,
but in quite the contrary direction. However,
facing facts, fearful facts, facts which our
people are determined not to face, I say
something definite must be done, and I point
the direction in which I think it could be
done to the best advantage of the people of
this country.

Hon. C. W. ROBINSON: Honourable sena-
tors, may I be permitted to say a few words?
I agree with the proposal to appoint a com-
mittee for investigation of our railway prob-
lem, but if we are going into that committee
with the idea just expressed by the right
honourable leader on the other side (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen), that officials of the
Canadian National should not be allowed to
come freely before us and give their views on
the situation, we shall be wasting our time.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Of course
they will be free to express themselves.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: It will be very
difficult for officials of the Canadian National
to come and tell us freely what they think if
they feel they are threatened with dismissal
in case of a change of government. That is
practically what has been threatened by the
right honourable gentleman.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Oh, no, no.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I cannot avoid that
feeling. The threatening attitude which he
has adopted to-day towards officials of the
Canadian National will almost ruin any chance
of a thorough investigation of our railway
problem.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I cannot sit
still and allow that to go uncontradicted. I
object to their becoming protagonists through-
out the country, in the press or elsewhere. I
do not think it is good practice. That is the
only exception I have taken. I did not say
I wanted to have them dismissed.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: If we are going to
get a proper investigation the officials must
be allowed to come here freely and must feel
that they can say what they think, without
putting themselves in danger.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Of course.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: Are we to have
to listen to propaganda by the Canadian Pacific
Railway while officials of the Canadian
National are not allowed to say a word? They
have said very little. One or two of them
did make a speech, but they were so strongly
attacked that they have never uttered a word
gince. Now the right honourable gentleman
says he objects to their saying anything. What
is the use of an investigation under these
conditions?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I have never
known the honourable gentleman to be un-
fair before. I did not say that. I said it was
quite proper for the honourable leader (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) to go to them for informa-
tion, but that it is not proper for them to
become protagonists of any policy throughout
the country. That is the only criticism I
have made.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: Are we to listen to
only one side of the question, that presented
by the Canadian Pacific?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No; to both.
We shall get the facts from both sides. Cana-
dian National officials are as free to state facts
as are officials of the other railway.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I hope they are.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Of course
they are.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would suggest
to my honourable friend from Parkdale (Hon.
Mr. Murdock) that he withdraw his sub-
amendment. Then, if no one else desires to
speak, we can deal with the amendment of my
honourable friend from Westmorland (Hon.
Mr. Black). I do not desire to close the
debate, but presumably it is ended if honour-
able members remain silent.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!
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Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: It is evident that
the so-called annual saving of $75,000,000 for
the forgotten taxpayer has only been a talk-
ing point. It simply cannot be done. There-
fore, with the consent of my seconder, I ask
leave to withdraw the subamendment.

The subamendment was withdrawn.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Before the amendment
is put, I would ask leave to increase the
number of the committee from fourteen to
twenty. My seconder agrees to the change.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Carried!

The amendment of Hon, Mr. Black, as
amended, was agreed to.

The main motion of Hon. Mr. Beaubien, as
amended, was agreed to.

PERSONNEL OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I move that the follow-
ing senators be members of the special com-
mittee, pursuant to the resolution as amended,
namely, Hon. Messrs. Beaubien, Black,
Buchanan, Calder, Cantley, Coté, Dandurand,
Graham, Haig, Hugessen, Horsey, Jones,
Hardy, McRae, Meighen, Murdock, Parent,
Robinson, Sharpe and Sinclair.

The motion was agreed to.

SEED GRAIN LOANS GUARANTEE BILL
MOTION FOR SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 78, an Act to assist the prov-
inces of Alberta and Saskatchewan in financ-
ing the cost of seed and seeding operations for
the crop year 1938.

He said: Honourable senators this Bill is
of considerable import to the provinces of
Alberta and Saskatchewan. Section 2 provides:

The Governor in Counecil, subject to the
provisions of this Act, may authorize the
guarantee of the principal and interest of any
loans by any chartered bank guaranteed by
the province of Alberta under the authority
of The Agricultural Relief Advances Act of
Alberta and any amendments thereto, or any
Act passed in substitution therefor, for pur-
chasing seed grain and providing other assist-
ance to farmers in connection with seeding
operations during the spring of 1938; provided
however that the liability of the Government
of_ Canada under all guarantees given under
this section shall be limited to one million nine
hundred thousand dollars.

The third section deals with Dominion
guarantees of bank loans in respect of Saskat-
chewan, and is in these terms:

The Governor in Council, subject to the
provisions of this Act, may authorize the
guarantee of the principal and interest of any
loans by any chartered bank guaranteed by the
province of Saskatchewan under the authority
of The Municipalities Seed Grain and Supply
Act, 1938, of Saskatchewan, The Local Improve-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ment Districts Act, 1936, of Saskatchewan, or
of The Local Improvement Districts Relief Act
of Saskatchewan, and any amendments thereto,
or any Acts passed in substitution therefor,
for purchasing seed grain and providing other
assistance to farmers in connection with seed-
ing operations during the spring of 1938;
provided however that the liability of the
Government of Canada under all guarantees
given under this section shall be limited to
fourteen million five hundred thousand dollars.

Under section 4 the Governor in Council
may approve the form and terms of guar-
antees.

The Bill is in the same general terms as
the Seed Grain Loans Guarantee Act passed
last year. This year, however, only two
provinces, Alberta and Saskatchewan, have
asked for the Dominion’s guarantee for seed
grain loans. Of course the amounts repre-
senting the limits of our guarantee in each
case are different. Last year the limit of our
guarantee to Alberta was $1,600,000; this year
it is to be $1,900,000. In respect of Saskatche-
wan the corresponding figures are $6,600,000
and $14,500,000. There are several reasons
for the increase in the amounts, particularly
in the case of Saskatchewan. These reasons
are: (1) the greater intensity of the drought,
another year being added to a long series of
drought years; (2) the much wider area af-
fected by the drought in the province of
Saskatchewan; and (3) the higher prices that
have to be paid for seed grain, feed grain,
and fodder.

Alberta is asking us to guarantee loans up
to $1,900,000, and states that in the recog-
nized drought area the number of farmers
applying for assistance will be around 15,000,
and the amount required about $1,800,000,
while a further sum of $100,000 will be re-
quired to provide assistance in marginal
districts.

Last year $1,600,000 was authorized in the
case of Alberta, but actual loans made totalled
only $1,339,328.70. At December 31, 1937,
as a result of repayments made out of last
yvear’s crop, this amount had been reduced to
$919,049.53.

In Saskatchewan the number of farmer appli-
cants has greatly increased because of the
factors already mentioned. Indeed, the Pro-
vincial Government estimates that the number
of farmers needing some kind of seeding
assistance will exceed 81,000, as compared with
approximately 25,000 farmers last year. The
amounts required for various forms of assis-
tance—seed grain, feed grain, fodder, petro-
leum products, and so forth—has been con-
sidered very carefully with representatives of
the Provincial Government, and as a result
of discussions the limit of the Dominion’s
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guarantee has been fixed at $14,500,000. The
total amount of loans that will be made by
the banks, however, will substantially exceed
this figure. In addition, the mortgage lending
institutions will make loans to farmers, on
whose farms they already have mortgages,
to the extent of from $1,000,000 to $1,250,000.

As I have already stated, provision was
made last year for the guarantee of loans
in Saskatchewan up to a total amount of
$6,600,000. The amount actually advanced was
approximately $6,524,000, of which there was
outstanding at December 31, 1937, about
$6,498,000.

Neither in respect of Alberta nor of Sas-
katchewan has the Dominion as yet given an
actual guarantee under last year’s legislation,
but it is expected that information required
from the provinces will be received shortly,
and the guarantees will then be given in
approximately the amounts mentioned.

In 1936 the Dominion was authorized to
guarantee seed grain loans in the case of
Saskatchewan up to a maximum amount of
$4.000,000. The actual amount advanced was
only $3,514541, and the amount outstanding
at December 31, 1936, for which we gave our
guarantee, was $2,555,112.76.

It is already a matter of knowledge in the
House that the Canadian Wheat Board has
been assisting the provinces of Saskatchewan
and Alberta to obtain seed grain for this
spring’s seeding operations. Last summer when
the extent of the drought in Saskatchewan
was realized it became apparent that unless
immediate steps were taken there would
not be sufficient wheat and other grains of
good seeding quality available in the country
to enable the crop to be put in this spring.
Therefore, at the request of the province of
Saskatchewan, and with the approval of the
Wheat Committee of the Cabinet, the Wheat
Board, instead of disposing of the balance of
6,964,000 bushels of wheat futures which it
held at July 31 last, began the process of
converting these futures into cash grain and
holding them in interior and other elevators
throughout the West. This cash wheat will
be moved by the Board, on instructions from
the province, to points where the grain is
required for seeding purposes. At railway
sidings it will be loaded on to farmers’ wagons.
The wheat is being sold to the province of
Saskatchewan on the basis of the average
of the closing market price of futures con-
tracts since the Board has been conducting
this operation on account of the province,
plus all carrying charges to date of delivery.
The Board will be paid out of the proceeds
of seed grain loans made by the banks.

As agent for the province of Saskatchewan,
on the basis of funds advanced to the Board
by the province, the Board has also been
acquiring a certain quantity of coarse grains
for seeding purposes, the total cost to the
province, including all carrying charges, not
to exceed a maximum of $4,000,000. Under
a similar arrangement with the province of
Alberta, the Board has been acquiring wheat
and oats for the spring seeding programme of
that province. The amounts involved are
350,000 bushels of wheat and 100,000 bushels
of oats, up to a total maximum cost of
$700,000.

I do not think it necessary for me, at this
stage, at least, to say anything further in
regard to the details of the loans that will be
guaranteed. The general arrangements will
be the same as last year. Loans will be made
by the chartered banks to the municipalities
on the basis of the seed grain loans legislation
of the two provinces. The interest rate on
these loans will be 4 per cent. The province
guarantees the bank loans to the municipalities,
and the Dominion adds its guarantee, which
is effective only to the extent that the
province is unable to fulfil its guarantee at
the end of three years.

I suggest that these explanations will give
a fair understanding of the situation.

Perhaps I should read something about the
procedure that is followed. As I have just
said, the borrowers have three years in which
to repay the amount borrowed. Inasmuch
as there may be a failure in the first year,
they are given the benefit of delay.

In Saskatchewan the Seed Grain Loans
Guarantee Act, 1938, was put through in the
recent session. The procedure under that
Act is this.

First the municipality passes a by-law
which will enable it to borrow money for seed
grain purposes. A copy of the by-law is
submitted to the Minister of Municipal Affairs
for approval. After approval has been given,
the municipality approaches the bank and
arranges for a loan, giving as security for
repayment its demand promissory note bearing
interest at the rate of four per cent.

Second, the municipality takes from the
recipient his demand promissory note as well
as a written agreement for a lien upon all
crops to be grown during the year in which
the note is given and the succeeding year on
the land named in his application.

Third, the rate of interest to be charged
farmers by the municipalities is not stipulated
in the Saskatchewan Seed Grain and Supply
Act. My understanding is that if there is any
increase added it will be just sufficient to pay
the cost of administration, and that the final
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rate when payment is made will be four per
cent. They make no profit.

Fourth, the secretary-treasurer of each
municipality is obliged to register each lien
agreement, and on or before October 1 of each
year must prepare and forward to the Minister
of Municipal Affairs a return showing the
names of all persons to whom advances have
been made, and the amounts thereof.

Fifth, provision is made in Saskatchewan
legislation to give similar assistance to farmers
in the local improvement districts which are
administered by the Minister of Municipal
Affairs.

Sixth, (a) the committee of the Cabinet and
the inspector for the district determine the
amount of seed grain and supplies that a
municipality may advance; that is, the Cabinet
in Regina decides the amount that each
municipality may advance within the munici-
pality. (b) Saskatchewan legislation provides
that the municipality shall not advance in
any year seed grain and supplies of a greater
value than $200 in respect of any one quarter
section. (¢) On farms of 320 acres or less of
cultivated land not more than sixty per cent
of such acreage is to be sown. Then (d), on
farms of more than 320 acres of cultivated
land fifty per cent thereof may be sown up
to a maximum of 250 acres; that is, no one
can sow more than 250 acres as a result of
having obtained seed from the Government.

I give these details so that honourable
members may understand the procedure
followed in enabling the farmer to secure the
share of seed he requires. I may say that
this is a duty which has devolved upon the
Dominion of Canada in such provinces as are
unable, through lack of credit, to finance the
municipalities. I may add, for the informa-
tion of my honourable friend to my left (Hon.
Mr. Casgrain), that it is a duty which we owe
to our citizens in the West who are afflicted.
I may assure him that the debt will be more
than repaid once there is a crop, and that if
there is a bumper crop the whole of the
eastern provinces, including Quebec and
Ontario, will benefit. I know my honourable
friend is afraid there may be another drought.
He lacks confidence in Providence. I think
we are simply doing our duty towards the
people of Saskatchewan and Alberta, to
Canada as a whole, and to ourselves, regardless
of the returns which we hope to obtain from
the turning wheels of industry.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I move the
second reading of the Bill.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, there must be a general election in
the offing when we throw our money around
like this. I do not understand why, in
the first place, the drought area was ever
populated. Anybody who cares to go to the
library and look at the maps made in 1740
by La Vérendrye will find that this area is
marked “The Great American Desert.”

I think I may say that I know the North-
west better than any other honourable senator.

Some Hon. SENATORS: No, no.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hold on! I laid
out sixty townships in the Northwest myself,
and I had to report about the soil and so on
mm every quarter-section. If honourable gen-
tlemen care to go to the Department of the
Interior they can see the plans bearing my
signature. If any honourable gentleman
thinks he knows more about that country than
I do, I should like him to tell us of his ex-
periences, and I will sit down at once. We
had to build a mound of earth every half
mile. Each mound contained two cubic yards
of earth. This meant that four times in every
mile we had to dig a hole three feet square
and eighteen inches deep, in order to enable
anybody to ascertain the spot, regardless of
whether animals or rain had destroyed the
mounds. Every other surveyor working there
did the same thing,.

Some people talk about irrigating that terri-
tory. I may say that it was no good in the
days I speak of, it is no good to-day, and
never will be of any use. Alexander Mac-
kenzie knew this. I was a French translator
in the House of Commons during his régime.
Where the Canadian National Railways run
to-day there is no drought. Honourable
members know of the wonderful crops that
are grown near Edmonton.

When the Canadian Pacific Railway was
built—I was there as a surveyor—it was
located as close as possible to the 49th
parallel, so that no railroad from the United
States would invade Canadian territory. In
1882, in the month of August, I was at Regina.
The Canadian Pacific Railway was taking the
Press over the line to advertise the wonder-
ful country through which it ran—and it is a
wonderful country. We arrived at Regina at
two o’clock in the afternoon on a special
train. I interviewed the oldest inhabitant.
He had arrived that morning. There were
no buildings at that time; nothing but tents;
but a great business was being done in the
sale of town lots.

There is no use trying to beat the Lord
Almighty. He made that area a desert, and
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it will remain a desert. Neither the Gov-
ernment of my right honourable friend
opposite (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) nor any
other Government can go against the Lord.
That is the Great American Desert, and it
never will be of any use. Any money you
spend there is gone; you will never get back
one dollar of it.

Hon. IVA C. FALLIS: May I crave the
indulgence of the House to answer one re-
mark of the honourable senator who has just
spoken? He said that in the area for which
assistance is being asked there never were
crops and never will be. It was my good
fortune to live in that district for eight years,
and during those eight years we never had a
crop failure. On the contrary, there were
marvellous crops, and money was made; and
hundreds and thousand of dollars of that
money were sent to Ontario and Quebec to
buy manufactured goods and helped to keep
the industrial life of Eastern Canada going.

I left that district in 1920. I may say that
the people along the Soo line between Moose
Jaw and Weyburn have had one misfortune
after another during the last seven years. It
has not always been drought. In 1935 there
was a marvellous crop, but when the wheat
was filling there were a few warm, misty days,
and rust developed and destroyed the crop.
But it is a mistake to say that wealth never
came out of that country.

I am in constant touch with people living
in that district. To-day they are encouraged
as they have not been for five years, because
the whole country is saturated with moisture.
They have had snow and rain and floods.
They think this is going to be the big year
for that country, and that they will be able
to recoup their losses, pay their debts, and
repay some of the advances which have been
made to them.

My only regret is that, as I have learned
in listening to the statement of the honour-
able leader of the House, seed is to be given
for only 250 acres. I know land owners out
there who have 800 acres ready for wheat.
The land is in perfect condition, and I do
not think the money could be better spent
than in helping people who for the last six
or seven years have shown fortitude and
courage by carrying on year after year. Now,
when there is a prospect of a crop, we should
not grudge them a little seed to enable them
to live, and to repay this country many
times over.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I understood the
honourable senator was asking me a question.
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Hon. Mrs. FALLIS: No. I was making a
statement to the House, senator.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I thought I was
being asked a question. This is what
happened. A layer of humus, about five or
six inches thick, accumulated on top of the
sand in that part of the country which in
1740 La Vérendrye described as a wilderness—
le grand désert américain. We have the same
situation in the Laurentian mountains, at a
place called Chapleau, where the Chapleau
Club is. You get a good crop so long as you
use only the five or six inches of humus.
I do not know whether all honourable
members know what that is. It is a vegetable
mould, the remains of grass or leaves, and it
makes excellent soil. But if you plough it up
once or twice and bring the sand to the top,
you are bound to have sand-storms. Everyone
here has heard about sand-storms, which have
occurred in the Western States and in our
own West because the good soil had been
used up. If the land had been farmed as it
should have been, if the people in the North-

west had not been mining wheat, as they
were—

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE: No.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: —if they had raised
cattle, from which manure would have been
obtained for the fields, there would not have
been the trouble that exists to-day. But, as
I say, the people out there were mining wheat.
They used to spend the winter in Florida or
California, and there would not be an animal
remaining on their farms after they had gone.
If one of them had a good horse he would
go to a neighbour and arrange with him to
keep it for the winter. I know all about these
things; it is nothing wonderful to know about
them. The people mined the wheat, took
everything out of the soil and put nothing back
in the way of manure or fertilizer. What can
they expect? The right honourable leader on
the other side (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen)
used to live in Portage la Prairie, which has
a very wonderful soil, perhaps the most fertile
in the whole country.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I have been there
many a time. The soil is not merely five or
six inches thick, but perhaps four or five
feet thick. Good crops can always be got
there. But other parts of the West were
enjoying good crops so long as the people
were using up a soil that had been accumulat-
ing for the last century or longer. Nothing
more can be got out of that soil now, and
any money spent on it will never be returned.

REVISED EDITION
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Hon. A. B. GILLIS: Honourable senators,
I was greatly pleased with the closing remarks
made by the honourable leader of the House
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) when he was moving
second reading of this Bill. He showed a
proper patriotic spirit and a desire to help
the people of the West. But some extra-
ordinary statements have been made by the
honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain). Of course, we are quite
familiar with his survey story; we have heard
that before. But he has just referred to parts
of our Western country as a wilderness. I
agree that a certain section of Saskatchewan
and of Alberta should never have been settled.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: A huge mistake was
made, under an Administration of which the
honourable gentleman was an ardent sup-
porter. We had out there beautiful stretches
of country which were, I suppose, the most
productive grazing land that could be found
anywhere. There were a number of ranches
for horses and cattle, and they were prosperous.
But a craze developed for more homesteads,
and land that should have been left alone was
opened up for cultivation.

I would ask the honourable leader of the
House if he can tell me what this seed wheat
will cost the farmers of the West. I do not
know whether he has that information.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I suggest that
my honourable friend proceed with his ad-
dress while I am looking for the information.
I think I have it here somewhere.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Is it $1.45 a
bushel ?

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: From the discussion
in another place I gather that the farmers
will be charged $145 a bushel, which is a
very high price. When the fire sale of wheat
took place a year or so ago, seven million
bushels were salvaged. That wheat was held
under option by someone for the Government,
and eventually the options were converted
into cash wheat for the purpose of securing
a supply of seed grain. The options were
changed occasionally. As honourable members
know, if you hold May wheat, for example,
and have made or lost a little money, you
may think it wise to transfer it to, say, July;
later you may decide to transfer it to October,
and so on. Those seven million bushels of
wheat left over from the fire sale were trans-
ferred five times. The cost of transferring
option wheat from one date to another is very
small, probably less than one-eighth of a cent.
For this wheat that the Government eventu-
ally bought, the producer was paid 90 cents

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

a bushel. Then there would be some charge
for storage: for the period since those options
were converted into cash wheat it is five cents
a bushel. The cost of transporting the wheat
to farmers in different parts of the West is
ten cents flat per bushel. Then there is an
allowance for distribution, and the estimate for
this is three cents. So the total cost of
handling this option wheat is 18 cents a
bushel. Add that to the 90 cents which the
producer got and it will be seen that the
farmers should not have to pay more than
$1.08, or $1.10 at the outside. Yet, as I have
said, it appears from the discussion in another
place that the farmers will be charged $145.

The point I wish to emphasize in this
honourable House is that the farmers of the
West are not being properly treated.

The honourable gentleman who preceded me
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain) expressed the opinion
that again this year there will be no crop in
the West. I may tell him that the outlook
is brighter than it has been for many years.
Last autumn we had heavy rains and the
moisture penetrated to a depth of at least
two feet; then the ground froze up. In
addition, we had a number of heavy snow-
falls during the winter. Yesterday I received
a letter from my home in eastern Saskatche-
wan saying that last Saturday a foot of soft
snow fell all over that part of the province.
This copious precipitation affords a good
prospect of bumper crops. When conditions
are normal in Saskatchewan, Manitoba and
Alberta, those provinces produce more wealth
than any other part of Canada.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Mines?

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: I am not talking of
mines, but there is a good deal of mining in
northern Saskatchewan.

The farmers were not allowed to participate
when the fire sale took place. It will be
remembered that under the Act sponsored
by the preceding Government the farmers
could get participation certificates, and if the
wheat sold at an advanced price they profited
accordingly. Had that Act been continued
in force, the farmers in Western Canada
would have received from twenty to thirty
cents a bushel over and above their initial
payment for the millions of bushels of wheat
which they produced.

I know the farmers of Saskatchewan and
Alberta are eager to have this Bill put into
effect.

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

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

Thursday, March 31, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CANADA’S RAILWAY PROBLEM
EXPLANATION

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. ARTHUR SAUVE: Honourable sena-
tors, my remarks on the motion of the honour-
able senator from Montarville (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien), especially those concerning Viger
and Moreau stations, and poor service, having
been the subject of comment and misinterpre-
tation, I should like to be permitted to make
a short explanatory statement. I expressed
the opinion that the Canadian Pacific Railway
could, to a certain extent, make amends for
the injustice done to the eastern section of
Montreal by entering into an agreement with
the Canadian National Railways so that Viger
station could be used by the Canadian Na-
tional trains between Montreal and Quebec.
As a result of such an arrangement the Place
Viger hotel might later on be operated by the
Canadian National Railways at a profit, especi-
ally if the Canadian Pacific would agree to
discontinue its service between Lanoraie and
Joliette. §

That is just one of the many instances
where classification, co-operation, or unifica-
tion for certain sections could be effected.
Thus the short line between St. Eustache and
Ste. Thérése, which is operated without profit
to anyone concerned, should be closed so as
to permit of better accommodation and service
by the Canadian National Railways. Many
exchanges and agreements would be possible
were the interested parties animated by good-
will and a real desire to serve the public.

I repeat that our railways lack plan and
classification, also adequate co-operation and
regulation, which are essential if they are to
be fairly and profitably operated. The com-
panies should come to a reasonable agree-
ment as to division of clientéle, not with

the object of controlling and raising
transportation rates—trusts with such an
aim must for ever be destroyed—but

with a view to economical administration in
the common interest and in fairness to the
public. The various governments of our coun-
try are vitally concerned in the classification
of our transportation system. Only in such
a way shall we find the solution of Canada’s
railway problem. This should be the opinion,
51958—13}

the doctrine, of the Senate, which is not a
democratic Chamber, but a tribunal of order
and equal justice.

ORGANIZATION OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. G. PARENT: Honourable senators, I
have read in the newspapers that I have been
appointed a member of the committee which
is to investigate the railway situation in Can-
ada. T believe that this is an important com-
mittee and its members will have a very
difficult task to perform. As this committee
may not sit for some little time yet, I would
suggest, subject to the approval of both the
leaders of this House, that before the com-
mittee meets there should be placed in the
room a map showing the exact situation of
all the railways, and especially of the 4,000
miles of road which the honourable senator
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) has
contended can be eliminated. Then, when we
start to work, it would be possible not only
for us, but for anybody who comes into the
room, to take in the situation at a glance and
to judge whether or not those 4,000 miles
should be abandoned.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is likely that
the committee will meet next week for organ-
ization purposes. We can then decide upon
the desirability of having such a map as has
been suggested.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: May I suggest now
that the committee might meet on Wednes-
day morning next for organization purposes?

Right Hon. Mr, MEIGHEN:
day morning?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Are we going to sit
on Monday?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Then let us say Tues-
day morning at 10.30.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Eleven o'clock.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There will
be meetings of other committees at s §
would suggest 10.30 for organization.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Perhaps we:
may as well say Wednesday morning, to be:
sure that we shall have the time clear for
the committee. ‘Has the honourable senator
from Westmorland (Hon. Mr, Black) any
objection to fixing the meeting for Wednesday
morning at 11 o’clock?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: No. Tuesday would
have been better, perhaps, if we had the time,
but Wednesday morning at eleven will be.
satisfactory for the organization meeting,

Say Tues-
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TRANS-CANADA AIR LINES Press of March 28, a statement sh.t)wi.ng t}'le
N T actual cash returns from four districts in
e Manitoba, for which districts this House
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable guaranteed the money—$400,000—that was

senators, I lay on the Table the annual report
of the Trans-Canada Air Lines for the year
ending December 31, 1937.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Can the
honourable gentlemen tell us what the profit
was?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Not in actu.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: We are laying
the foundation, so to speak, in the air.

In posse.

DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the follow-
ing Bills were read the third time, and
passed :

Bill T1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Dean St. Clair Ross.

Bill Ul, an Act for the relief of Frances
Margaret Stewart Butler.

Bill V1, an Act for the relief of Agnes
Leblanc Archambault.

SEED GRAIN LOANS GUARANTEE BILL
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion by Hon.
Mr. Dandurand for second reading of Bill
78, an Act to assist the Provinces of Alberta
and Saskatchewan in financing the cost of seed
and seeding operations for the crop year
1938.

Hon. JOHN T. HAIG: Honourable sen-
ators, I shall not detain you very long in
discussing this subject., I am sorry that
the honourable gentleman from De Lanau-
didre (Hon. Mr, Casgrain) is not in his place
to hear me. When speaking yesterday he
expressed an opinion that is very prevalent,
especially in Ontario and Quebec.

I want first to commend the Government
for introducing this legislation. I think that
in the peculiar existing circumstances Canada
is very happy in having as Minister of Agri-
culture a Western man, and as Minister of
Finance a man who formerly lived in the
West.

Honourable members who do not come
from Western Canada will be able to get a
better idea of what seed means to that part
of our country if they will let me read for a
moment or two, from the Winnipeg Free

Hon. Mr. BLACK.

used for seed. Under the Seed Grain Loans

Guarantee Bill we passed last year the
following sums were spent for seed in
the three Prairie Provinces: Saskatchewan,

$6,600,000; Alberta, $1,600,000, and Manitoba,
$400,000. In District No. 1, the south-west
corner of Manitoba, the crop of 1936 was
worth $1,374,000, that of last year $5,039,000.
In District No. 2, which is pretty well in the
dried-out area, and in which until last year
they had had poor crops, the crop of 1936 was
worth $4,910,000, last year’s $13,384,000. In
District No. 7, partly in the dried-out area
and partly in the area that had some crop
the previous year, the crop in 1936 was worth
$3,972,000, last year $7,297,000. In District
No. 8, north of District No. 2, the crop in 1936
was worth $4,953,000, last year $7,202,000.
It will be seen that on the $400,000 guaranteed
seed grain loans for that part of Manitoba
there was a return last year of more than
$30,000,000.

Let me describe briefly the country in
south-west Manitoba, in order to give honour-
able members some idea of what the dried-out
areas of Saskatchewan and Alberta are like.
I have visited the No. 1 area every year for
the last five years.

The first year there was a grasshopper
plague. I saw a half-section of summer fallow
seeded to grain overrun by a swarm of grass-
hoppers a mile long and about an eighth of a
mile wide. They ate every vestige of vegeta-
tion, leaving nothing but the bare earth. For
two years Manitoba and Saskatchewan have
suffered from that scourge.

Then in 1935 we had a rust epidemic. The
mulberry bush of the southern United States
serves as a host for the rust spores, which are
carried north by the warm, moisture-laden
winds from the Gulf. Under such favourable
conditions these spores are borne northward
for thousands and thousands of miles. Rust
does not trouble the western part of Alberta,
as the southern Rocky Mountains form an
effective barrier, but it is prevalent in the
eastern half of Alberta and in Saskatchewan
and Manitoba. A rust-resisting wheat has
been evolved in Manitoba, but undoubtedly
as time goes on its resistant qualities will
become weakened, and a more vigorous strain
will have to be produced. Last year in
Manitoba the wheat crop ran from thirty-five
to forty bushels to the acre where there was
only slight rust, but in badly infected districts
the yield dropped to only ten or fifteen
bushels. That will give honourable senators
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some idea of the serious losses resulting from
rust. In 1935 in Saskatchewan and Alberta
there were good crops, but they were entirely
wiped out by rust.

Last year there was virtually no crop in any
part of Saskatchewan. Last August when I
was in the northern part of the province,
around Humboldt and Saskatoon, I saw trees
the foliage of which had been eaten by cattle
and sheep up as far as they could reach.
There was no vegetation on the ground at all.
The farmers had their first crop failure in that
district last year,

I do not think the Government is going
far enough in providing the farmers of Sas-
katchewan with seed. 'I may be told that
this is merely the talk of a Westerner. But
let me remind honourable members that in
that province especially the limitation of 250
acres is impracticable, for owing to the nature
of the rainfall only dry farming can be suc-
cessfully carried on.

Hon. Mr. MARSHALL: The Saskatchewan
and Alberta Governments fixed that limita-
tion, not the Federal Government.

Hon. Mr. HAIG: I grant that. My honour-
able friend misunderstands me if he thinks I
am criticizing the Government. I am trying
to point out that the limitation of 250 acres
is too low. In a dry-farming country a
farmer, to operate successfully, must every
year summer-fallow at least one-third or pre-
ferably one-half of his land. I have letters
in my desk from farmers in Saskatchewan
who have summer-fallowed 500 acres of their
1,000-acre farms. They can get seed for 250
acres, but they ask, “What about the other
250 acres?” With their machinery and equip-
ment they must put more than 250 acres under
crop if they are to farm successfully.

We of the Prairies realize that we are asking
a good deal from Canada, but I would urge
the people of Ontario and Quebec to remem-
ber what a good crop in Western Canada
means to this country. With the Western
wheat crop last year below the average, there
were no dividends on Canadian Pacific Rail-
way common stock. The revenue of the
Canadian National Railways from handling
the wheat of Western Canada is in ordinary
years $22,000,000; last year it was less than
$10,000,000. Not only that, but a good crop
in the West means more money to spend on
machinery, food, clothing, and furniture. Dur-
ing the last seven years there has been no
money in the West for such expenditures.
Even had there been no world depression
at all, Eastern Canada would during the last
seven or eight years have felt the lack of
crop production in the Prairie Provinces.

We in Manitoba have had very little more
rainfall than Saskatchewan and Alberta, but
last year and the previous year we had mag-
nificent crops, because at the right time we
had just enough rain. My honourable friend
from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)
has said that the farmers of the West are
taking all the fertility out of the land. In
District No. 1 last year, on land no better
than land in Alberta and which had grown
no crops for seven years, there was a yield of
seventy bushels to the acre. All that is
necessary in that country is rainfall at the
right season of the year.

Hon. Mr. PARENT: Would irrigation solve
the problem?

Hon. Mr. HAIG: No. We cannot pay
the cost of irrigation with wheat at 75 cents
a bushel. That is the difficulty. You can
grow wheat in Western Canada at 75 cents
a bushel or more and make a profit, but if
you put in irrigation, as in Alberta, the over-
head is too high. Last year I saw near
Lethbridge land under irrigation yielding
sixty bushels to the acre, as against twenty-
five bushels to the acre from non-irrigated
land. The current price was $1.08 per bushel,
f.oob. railway station. At that price the
farmer could afford to pay for irrigation;
but if the price went down to 75 cents a
bushel he would be farming at a loss. Irri-
gation in Alberta has been successful only
where sugar beet or similar crops can be
grown. Damming the streams, as the Govern-
ment is doing now, will help somewhat in
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Alberta for
mixed farming. But I would ask honourable
members to bear in mind that parts of Sas-
katchewan and Alberta can never be adapted
for mixed farming except on a large scale.

Ontario and Quebec have year in and year
out, for the last half-century, sold a large
volume of goods to Saskatchewan, Alberta
and Manitoba. While there has been objection
from those Western provinces to the measure
of protection enjoyed by industrial plants
in Central Canada, that objection has
never been long continued. We of the Prairies
realize that a certain amount of protection
is necessary, as is evidenced by our large Con-
servative vote in the 1930 elections; but I
would remind Ontario and Quebec that if
they are to enjoy a continuance of protection
they must in turn recognize the disabilities
under which the West labours, and give it
some consideration. We must be conceded
the right to be placed on an equality
with labour and industry in the two central
provinces, or Canada cannot hold together.
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It is all very well for the premiers of Quebec
and Ontario to say they are not going to
be taxed to support the Western Provinces,
but I would remind them that if they do not
support those provinces, then the people of
the West will look to other places for sup-
port—and will get it. I say to the people of
Ontario and Quebec: Be sure you examine
the whole account before you question what
the Government of Canada is doing for Mani-
toba, Saskatchewan and Alberta. We can
never have a great and united Dominion if
public men in Ontario and Quebec challenge
the right of Canada as a whole to render
proper help to the Prairie Provinces.

I congratulate the Government and its rep-
resentative in this House on what is being
done for Western Canada this year. I ap-
preciate its policy in this regard. At the
same time I want the people of Canada, par-
ticularly those of the central provinces, to
understand that we in the West do not look
upon this assistance as a hand-out. Given
good crops, the Western Provinces will repay
100 cents on every dollar advanced.

I want to assure honourable members that
we of the Prairie Provinces are loyal to Con-
federation. We put Canada before everything
else. Ontario and Quebec are rich and pros-
perous. The churches of the central provinces
have expressed their sympathy by sending us
food and clothing. We thank them for doing
so. But we would ask the business men of
Ontario and Quebec to realize our situation
and cease carping criticism of what our people
are doing. It is true that a few of our people
have gone to Florida or to California, but
many from Toronto and Montreal have done
likewise. I would ask you, honourable sen-
ators, when dealing with Western Canada,
to bear in mind that the people of Western
Canada, while at present down on their luck,
are just as loyal to this country as the people
of any other part of it, and that when con-
ditions improve they will not forget what
has been done for them by the rest of
Canada.

Hon. W. M. ASELTINE: Honourable
senators, I wish to voice my approval of the
remarks which have just been made by the
honourable the junior member from Winni-
peg (Hon. Mr. Haig).

I also come from that great country, and
have been farming and raising wheat out there
for the last twenty-five years. I think, there-
fore, I am better able to judge of conditions
there than is the honourable senator from
De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain). I am
in favour of the principle of this Bill, and want
to see it passed to-day if at all possible. Like

Won. Mr. HAIG.

the honourable the junior senator from Winni-
peg (Hon. Mr. Haig), I should like to see the
Bill go a little further than it does: I think
the amount of money to be voted is all too
little. In the province of Saskatchewan we
have each year, on the average, 14,000,000
acres in wheat. In addition, there are in the
province of Manitoba about 3,000,000 acres
in wheat and in the province of Alberta
7,000,000 acres. You will realize from these
figures how important this matter is to us.

If any criticism is to be made of this pro-
posal, it would be, I think, as to the price
to be paid for the wheat, approximately $1.45
a bushel. We knew last year, not later than
the middle of July, that there was going to be
a total crop failure in about two-thirds of the
province of Saskatchewan, and at that time
many of us urged upon the Government the
necessity of buying the wheat while the price
was at a comparatively low level. At one
time during the fall wheat could have been
bought at $1.02 a bushel. However, it takes
time to deal with matters of this kind, and
perhaps the Government is not to be criticized
unduly for not having purchased at that time.

I probably would not have spoken at all
had it not been that the honourable senator
from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) pre-
tended to know so much about our Western
country. It must be many years since he
made the survey of which he spoke. I am
sorry that he did not go through that country
last year with the members of the Canadian
Chamber of Commerce. The Agricultural
Committee of the Chamber of Commerce
held a special sitting in the city of Saskatoon
about the end of August or the first of
September, and seemed to be very much
exercised over the fact that the newspapers
in the East were publishing reports that the
West was done; that it never again would be
a producer of wheat. I was one of those who
were called in to meet that committee. We
had a very fine meeting, lasting one entire
morning, and I think we were able to convince
the committee that the West was not finished
as a wheat-producing country.

Let me give you an example which I cited
to the committee. Last fall, in connection
with a case that was coming before the Board
of Review under the Farmers’ Creditors
Arrangement Act, I had occasion to prepare
a brief on the production of wheat per acre
on summer-fallowed land in the section in
question, covering the period from 1911 to
1926. I found that the average production on
summer fallow was 33 bushels per acre. No
one can say that a country is done as a
wheat-producing country simply because of
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the fact that since 1930 there have been
several bad seasons. The top soil on that land
is 50 feet deep, and it is almost impossible for
such land to be ruined by soil drifting or in
any other manner. It will take years for it
to be “mined” as suggested yesterday.

I recall that in 1914 we had what virtually
amounted to a total crop failure in our part
of the country. We had no rain, and there
was not enough seed for the next year. But
the Federal Government supplied seed to the
extent of some $4,000,000 worth, and in 1915
we had probably the greatest wheat crop in
our history. In our district summer fallow
produced in some cases as much as 72 bushels
to the acre. If the Government had not
provided seed at that time we should have
lost almost the whole of that crop; and I
contend that the money received for that crop
helped not only Western Canada, but Eastern
Canada as well. Most of the money then
advanced has been paid back.

Then we have the experience of the dust
bowl of the Southern States. For five or six
yvears crops there were very poor, but last
year it produced one of the largest crops in
its history. And the honourable the junior
senator from Winnipeg has just told us about
south-western Manitoba.

It is reported this year that there have been
unprecedented floods in the southern part of
Saskatchewan, and that flats which have not
produced crops, even of hay, for years, are
under water. With such conditions of moisture
prevailing, it would be a shame indeed not to
vote this money.

I have in my hand a precipitation record
for the Prairie Provinces covering the period
from 1885 to 1938. I shall be glad to show
it to any honourable senator who wishes to
see it. This report was prepared by the
research department of the Searle Grain
Company, and is very accurate. In preparing
it all the data available were examined.
I should like to read from this report the
following :

It also seems correct to say that there is no
evidence that any annual decrease in rainfall
has occurred over the period that has been
examined, that is, from 1885 to date. Hence
it would seem reasonably safe to conclude that
the dry years that haye been experienced
recently will eventually in turn give way to
wetter years, Just as occurred after the dry
cycles ending in 1890, 1898 and 1919. It is
interesting, too, to note that the annual average
rainfall in the last eleven years, from 1927 to
1937 inclusive, has been 11-72 inches, and for
the eleven years from 1885 to 1895 inclusive,
11-71 inches.

Similar charts showing the long-time rainfall
for each of the provinces separately, for crop
districts, and for individual points, and other
charts that will reveal long-time wheat yield

per acre, have been compiled, and will from
time to time be published.

The journals of early explorers on the
Prairies—Henry Kelsey, 1691; Anthony Hen-
day, 1754; La Vérendrye, 1738; David Thomp-
son, 1801; Captain Palliser, 1858; Hind, 1860;
Fleming and Grant, 1872; Macoun, 1879 and
others, ‘have been exammed and they all indicate
that dry years and wet years, since the earliest
days, seem to have occurred alternately over
the Prairie Provinces.

As I said at the beginning, I would not
have spoken had it not been for some remarks
made yesterday. I should like to press for
the passage of this Bill as quickly as possible,
because the weather in Western Canada has
been warm since the end of the first week
of February, the snow is all gone, and the
farmers are almost ready to start putting in
the crop.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will honourable
senators allow me to answer two ecriticisms
which have been made, so that they need not
be repeated in the course of this debate, "if
it is not already ended? The honourable
member from Peterborough (Hon. Mrs. Fallis)
and the honourable the junior member from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) expressed regret
that the seed to be granted to each farmer
would not be sufficient for more than 250 acres.
I have obtained some information on that
point. I may inform honourable members
that there may be a certain leeway in decid-
ing the amount to be granted. That matter
will be dealt with by the provinces of Saskat-
chewan and Alberta on the one hand, and
the federal Minister of Agriculture on the
other. I hope the complaints will diminish
by reason of a more liberal distribution.

The honourable senator from Whitewood
(Hon. Mr. Gillis) and the honourable senator
who has just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Asel-
tine) have suggested that the farmer would
be charged a rather high price for the seed
which is to be distributed. I am informed
that it is not the intention of the Govern-
ment to charge the farmer more than the
cost price plus interest and the charges for
transportation to the elevators—a movement
which already has taken place—and from there
to the local elevators for distribution to the
farmers. THe amount which the farmer will
be charged has not been settled, but I am
quite sure that nobody will make any profit
out of the transaction.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I do not think
any complaint should be made about the
price. I understand the farmer will pay just
what is paid out west by the Wheat Board—
the torch-bearer of good business. My
information is that it sold the old wheat just
before the market price went up, and bought
the new wheat just before the market price
went down.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am not familiar
with all the details. Some of the wheat is
more than a year old. It may have been held
for two or three years. I do not know.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is the
trouble.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Interest on the
amount paid may have to be added, but as a
matter of fact it is not the intention of the
Government to make one cent of profit on
the operation.

Hon. J. A. CALDER: Honourable senators.
I have often been asked why the dry period
out west has lasted so long. I have never
been able to answer that question. In fact
I have never been able to get any satisfactory
answer as to why it occurred at all. Never-
theless, a doubt has been raised in the minds
of many people as to the advisability of lend-
ing all this assistance to Western Canada, and
I can quite understand why that doubt exists.

As I say, I have never been able to ascer-
tain from anybody the cause of the drought,
and I do not know whether the Government
has ever made an inquiry on this question.
It seems to me that if the Government has
not already made such an inquiry, it should
be undertaken by somebody, or by a com-
mission or a parliamentary committee with
the assistance of the best experts available,
for the purpose of ascertaining not only the
reason for the drought, but also whether it
is likely to last. I think that is sound sense.

Now let me give you a picture. I have
lived in Western Canada since 1882, I went
to Moose Jaw in 1891. In the year 1893 I
went south from Moose Jaw for a distance
of some 60 or 70 miles. As we travelled
over the prairie in a buckboard to a marsh
where a friend of mine had a little ranch,
I saw cracks in the ground which were any-
where from six to twelve inches wide, and into
which you could put a pole to a depth of
fifteen feet,

Hon. Mr. MULLINS: That is absolutely
correct. 3

Hon. Mr. CALDER: That was in 1891.
In those days you did not hear anything
about such matters. A little relief was granted
by Parliament, through the Territorial Gov-
ernment, to the Qu’Appelle valley district,
where there was some settlement; but in the
section of the country I was in there was
not a farmer anywhere for 200 miles; there
were only two or three ranchers.

The honourable senator from West Central
Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr. Aseltine) has given
a description of the moisture conditions in

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN,

Western Canada since 1885, as compiled by
the Searle Grain Company. I should like to
know where the Searle Company got their
information. There was nobody to give it
to them. Not only hundreds but thousands
of square miles of that country had not a
single settler. For example, in the whole coun-
try south of the Canadian Pacific line from
Moose Jaw all the way to Calgary and to
the boundary line there were not one hundred
farmers.

Hon. Mr. MULLINS: Quite correct.

Hon. Mr. CALDER: On the other hand,
north of the Canadian Pacific and west of
Moose Jaw to the Saskatchewan river, a dis-
tance of forty to eighty miles, there was
scarcely a farmer anywhere. And if you had
crossed the Saskatchewan river and gone on
towards Battleford, all the way to Edmonton
—an empire in itself—you would not have
met more than perhaps ten farmers. I know
that, for I travelled over the country in
the early days. So we have virtually no
authentic records of the rainfall of those
days in that territory; we have nothing but
the recollections of a few persons who knew
the country. I say in all sincerity that I
think it is worth while to get together
meteorologists and others who understand the
causes of climate, in an effort to ascertain
whether conditions have so changed that that
country is finished as a grain producer. I
do not believe it is.

We all know where the rain in that country
used to come from. One of the elements that
brought it there was the wind, blowing from
the Pacific ocean, Hudson bay, the Great
Lakes and the Gulf of Mexico. For some
reason or another, in the last seven years
the winds have not brought rain, and the
moisture in that territory has been tumbling
back into the sea. As a result the soil has
become dried out. For example, last Novem-
ber at the time of the freeze-up I was in
the neighbourhood of Regina, and if you
dug down six inches into the ground you
would strike dry earth. I was talking to a
man who had travelled some five, six or
seven thousand miles in southern Saskatche-
wan, carrying a spade with him, and he told
me that the greatest depth of moisture he
found anywhere in the whole territory was
eighteen inches. What was it ten years ago?
In the city of Regina you could dig down
for twenty feet and not lose moisture. Any-
where in that country you could go down
from ten to fifteen feet in the heavy soil and
it would not be dry. It is going to take




MARCH 31, 1938

201

some time to get that reserve of moisture
back into the soil.

I am not opposing this seed grain measure
at all. My whole point is that before we
go ahead with any schemes involving large
expenditure—irrigation and that kind of thing
have been talked of—we should get the fullest
available information as to the possible future
climate of that country. We can do this
only by getting hold of the men who know
something about the subject. I must confess
I do not know anything about it, and in my
ordinary travels I have never met any person
who did; consequently, I cannot form any
opinion on the matter at all.

Hon. HENRY A. MULLINS: Honourable
senators, what has just been said by the
honourable member from Saltcoats (Hon. Mr.
Calder) supports my own opinion. The ter-
ritory from Moose Jaw to the mountains,
south of the main line, should never have
been taken away from the ranchers. We
were driven out of that land by the farmers,
who attempted to grow grain on land that
never should have been used for that purpose.
It was a prosperous grazing country. My
memory goes back to the yellowgrass dis-
trict and an occasion when I was riding
with a gentleman who had a big herd of
cattle. The horse put his foot into a crack
in the ground that was over six inches wide.
It is a dry country, suitable only for the
raising of live stock, and it mever should
have been farmed. But the nesters came in
there in numbers, set up homesteads and
drove the cattle men out. They camped on
the water-holes., True, they left us plenty
of prairie. But the short bunch-grass was
destroyed, and I do not know how it can be
brought back. It was worth millions to
Western Canada. It was a terrible mistake
to plough that up and try to produce wheat
instead of cattle.

We have all heard about the grasshoppers
of the West. Well, we had them in Manitoba.
I remember seeing them piled up moun-
tains high on the main streets of Manitoba
towns in the pioneer days. However, I am
not here to talk about grasshoppers or our
Western troubles in general. I know that
our people in the dried-out areas are suffer-
ing, and my sympathy goes out to them. But
I want to see men farming in Western Canada
in the right way. The Almighty never in-
tended that men should farm as some of
them are doing. Wheat! We heard of
nothing but wheat. During the War the
wheat growers got big prices, but what is
happening to-day? Our young cattle, the
growing yearlings, are being sent across the

boundary into the United States to be fin«
ished into beef. That is altogether wrong.
We want markets, anywhere we can get them,
but we should not sell our growing yearlings.
It is like sending all your young men out of
the country and leaving only the older ones
to carry on. I am glad that the honourable
senator from High River (Hon. Mr. Riley)
is here to bear me out in what I say. It is
pleasing also to know that the honourable
the junior member from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr.
Haig) knows a good deal about live stock.

Our Western country has been depleted
of live stock. That is why I retired from
business. I do not want to ship the rubbish
that is being produced now. Honourable
members know about the poor quality. If
you look in the Bible you will see where
the ringstraked and speckled cattle—the rub-
bish—came from. The outcome was due to
Jacob’s deal with Laban. I repeat that farm-
ing in the West is not being carried on as
the Almighty intended it should be. There
has been a great change from the old days.
I am looking across the aisle at the honour-
able senator from Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr.
Gillis), who remembers very well the wonder-
ful herds of cattle that used to roam in the
mountains south of Whitewood. They are
not there now. If you travelled from Moose
Jaw to the foot of the mountains you could
not buy a train load of cattle suitable for
the markets, as you could in olden days. I
remember in the early days getting off at
Swift Current and at Crane Lake, and in
a short time closing a deal with Mr. Andrews,
a rancher there, for a thousand steers. That
country was rich in cattle then. Out there
to-day they will tell you—and it is a sorrow-
ful tale—about grasshoppers and drought.
The land should have been left to produce
bunch-grass, as I have said. You cannot go
against nature, as the farmers did in the West,
without having to pay a penalty.

One of the greatest causes of hardship to
the West to-day is the high cost of trans-
portation. To get the products from the farm
to the markets of the world you pay twenty
per cent more to-day than when the Canadian
Pacific Railway first came out into that coun-
try. I remember, when the line was coupled
up at Jackfish, how glad we were to see the
first locomotive, which is now taken care of
and on display at Winnipeg. In those days
I used to ship train loads of cattle from the
West to various parts of the East, and the rates
that were charged me were one-fifth lower
than they are to-day. What is the use of
preaching about “competition ever, amal-
zamation never,” when the Western farmers
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are being taxed with such excessive freight
rates? When the Canadian Pacific first came
into that country the rate for shipping live
stock to markets in the East was 60} cents
per 100 pounds: the present rate is 874 cents.
How can the farmers succeed in the face of
such rates? I recall that when I was a mem-
ber of the Manitoba Legislature we had
control of rates in Western Canada, and we
could ship grain at a ten-cent rate. That is
a much cheaper rate than we have now, and
there was no competition then.

What is the use of improving the railway
passenger service and doing nothing whatever
to make conditions better for shipping live
stock and grain? We travel in luxurious
coaches and put up at luxurious hotels, but
are the box cars in which the farmer loads
his grain, or the stock cars in which he ships
his cattle, any better than they were fifty
years ago? No. We do not provide any
better facilities for disposing of the produce
of the farmer who is struggling in the West.
Unless he can get lower freight rates he will
not be able to succeed.

I know that the truck has made inroads on
the traffic that used to belong exclusively to
the railways. Only last week I was talking
to the manager of the stock-yards at Winnipeg
about the huge quantities of produce coming
in by truck. I was surprised to see the massive
vehicles driving up there. A change has been
made in transportation methods—just as there
has been a change in the political atmosphere
of the other House, where you can hear so
many varied ideas these days. At Toronto I
saw coming in by truck: 137,227 cattle, 90,657
calves, 180276 hogs, 82,840 sheep and 194
horses. From these figures honourable mem-
bers can realize how deeply the trucks have
cut into railway revenues.

I am going to make a statement that will
be challenged, and I know I shall be criticized
for making it. I say that the farmer in
Western Canada or in the East is all wrong
in the way he sells his live stock. That is a
broad statement, but I stand by it. The place
to sell his cattle is right on his farm. Let the
purchaser take them where he likes. The
farmer certainly should not ship his live stock
into a packer’s yard, where an expert buyer
is employed to fix prices. The old cattleman,
the old-time trader, who used to buy direct
from the producer, is not in business to-day.
There is a new system, just as there are new
politics over in the other House.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: That is bad.

Hon. Mr. MULLINS: I was in the South
a short time ago. I want the honourable the
junior senator from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr.

Hon. Mr. MULLINS.

Haig) to know that I am one of those who
took a trip to Florida, but I went there for
my health. Well, I was present in the church
of a coloured congregation one Sunday, and
the clergyman was explaining, in the course
of his sermon, what an awful place Hell is.
He declared it was colder than he could
possibly deseribe; that more icebergs were
there than in the Arctic regions. After the
service was over I was talking to the preacher.
I said: “ You preachers seem to have changed,
like the politicians. You have a new doctrine.
When I was a boy I heard at church that
Hades was full of fire and *brimstone, but you
pictured it as the very opposite, as being
colder than the North Pole)” He replied:
“There is a reason for that. If I preached to
these coloured people that it was warm there,
they would all want to go.”

I have lived in Canada since the days of
Confederation, and I shudder when I listen
to some of the doctrines that are expounded
in another place. I have a good many
Liberal friends, and I make no apology for
that. In 1930 many of them voted for me and
helped to send me to Ottawa. I find no
fault with a good Liberal, and I have a great
deal of respect for a good Conservative.
But, judged by the former standard, the
Liberals in power to-day are Conservatives
and the Conservatives are Liberals. This
talk of free trade that we hear so much about
on the Prairies is all a joke; there is nothing
to it. The Liberals have just as high a tariff
as the Conservatives had. However, I will
not go further into that. It would take too
long a time for me to deal with it in whole,
and anyway, I have passed beyond that kind
of debate.

We should do all we can to render assistance
to those who are farming in right parts of the
West and in the way it was intended that
farming should be done. If things were
carried on as they should be, farmers would
be able to live in homes instead of boarding-
houses. But again, how can a man build a
home on the Prairie when freight rates for
shipping lumber are so high? Look at the
number of shacks out there. Excessive freight
rates are responsible. This is a serious matter,
and I believe something should be done to
remedy it. We should have lower rates for
shipping in goods that the farmer needs, and
lower rates for shipping out his produce to
the markets. I want to see the right kind of
cattle raised in our West. God commanded
Moses to tell the children of Israel to bring
a red heifer, without spot or blemish. It
would be much better for our Western
farmers if they would make up their minds
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to produce only good stock and have nothing
more to do with rubbish.

I have to apologize to my legal friends
for referring to the live stock industry, but I
cannot help upholding it. Whenever the sub-
ject comes before this House I cannot refrain
from speaking on behalf of that industry. As
I have been associated with it for more than
half a century, I should at least have some
experience and knowledge of it. I have gone
out and bought cattle and taken the ups and
downs of the market. I know what the pro-
duction of live stock means in the building
of the home. I want to see homes and con-
tented farmers on the Prairies. I do not care
to hear people talking about relief and
secession. Like my honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Haig), I do not want to see a line drawn
north and south of Port Arthur to separate
the East from the West. To Canada I would
apply those noble lines:

Wider still and wider shall thy
bounds be set. :

God, who made thee mighty, make
thee mightier yet!

Hon. DUNCAN MARSHALL: Honourable
senators, it seems to me that the question
before us is whether or not it is worth while
for the Government of Canada to save the
farmers of Saskatchewan and Alberta by
guaranteeing the purchase of $16,400,000 worth
of seed grain.

I was interested in the remarks of the
honourable senator from Saltcoats (Hon. Mr.
Calder). He was one of the earliest settlers
in the West. I have driven with him over
the prairies a good many times. I saw the
opening up of that country to farming, though
I was not there until a considerable time
after my honourable friend. With regard to
his references to the drought in Western Can-
ada, I may say that when going through
some of the early records of the Hudson’s
Bay Company I noticed that the Indians in
making a treaty with that company insisted
on a proviso that they should not be com-
pelled to take their land in what was then
called the Great Desert. That “Great Desert”
is to-day the Portage Plains, than which there
is no finer section of farm land in any country
that I know of.

As to the drought area, I do not think there
is a single agricultural college on either side
of the line, whether in the Dakotas or Minne-
sota or in our Prairie Provinces, that has not
devoted a great deal of attention to a study
of drought conditions; but, like other mysteries
of the soil, it is a very difficult problem to
deal with.

Last year Saskatchewan had a very small
crop, averaging about two bushels to the
acre. After the weeds and other rubbish were

separated, the clean grain would not be much
more than sufficient for seed purposes in the
province. But before any of this grain could
be set aside for seed the farmer with such a
scanty yield was probably obliged to sell his
grain to provide the means to purchase food
to keep his family through the winter. Conse-
quently it will be necessary to ship seed grain
into Saskatchewan from Manitoba, which had
an excellent crop last year, and from Alberta,
half of which province also had an excellent
crop.

The right honourable leader of the opposi-
tion (Right Hon. Mr. Meighen) referred to
wheat futures. I never had any spare money
with which to go into the market; so I have
neither bought nor sold wheat futures. It
appears that when Mr. Murray in December,
1935, succeeded Mr. McFarland as Chairman
of the Wheat Board, he found on hand 298,-
000,000 bushels of wheat, or wheat futures.
Could we have foreseen the drought of last
year, it would have been very fortunate for
us to have been able to find storage for some
of that wheat, which could be used to-day.
Mr. Murray, I understand, sold the wheat
gradually until he had only about six or seven
million bushels left. The wheat held by the
Wheat Board in 1935 was purchased with
money advanced by the Dominion Govern-
ment, and Mr. Murray was anxious to dispose
of the wheat without loss to the federal
treasury. I think the transaction was closed
out at a slight profit. But that is something
entirely aside from the provision of seed grain
for the farmers of Saskatchewan and Alberta.

I had the misfortune—about my only mis-
fortune in administering a department in a
new province—of distributing grain to Alberta
farmers for twelve consecutive years. In
those days the trouble was caused not by
drought, but by frost, and was very slight in
comparison with the present distress. The
seed grain was distributed then exactly as it
will be under this Bill. In many places the
same municipal officials will act as those with
whom I worked years ago. I may instance Mr.
Brusso, the secretary of the municipality in
which I then resided. He is still on the job,
and under direction from the Provincial Gov-
ernment, and probably also from the Dominion
Government, he will oversee the distribution
of the seed grain in his municipality. No-
body can do this work so well as the municipal
officials, for they know personally everyone
in their district.

The honourable the junior member from
Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) referred to the
hardships that the 250-acre limitation would
impose on a farmer with a large acreage under
cultivation. For the last three years the
Ontario Department of Agriculture has dis-
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tributed seed grain, but in small quantities.
Even in the county of Carleton, if you please,
we had to distribute seed grain to needy
farmers. These men are promptly repaying.
In the course of distribution in the West
it was my experience that the farmers who
desired to sow 1,000 or 1,200 acres were the
men who should not be supplied with the
quantity of seed they wanted, and that the
men to be encouraged were those farming on
a smaller scale and cultivating their land
thoroughly. I heard the honourable Minister
of Agriculture state in the other House that
the provinces of Saskatchewan and Alberta,
after consulting various municipal officials,
decided on the limitations of 250 acres and
300 acres respectively. The reason for the
larger acreage in Alberta is that it had a very
good crop last year, and the Government of
that province feels confident that the loans
advanced for seed grain will be repaid.

Under this Bill the Federal Government
is guaranteeing repayment of the loans., It
is only a remote possibility that the Govern-
ment will be called upon to make good its
guarantee. The federal guarantee is neces-
sary because these provinces of Saskatchewan
and Alberta are not in a position to furnish
the necessary cash. The Government of
Saskatchewan, not the Federal Government,
is buying the seed grain. The Hon. Mr.
Taggart told me the other day that some of
the wheat had been purchased at $1.02 a
bushel. He did not know what their total
purchases would be, but he was quite cer-
tain that the ultimate price per bushel would
not be more than $1.45 cleaned and delivered
at railway station.

I would call the attention of honourable
members to a very satisfactory arrangement
that is being made with respect to the rail-
way rates on seed grain. The rates are
being pooled, so that a farmer living two
hundred miles from Regina will have to pay
no more than the farmer living only twenty
miles from the point of distribution. This
arrangement relieves the farmer back in the
country, and he will not be penalized for
locating too far from the railway.

There cannot possibly be any politics in
this matter. Every federal government and
every provincial government in the Prairie
Provinces has had to meet a similar situation
over a period of years. We know what Sas-
katchewan can do when she undertakes to
grow a crop. My honourable friend from
West Central Saskatchewan (Hon. Mr. Asel-
tine) told us of his soil being fifty feet deep.
I saw a well bored on Harry Hunter’s farm
at Pense, Saskatchewan, and sixty feet down
the soil was exactly the same as that on top.

Hon. Mr. MARSHALL.

He could afford to have several feet blown
away without the fertility of his land being
affected. In fact a new farm of the same
kind of soil would be there for him.

Everyone who has farmed knows how land
is improved by being given a rest. No one
knows what happens, but if you leave land
fallow for a year or two and then plough it
you will get a good crop. I am not an
agricultural chemist, nor do I know nature’s
processes in this case, but I do know that
such improvement does occur. Last summer
I drove over the country from Regina to
Moose Jaw and north from there to Sas-
katoon. That is one of the best wheat-pro-
ducing sections in the province, and if we
have rain this year—I am sorry there is not
more sub-soil moisture—they will not be
able to stook the wheat on the land that
grows it.

I have every sympathy for my honourable
friend from Marquette (Hon. Mr. Mullins)
in his references to cattle. I am as fond of
“strawberry roans” as he is, and have been
all my life; but there are certain sections in
Saskatchewan where it is impossible just now
to handle cattle. I hope conditions will be
changed by water-holes, made to catch and
hold water from the hillsides when it rains.
You can scoop out the land there and the hole
will hold water without doing much to the
pond, once rain has filled it. But what is the
use of asking a man to milk cows in the dried
areas of Saskatchewan or Alberta now? On
one occasion I met a man north of Moose
Jaw drawing water three miles for his horses.
I asked him why he did not drill a well. He
replied, “It’s the same distance.” When a
prairie farmer has a piece of land that is good
for growing wheat he is bound to go on
growing it for a time. But I agree with the
theory of keeping live stock on the land.
The purpose of this is not so much to conserve
the fertility of the soil, for its fertility is
simply beyond description, as to provide
humus so that the top soil will not blow off
onto the neighbour’s fields. Ploughing in a
cover crop of some kind would improve such
conditions.

The question, however, before us now is:
Shall we save Saskatchewan? I am confident
there is not a member in this House who is
not in favour of doing that, for Saskatchewan
is the greatest wheat-growing province in the
Dominion. It is a marvellous tract of land.
I admit a large sum of money is involved,
but I am sure that when we consider the large
expenditures we make in other directions we
shall come to the conclusion that we should
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give the farmers and wheat-growers of Saskat-
chewan and Alberta another chance.

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, if no one desires to have any clauses
of the Bill amended, I would suggest that we
dispense with reference to Committee of the
Whole and proceed with third reading now.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Carried!

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then I move
third reading of the Bill.

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

INSPECTION AND SALE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 30, an Act to regulate the
inspection and sale of binder twine, and to
establish weight of bushel for certain com-
modities commonly sold by the bushel.

He said: The Inspection and Sale Act has
been on the Statute Book for many years.
Originally it was administered by the Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce, but since 1924
it has been administered by the Department
of Agriculture, for the reason that the inspectors
of that department were in an advantageous
position to perform the inspection required.

The purpose of the Bill is stated in the
explanation, but it may be mentioned that
many sections of the Act have been re-enacted
by more recent legislation without being
repealed. Such parts as have been re-enacted
will be completely repealed by this Bill.
Where it is necessary to continue sections,
these are included. Reference is made in the
last page of the explanations to parts or sec-
tions of the Act now obsolete.

Section 7 of the Bill is important. This
section is new and is designed to provide for
appropriate control measures for the sale of
binder twine salvaged or damaged by fire
or water.

The Bill also establishes legal weights for
commodities commonly sold by the measure.
As this list may not appear to be complete,
mention may be made of the fact that legal
weights are not established for such com-
modities as apples, turnips, carrots, etc. These
commodities vary in size, owing to varietal
characteristics, and a legal weight for one
variety of small size would not be considered
fair for another of large size. They there-
fore cannot be included at the present time.

It has long been the custom in many parts
of Canada to buy and sell articles such as
those specified in Part II of the Bill on a
bushel basis, subject to legal weights per
bushel. The weights are obviously necessary
to prevent dispute between buyers and sellers.

Legal weights per bushel have for years
been a part of the Inspection and Sale
Act as administered by the Department of
Trade and Commerce. This department has
recommended that they be included in this
Bill and that the Inspection and Sale Act
be repealed. A few more articles have been
added to the original list as follows: blue-
grass seed, brome seed, crested wheat grass
seed, fescue seed, millet seed, orchard grass
seed, potatoes, rye grass seed, soy beans,
vetch and slender wheat grass seed (Western
rye grass).

The weights are based on the average
weight per measured bushel of the articles
specified.

With this explanation I move the second
reading of the BIill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Honourable
members, as I said the other day, I find
it hard to understand why we should have
a special Bill dealing with two phases of the
weights and measures jurisdiction which this
Parliament enjoys. We have a Weights and
Measures Act, and we have had up to now
another Act, which was referred to by my
honourable friend. I cannot recall its exact
name.

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: The Inspection and
Sale Act.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The measure
before us is, I presume, the Inspection and
Sale Act, 1938.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes. “This
Act may be cited as the Inspection and Sale
Act, 1938.”

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That makes
the mystery deeper. It in no way refers to
our present Inspection and Sale Act.

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: Would the right
honourable gentleman look at clause 16, at
the end?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Oh, yes.
This is a sort of new Inspection and Sale
Act.

Now, the first part of this Bill simply deals
with matters affecting weights and measures of
binder twine. The purpose is to make certain
that binder twine, as to length and quality, is
in accordance with the representations made
when it is sold. In a word, it is a weights and
measures provision.
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The second part is distinctly weights and
measures. It prescribes what shall be the
weights per bushel of certain commodities
when sold.

What I cannot get through my head is
why we now have three measures. In fact I
do not see why we should have two. There
should be only one. The leader of the Gov-
ernment intended, I know, but has likely for-
gotten, to mention this matter.

I should like to have this Bill go to com-
mittee so that I may inquire of the officers
of the department why they do not bring
in one consolidated Act, to which anybody
could refer when looking for the law of
weights and measures.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would sug-
gest that the Bill, when it receives the second
reading, should be sent to the Committee
on Agriculture. I will let my honourable
friend know the date on which that com-
mittee meets.

Hon. DUNCAN MARSHALL: I think the
two things dealt with are entirely different.
I have tried to get a copy of the Potato
Act, but have not yet been able to do so.
I should take the inspection of potatoes to
mean inspection in the field, something which
has nothing to do with the weight in the
bushel. It may mean inspection for leaf-
curl, mosaic and other disease. I have not
the Act by me. Already there is an Act
which provides for the inspection of potatoes,
and under which, if they are free from disease,
they are qualified as fit for export to the
West Indies. The West Indies get their seed
potatoes from Canada because their own
potatoes are unfit for use as seed.

Hon. Mr. SINCLAIR: The Weights and
Measures Act does not deal with commodities
at all.

Hon. Mr. MARSHALL: Do you know the
chapter number of the Potato Act? I think
you will find that these Acts have no con-
nection.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Committee
on Agriculture will go into this matter.

Hon. J. A. MacDONALD (Cardigan): The
honourable gentleman from Peel (Hon. Mr.
Marshall) does not seem to grasp the situation
at all. What he says about inspection in the
field is true, but that inspection applies only
to certified seed potatoes, not to the general
potato crop. The general potato crop must
be inspected when it is being shipped; but
there is no field inspection of it at any time.

Right Hon. Mr, MEIGHEN.

Hon. Mr. MARSHALL: Then this really
has to do with the inspection of potatoes to
be shipped.

Hon. Mr. MacDONALD: Yes, but not in-
spection in the field.

As far as the West Indies trade is con-
cerned, I may say that the development of
disease there is not the real reason why they
get new seed. The reason is that in Cuba
and other countries in that tropical area
they cannot preserve their crop from one
season to another.

Hon. J. E. SINCLAIR: Honourable mem-
bers, if you will study the Bill closely you
will see that except for the clauses relating
to the sale of binder twine, and the standard
bushel weights for eight different commodi-
ties, all the sections of the old Inspection
and Sale Act have been re-enacted by pre-
vious legislation. In Part II of this Bill
there are some 32 different commodities to
which we give a standard bushel weight.

The Weights and Measures Act, as ad-
ministered by the Department of Trade and
Commerce, deals exclusively with weights,
scales and measures. It provides how many
inches there shall be in a yardstick, how a
gallon shall be determined, how the different
scales shall be inspected and with what
standards they must comply. All that work
is under the jurisdi¢tion of the Department
of Trade and Commerce. The provisions of
this Bill, as they relate to binder twine and
the standard weights of the commodities
mentioned, are administered by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.. This, I think, is largely
owing to the fact that that department has
inspectors who are carrying on operations
under other Acts like the Root Vegetables
Act, the Insect Pests Act, the Hay and Feeding
Stuffs Act, and the Fertilizers Act. I think
that if my right honourable friend (Right
Hon. Mr. Meighen) has an opportunity to
look into the Bill in committee he will under-
stand that there is really no direct connection
between the standard weights of commodities
and the Weights and Measures Act, which
deals with weights and measures and how they
are to be controlled.

Hon. Mr. MARSHALL: The situation with
regard to binder twine has arisen through
conditions in the West. Buildings have been
burned, and some of the binder twine has
been salvaged and - re-rolled in balls and
offered for sale. It is short in length. This
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Bill provides for the inspection of binder
twine of that kind.

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

DIVORCE BILLS
SECOND READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the follow-
ing Bills were severally read the second time:

Bill N-1, an Act for the relief of Louise
Anderson Lindsay.

Bill O-1, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Helen Frances Penfold Findlay.

Bill P-1, an Act for the relief of Mary
Esther Wahl Watt.

Bill Q-1, an Act for the relief of Eva Grace
Barlow Sunbury.

Bill R-1, an Act for the relief of Irene
Marjorie Wiseman Litwin.

Bill S-1, an Act for the relief of Lorraine
Olive Lafontaine Caron Pilot.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE—PROGRESS
REPORTED
On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into Committee on Bill 37, an
Act to amend the Canada Evidence Act.
Hon. Mr. Donnelly in the Chair.

On section 1—wife or husband competent
and compellable witnesses for prosecution:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: What is the prose-
cution for?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Theft by one
of the property of the other.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I wonder what is
behind a provision of this kind.. These people
are married and they separate. There may be
some dispute as to the ownership of house-
hold goods or something of that kind, and
in order that evidence may be obtained one
of them must be arrested and charged with
a crime. Is there any request for this from
the police?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: TUnder the
Criminal Code there are eight cases in which
the wife or the husband can testify against
her or his partner. This adds one more
case. The Commissioner of the Mounted
Police has asked for this, and has given
reasons why it should be added. I do not
remember exactly what the reasons were,
but I was convinced that we should add
this clause, which makes it compulsory for
one of the partners of the marriage to testify
against the other.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: To my mind it
simply enlarges the criminal law. If a man
and his wife have a dispute and separate,
and the husband comes in and says to his
wife, “You have taken furniture which be-
longs to me,” and she says, “No, I haven’t:
it is my furniture,” a charge may be laid. I
look with grave suspicion on legislation of
this character, whereby people who are mar-
ried and separated can go to court and charge
each other with theft.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have the
memorandum here. The purpose of the
amendment contained in the first clause of
the Bill is to make the husband or the wife
a competent and compellable witness for the
prosecution where the charge is one of theft
by the husband or the wife of property of
the other. The amendment was suggested
by the Commissioner of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police as follows:

Section 4, subsection 2, should be amended
to provide that a husband or wife shall be a
competent witness for the prosecution in charges
laid under section 354 of the Code. As the
Canada Evidence Act now stands, the husband
whose property is stolen by his wife cannot
give evidence against her, and vice versa.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Why should he, and
why should she? I cannot see any reason
for enlarging our Criminal Code in this way.
Every year some enlargements are made to it,
and I think many of them are unnecessary.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: We had a good
instance brought before us when we were con-
sidering the Lord’s Day Act in committee:
it was shown that a man who did not observe
the Sunday law could be sent to jail for six
months. Amendments of this kind are very
important and I think they should be care-
fully looked into.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I must have
read the reasons given by the Minister of
Justice supporting this amendment, but I
have forgotten them. I will move that the
committee rise and report progress and ask
leave to sit again, and before our next sitting
I shail have the information that was given
in another place with respect to the measure.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Perhaps I
cannot help at all, but I really do not see
any objection to this amendment.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That may be, but
there are some who do.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: But I hope
I have as good a right to express my views
as the honourable gentleman has to express his.
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This Bill, if I read it rightly, would not
enlarge the scope of the criminal law at all.
It would not make possible the laying of
any charge that cannot be laid to-day. As
the honourable leader has said, all that this
amendment seeks is to make a husband or
wife a competent and compellable witness for
the prosecution at the trial, in the event that
while they are living apart a charge of theft
is laid, under a section now. existing, by one
of them against the other. We all know
that many times in the past Parliament has,
for reasons which seemed good, enacted an
exception to the ordinary rule of law by
providing that in certain circumstances a
wife might give evidence against her husband,
and vice versa. My main purpose in rising
was to say—not in a pedagogic way at all—
that I can think of no more appropriate
kind of case to which that exception should
apply than the kind we are considering here.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No charge would
be laid by a wife against her husband, or by a
husband against his wife, if this Bill were
not passed, because the evidence could not be
obtained.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: All the more
reason, then, for passing the Bill.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not agree with
that. Here are a man and wife, living
separately, who have a quarrel about furniture.
If this Bill passes and they can give evidence
against each other, one of them may lay a
charge of theft. That would not be done
under the law as it stands at present, because
of the impossibility of getting evidence.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Certainly a
charge could be laid now, and the circum-
stances might be such that it could be easily
proven. I am a husband, say, and I claim
that my wife, who is living apart from me,
has taken property belonging to me. As the
law is to-day, I could not go into the box and
give evidence against her, but I could, of
course, produce evidence by a document or a
witness or witnesses to prove that the property
was mine and that my wife took it. So the
honourable member is not correct in stating
that a charge could not be laid under the
present law. The Bill merely seeks to provide
greater facilities for the husband or wife in
establishing a charge by one against the other.
I do not like repeating myself, but I shall
have to do so here ‘to conclude my point. If
there ever could be a reason for varying from
the well-known rule of law that a woman
cannot give evidence against her husband, nor
a husband against his wife—and there have

Right Hon, Mr. MEIGHEN,

been frequent variations—it would appear to
be furnished by the kind of case we are
considering here.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not agree with
the right honourable gentleman. I do not see
the force of his argument at all.

The motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand was
agreed to.

Progress was reported.

SEED GRAIN LOANS GUARANTEE BILL
THIRD READIN(; RESCINDED

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I now ask the House if it would
kindly agree to a procedure which is not often
followed here. We have this afternoon given
third reading to Bill 78, an Act to assist the
Provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan in
financing the cost of seed and seeding opera-
tions for the crop year 1938. The Minister of
Justice, unaware that the Bill had been passed
here, has sent word to ask if the Senate could
not unanimously consent to the insertion of
the words “in respect of principal” after the
words “ Government of Canada ? in the latter
part of the second and the third clause of the
Bill. If this were done, it would mean that
the latter part of clause 2, which deals with the
Dominion guarantee of bank loans in respect
to Alberta, would read as follows:
provided however that the liability of the
Government of Canada in respect of principal
under all guarantees given under this section

shall be limited to one million nine hundred
thousand dollars.

And the latter part of clause 3, which deals
with the Dominion guarantee of bank loans
in respect to Saskatchewan, would read:

provided however that the liability of the
Government of Canada in respect of principal
under all guarantees given under this section

shall be limited to fourteen million five hundred
thousand dollars.

There is obviously an omission in the
clauses as they are at present worded, and I
crave the goodwill of the Senate in permitting
the third reading to be rescinded and these
amendments to be made. TUnless that is
done, the Minister of Finance will have to
introduce another Bill to correct this one. I
am in the hands of the right honourable the
leader on the other side (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen).

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: Hon-
ourable members, we are very free in our
procedure here. This is an extreme -case,
though. I think we should not rescind a
motion for third reading if it were requested
of us so that a bill could be substantially
altered or made to read differently from what
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we had intended. But the alteration that
the leader of the Government now asks us to
make is one that would simply put the Bill
in the shape that everybody thought it was
in. It never occurred to me that the measure
as we passed it did not mean what it will
mean if we accede to the honourable gentle-
man’s suggestion, namely, that the limita-
tion of the Government’s liability applies to
the principal only and not to interest. I have
no objection to the third reading being res-
cinded in these circumstances. I would sug-
gest that the amendments be proposed in
a separate motion.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then, with
leave, I move that the third reading of Bill
78, an Act to assist the Provinces of Alberta
and Saskatchewan in financing the cost of
seed and seeding operations for the crop year
1938, be rescinded, and that the motion for
third reading be restored to the Order Paper,
so that we may make the amendments that
I have suggested.

The motion was agreed to.

BILL AMENDED

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The motion
for third reading having been made by me,
I would suggest that some other honourable
member move the amendments. Would the
honourable senator from Parkdale (Hon. Mr.
Murdock) please move them?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I move, seconded
by the honourable senator from Moncton
(Hon. Mr. Robinson),

that clause 2 of the Bill be amended by
inserting after the words “Government of
Canada” the words “in respect of principal,”
and that clause 3 be amended by inserting after
the words “Government of Canada” the words
“in respect of principal.”

The amendment was agreed to.

THIRD READING OF BILL AS AMENDED

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I now move
the third reading of the Bill, as amended.

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

The Senate adjourned until Monday, April
4, at 8 pm.

THE SENATE

Monday, April 4, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
51958—14

WAR VETERANS' ALLOWANCE BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. KING moved the third reading
of Bill 35, an Act to amend the War Veterans’
Allowance Act.

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

COPYRIGHT BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BLACK: The Standing Com-
mittee on Banking and Commerce, to whom
was referred Bill 12, an Act to amend the
Copyright Act, 1931, has given consideration
to the Bill. As a result of its deliberations the
committee has produced what is virtually a
new Bill, and I am going to suggest that the
consideration of the report be postponed
until to-morrow. I have before me a short
statement, prepared by the Law Clerk, as to
the progress of the Bill since its introduction
in the other House. Instead of reading it, I
would ask permission to place it on Hansard.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The statement,
which my honourable friend has not read,
will appear in Hansard?

- Hon, Mr. BLACK: Yes.

The following is the statement prepared by
the Law Clerk:

Bill 12 was sponsored in the House of Com-
mons (where it passed unanimously) by a
private member, Mr. Esling.

The Senate Committee on Banking and Com-
merce has completely re-written the Bill and,
as well, has added to it several new clauses.

An explanation, therefore, is owing, so that
the relevant causes, changes and results may
be known in the Senate and elsewhere.

Of clause 1 of the Bill as it passed the House
of Commons the committee would leave only
its first twenty lines, ending with the word
“ Canada.” The result is to leave subsection 1
of section 10 of the Copyright Amendment Act,
1931, as enacted in 1936, unchanged except for
the substitution of the word “has” for the
word “claims” in the third line from the end
of the subsection. A clerical error is corrected
in the third line from the beginning of the
same subsection by striking out the word * of.”

The committee would strike out the whole
of clause 2 of the Bill.

The changes proposed were made with the
concurrence of Mr. Esling, who would thereby
achieve his aim, but by another route than that
proposed in the House of Commons.

It was developed before the committee that
Canada, in common with many other nations,
is party to international conventions which
pledge that Canada will not impose any
“formalities” upon the enjoyment or exercise
of copyrights by owners thereof who adhere
to such conventions. Following upon the pass-
ing of Bill 12 in the Commons, international
and other representations were made that the
compulsory provision of lists of copyrighted
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matter which Bill 12 proposed would amount
to the imposition of a formality and a breach
by Canada of the terms of the conventions.
These representations came before the com-
mittee, which did not, in the result, find it
necessary to reach any conclusion as to their
soundness or validity. The committee concluded
that the new provisions of the Bill as to lists
should be struck out and the same end achieved
by the substitution of two new clauses in the
Bill. These are clauses 4 and 5 of the Bill
as proposed to be amended. They are easy
to understand and the committee is advised
that they are not in conflict with any conven-
tion. The conventions by their terms allow
considerable freedom to enact national law to
the parties thereto.

The remarks already made account for clauses
1, 4 and 5 of the Bill as proposed by the
committee.

The new clause 2, as proposed, is merely to
correct an error made in 1936 in the mode
of legislation. The committee, being advised
that as a result there were conflicting duplicate
provisions in the Copyright Act, would clear
the decks, so to speak, and enact again, without
change, what had been imperfectly done in 1936.

The new clause 3 as proposed is designed
to clear up a suggested doubt whether the
‘provisions of the legislation of 1931, as since
added to, could be regarded as amendments of
the Copyright Act, so as to enable the two
Acts to be read together. It is important
that they be read together because, otherwise,
the definitions of the Copyright Act, as in the
Revised Statutes, cannot be applied to the
Copyright Amendment Act, 1931.

Finally, since the Bill as now proposed ex-
tends to the Copyright Act, as well as to the
Copyright Amendment Act, 1931, the committee
proposes that the title of the Bill be amended
to conform.

Consideration, of the report was post-

poned until to-morrow.

DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS
On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the fol-
lowing Bills were severally read the third
time, and passed:
Bill N-1, an Act for the relief of Louise
Anderson Lindsay.
Bill O-1, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Helen Frances Penfold Findlay.
Bill P-1, an Act for the relief of Mary
Esther Wahl Watt.
Bill Q-1, an Act for the relief of Eva Grace
Barlow Sunbury.
Bill R-1, an Act for the relief of Irene
Majorie Wiseman Litwin.
Bill S-1, an Act for the relief of Lorraine
Olive Lafontaine Caron Pilot.

PRIVATE BILL
MOTION FOR SECOND READING
Hon. G. LACASSE moved the second read-
ing of Bill M-1, an Act respecting Madame
Belle Hervey Harper Cazzani.
Hon. Mr. BLACK.

He said: Honourable members, may I
offer a brief explanation of this Bill? The
purpose of the Bill is to provide for the entry
into Canada of a woman by the name of
Belle Hervey Harper Cazzani, an Italian
citizen at present residing in Edinburgh, Scot-
land. She is an American-born woman who
married an Italian and lived for some years
in Brazil, where her husband died. She went
to Italy for the burial of her husband, and
has remained in Europe ever since. Three
or four years ago she developed some mental
trouble, which necessitated the appointment
of a curator bonis.

The Immigration Act prohibits the entry
into Canada of a person who is not mentally
sound; hence this appeal to Parliament by
the petitioners.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
sterling.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Yes. There are
other details, of course, which could be added;
but I would plead with this House, whatever
may be the grounds upon which the petition
is based, to allow the Bill to go to committee
for further study, so that the petitioners may
have a chance to explain more thoroughly
the reasons for its introduction.

I move the second reading of the Bill.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able senators, I regret to have to state that
it is my intention to challenge this Bill on
the second reading, not in committee. The
explanation given by my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Lacasse) is to be found in the
preamble of the Bill. This being so, the
story cannot be varied, and I accept it as it
is; but I must say that it can support neither
my honourable f{riend’s conclusion nor the
Bill itself.

The statement which I have from Mr. Blair,
Director of the Immigration Branch, reads
as follows:

Belle Hervey Harper was born in the United
States, of American parents, in 1875, continued
to reside there until 1911, when she married
an Italian citizen named Cazzani and went
with him to Brazil and resided there until
his death in February, 1931, when she took
up residence in the British Isles, being at
present resident in Scotland.

It is alleged that in 1932 she became mentally
incapable of conducting her own affairs and a
guardian named John Henry Waterston, of
Edinburgh, was appointed. The form of mental
trouble discloses itself in ultra extravagance
and in religious matters. She is now being
cared for in a sanatorium.

Mrs. Cazzani has a brother, Robert O.
Harper, an American citizen resident in Detroit,
who on her death is expected to become her
sole heir, as she has no children. Her estate
is valued at $345,000. The larger part

She has £55,000
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($260,000) is said to be in British securities
and the balance ($85,000) in U.S. securities.
It is understood to be the desire of Mr. Harper
to have his sister transferred to Canada to
be cared for, presumably, in some institution
at Windsor, in order that he may better protect
his interest in her estate.

Mrs. Cazzani has never resided in Canada,
nor has her brother. She is not a British
subject and has no claim on this country to
the very special consideration this Bill in-
volves. Because of her mental condition she
belongs to a prohibited class under U.S. Immi-
gration law as well as under Canadian Immi-
gration law. See Immigration Act, Chapter 93,
R.S.C. 1927, section 3 (a).

Many requests have been made to the
Dominion Government over a period of years,
and continue to be made, for the admission
of the mentally defective whose admission either
as immigrants or non-immigrants is prohibited
by the Immigration Act. This case, like other
similar requests, was refused.

There is no fear on the part of Government
that Mrs. Cazzani would become a public charge
in Canada, as her estate is more than ample
to provide for her needs. There is an important
difference between the background of this
application and most others received, in that
neither Mrs. Cazzani nor her relative has the
slightest claim on this country, while in most
other cases those seeking the entry of the
mentally defective are Canadian citizens estab-
lished here and much more entitled to any
consideration that Canada might show.

The present Bill, so far as we are aware, is
the first effort to accomplish the admission of
a prohibited person by means of an Act of
Parliament. Should it be successful it will
establish a precedent that will quickly be seized
upon by many others desiring similar con-
cessions. It constitutes a serious blow to the
administration of the Immigration Act, designed
for the protection of Canada against the entry
of not only the mentally defective, but various
other groups included in the “prohibited classes”
(see section 3 of the Immigration Act). Divorce
applications becanie so numerous as to be a
nuisance to Parliament, but any encouragement
offered in the direction of Bill M1 will produce
a similar but greater harvest of trouble.

That remark is one which perhaps might
better have been made by myself.

I would draw the attention of the Senate
to the fact that we have an immigration law
and that its provisions forbidding ‘the entry
of mentally unsound persons have been en-
forced even when application for permission
to enter has been made by Canadians on
behalf of relatives or friends who had some
ground for being admitted here. This woman
has none. She is an Italian, a Brazilian or
an American. The Bill sets out that she was
born in the United States, in which country,
I believe, she was married. Why does she not
appeal for admission to her motherland by a
special Act of Congress? But no, she makes
application to Canada. It just happens that
her brother lives in Detroit. He apparently

thinks it would be easier for our Parliament
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to make an exception to the Canadian law
than it would be for Congress to make an
exception to the American law.

Whatever good features there may be about
this case, such as the fact that the woman
has means, they do not alter the situation.
Our law has been uniformly administered,
and I believe that instead of authorizing
exceptions to it by Act of Parliament it
would be better to amend the law so as to
give some leeway to our immigration officials,
permitting them to use their own discretion.
I submit that this is not a case—I doubt
whether, so long as the law remains as it is,
there could be one at all—which would justify
the making of such an exception as this Bill
contemplates. If it were contended that a
rank injustice bkad been done, or the Act
grossly violated or falsely interpreted, and if
evidence were offered in support of that con-
tention, ‘the situation would be entirely dif-

ferent. The case is simply and clearly
stated in the preamble of the Bill. TUnder
these conditions I move in amendment,

seconded by the right honourable senator
from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham),
that the Bill be not now read the second time,
but this day six months.

Hon. C. C. BALLANTYNE: Honourable
senators, I rise simply to thank the honour-
able leader of the Government (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) for so clearly placing before the
House cogent reasons why we should not
assent to second reading of this Bill. I cannot
add anything to what has been so plainly
stated in his own remarks and in the Depart-
ment’s memorandum which he read. I hope
the House will concur in the amendment
moved by the honourable leader and seconded
by the right honcurable senator from Egan-
ville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham).

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
senators, here is a woman who, T am informed,
has £55,000 sterling. Naturally no bill such
as this would be necessary if Madame Caz-
zani could enter under our present law, or if
it were intended so to amend the law that
such a person could come in. I for one would
gladly admit immigrants who would each
bring in £55000, but I say that instead of
enacting an amendment that would permit
this woman’s entry we should simply pass
this Bill. We have been receiving paupers
here, many of whom become a charge upon
us. Some of those people have been brought
to Canada from the south-east of Europe,
where they were misfits in their own parishes.
Once they get here they do not want to go
back.
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I do not know why we should not accept
this Bill, or at least give it second reading
and send it to committee. There may be
good reasons for the measure, and in com-
mittee we could find out whether there are
or not. If it developed there that the woman
did not have very much money, we could
reject the Bill. It has been suggested that
if she were admitted to Canada she would
live in an institution at Windsor, which is
just across the river from Detroit, the home
of her brother. Those who are familiar with
that locality, as I am, know that boats are
constantly going to and fro across the river
there, and that the trip can be made in about
five minutes; besides there is a tunnel, also
a bridge. So it would be the easiest thing
in the world for the brother to come and
wateh over his sister if she were in Windsor.

Canada would benefit by the money that
this woman would bring in, and when she
died her estate would pay succession duties
to the Province of Ontario. Mr. Hepburn
likes to get money through the Succession
Duties Branch. He has recently brought in
considerable sums from estates that had been
neglected by other persons.

I do not see any reason for rejecting the
Bill in a summary manner. We should refer
it to the Committee on Banking and Com-
merce so as to afford the petitioners an
opportunity of substantiating the facts recited
in the preamble. The lady is possessed of a
considerable estate, according to the peti-
tioners. They should be given an opportunity
of proving its value.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I admit that
there is a considerable estate.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: My honourable
leader admits it by moving that the Bill be
given the six months’ hoist. I for one would
certainly have the Bill considered by the
Banking and Commerce Committee. If the
facts were proven before that committee,
should we reject the Bill? Special legislation
is necessary in this case; otherwise it would
be illegal for the lady to enter Canada. This
Bill is somewhat analogous to a divorce bill.
As honourable members are aware, a private
or special bill is required for the dissolution
of a marriage, and divorces have been granted
since Confederation. To my mind it is very
unfair not to allow the present measure to
be referred to a committee.

Hon. L. COTE: May I point out to the
honourable gentleman who has just spoken
that we all admit the facts recited in the
preamble of the Bill. Therefore if we referred
the Bill to a committee we should not know
then any more thdn we know now.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

CASGRAIN: How does the
Did he

Hon. Mr.
honourable gentleman know now?
count the money?

Hon. Mr. COTE: The facts are all recited
in the petition. For the purposes of this dis-
cussion we admit those facts. Consequently
the only point to be decided has to do with
policy—whether we are to accept the prin-
ciple that all wealthy insane aliens shall be
admitted to Canada. I for one am not
ready to adopt any such principle. We do
not want to make Canada an international
sanctuary for wealthy aliens of unsound mind.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I rise to a point
of order. A motion has been made for second
reading. Surely the motion for the six months’
hoist should be in the form of an amendment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is. I moved
in amendment that this Bill be not now read
the second time, but this day six months.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I should not like
the occasion to pass without thanking my
honourable friend from De Lanaudiére (Hon.
Mr. Casgrain) for coming to my rescue in this
most desperate situation! While the feeling
of the House with respect to the Bill is
evident, I think it is unusual to reject a Bill
on the motion for second reading. I submit
that we should follow the usual course and
refer the measure to a committee where the
petitioners could be afforded an opportunity
of supplementing the explanations they have
already given in the preamble. The procedure
now proposed is what a surgeon would term a
radical amputation.

I may state for my personal satisfaction,
and possibly also for the satisfaction of the
House, one of the reasons which, I under-
stand, induced the brother to make this
application. It is stated that he wishes to
have his sister brought to Windsor as “on
account of financial conditions he does not
want to run the risk of having her estate
taken to the United States of America, but
prefers to have it here in Canada.” The im-
plication is obvious, and adds to one’s pride
in being a citizen of such a financially stable
and well-governed country as Canada.

My honourable friend from De Lanaudiére
has called atteniion to a point not to be
overlooked, that upon the lady’s death the
Government of Ontario would collect succes-
sion duties on a very considerable estate.

Once again I would urge that the peti-
tioners be given an opportunity before the
Committee on Miscellaneous Private Bills
to furnish whatever information may be re-
quired of them with respect to the Bill. I
understand that this is the usual procedure,
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and, with all deference to my honourable
leader—for whose sound judgment and wise
leadership I have the highest regard—I do not
see why an exception to that procedure
should be made in this particular case.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question! :

The amendment of Hon. Mr. Dandurand
was agreed to.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

The Senate again went into Committee
on Bill 37, an Act to amend the Canada
Evidence Act—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

Hon. Mr. Copp in the Chair.

On section 1—wife or husband competent
and compellable witnesses for prosecution:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The amendment pro-
posed has to do with a certain section of the
Criminal Code. I have not had an oppor-
tunity of looking it up. Perhaps the honour-
able the leader of the Government could
explain.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, the law takes it for granted that
husband and wife are one and cannot as a
general rule testify against each other. Yet
eight exceptions have already been created.
Among the cases in which one partner may
testify against the other are the following:
seduction, vagrancy, neglect to provide the
necessities of life, abandonment of a child
under two years of age, rape, bigamy, ab-
duction.

It is proposed by this Bill that where man
and wife are separated, and one of the partners
is accused of having committed theft against
the other, the victim may be a witness. This,
I think, is a fair right of the party who has
been despoiled and who lives separate from
the other.

The Minister of Justice says this amend-
ment was asked for by a number of magis-
trates throughout the land, and by the Com-
missicner of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police. The Bill received the sanction of
the high legal authorities of the House of
Commons, and, I may say for the information
of those who were not here on Thursday last,
the commendation of the right honourable
the leader on the other side (Right Hon.
Mr. Meighen). In view of this unanimous
agreement of legal luminaries, I move the
adoption of this clause. :

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: After the very in-
teresting explanation given by the honourable
the leader of the House, I am almost afraid
to say anything. There does not seem to be
any answer to his argument.

This has to do with a case where the hus-
band and wife have separated. In cases of
separation there is always a certain amount
of acrimony, and there may be a dispute
over the furniture or something else in the
house. I do not think it is wise to say that
a person who is temporarily separated should
be allowed to go to the police court and
charge his or her partner with stealing. Such
action prevents the possibility of those two
persons becoming reconciled. In the other
cases which have been mentioned the crime
is committed against outside parties. Regard-
less of what the police or any others may
say, I do not like a provision of this kind,
especially where there is a family of grow-
ing children. In my humble judgment you
will have to provide new jails if you pass
this measure. I do not agree that a man
should be able to lay an information charg-
ing his wife with stealing the piano, or that
she should be able to charge him with the
theft of the kitchen stove. I think the prin-
ciple is wrong.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would point
out to my honourable friend that in nine
cases out of ten the complainant would be
the wife. I have had some experience in
these matters by reason of the fact that
when quite young I was asked to substitute
for a police magistrate in Montreal during
my holidays. I got a real picture of life.
In many cases the man was a good-for-noth-
ing, or, if he had some virtues, he was a
drunkard, and conditions were such that life
in common was intolerable. I saw to it
that the wife had a chance to free herself
from the grip of a man who was breaking
the furniture and chasing her out of doors.
Such a vicious individual will break into the
home of a wife from whom he is separated
and cause havoe, and I am quite ready to
have a ninth exception made and that woman
given the right to protect herself by appear-
ing and giving testimony against her hushand

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I am gratified to
hear the honourable gentleman’s remarks. i 4
am sure that when the Divorce Bill comes up
again he will be a warm supporter,

Hon. Mr. ASELTINE: My experience has
been just the opposite of that related by the
honourable leader of the House. In nine
cases out of ten that have come before me
the wife had run away with the furniture
and other things that really belonged to the

-
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husband. In most cases the household goods,
furniture and fittings, belong to the husband;
he has bought them and paid for them; but
when the separation occurs the wife takes
away everything she can get her hands on.
I should not want to see the husband laying
an information against his wife, under the
Criminal Code, for that kind of thing.

It seems to me that this amendment is
entirely unnecessary. Will the leader of the
House tell us who is asking for it? Why is
it thought to be necessary? Why do we
continue to amend the Criminal Code in
matters of this kind every session? The
tendency seems to be to make new crimes
all the time, so that informations ecan be laid
against people for additional offences, which
generally should be dealt with under the civil
law. Who is asking for this amendment?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think my
honourable friend has given a double reason
for this Bill. He has said a good word for
the husband, who is sometimes ill-treated. T
have said a good word for the woman, who
in nearly all such cases is ill-treated. The
honourable gentleman asks me upon whose
request I rely. I may say that I have no
memorandum except the statement of the
Minister of Justice, which is to be found
on page 1572 of the Commons Hansard:

This has been recommended by some magis-
trates, and more particularly by the late
(‘ommissioner of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police.

‘That is all the information I have. If my
honourable friend desires more precise in-
formation, I can get it from the Department.

Section 1 was agreed to.

Sections 2 and 3 were agreed to.

The preamble and the title were agreed to.
The Bill was reported.

THIRD READING

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

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

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pam.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, April 5, 1938.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
Hon. Mr. ASELTINE.

APPROPRIATION BILL NO. 2
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 88, an Act for granting
to His Majesty certain sums of money for
the public service of the financial year ending
the 31st March, 1938.

The Bill was read the first time.

SECOND READING

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: The pur-
pose of this Bill is to grant to His Majesty
the sum of $36,717,668 for the public service
of the financial year just expired, which sum
represents expenditures made under special
warrants and otherwise. With the consent of
my right honourable friend (Right Hon. Mr.
Meighen) and the leave of the House, I would
move second reading now. Of course, if any
honourable member desires that second reading
should not be taken up until to-morrow, I
shall not press my motion.

Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN: I have
no desire to impede the passing of the measure.
The House, of course, understands that this
is a Bill to provide for $36,717,000 odd already
expended, and chargeable to the year which
ended on the 3lst of March—nearly a week
ago.

I should like the honourable leader of the
Government, and the House as well, to turn
to page 6 of the Bill, where it will be found
that, of the $36,717,000 odd, no less than
$29,371,500 consists of a series of payments
under Governor General’s warrants. The first
of the main items is $13,750,000 to provide
for feed and fodder for live stock in drought
areas, and the last is $6,890,000 to make good
a deficit in respect of the Canadian National
Railways. These further sums should have
been in the supplementary estimates of last
year. I would ask the honourable leader of
the Government to present to the House the
Government’s justification for these huge pay-
ments, made on Governor General’s warrants
without the authority of Parliament, on the
well known and oft repeated principles of
“constitutional government,” the “rights of
the people’s representatives,” and “the sove-
reign authority of Parliament.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have no
doubt that I can furnish my right honour-
able friend with the documents he speaks of,
and that everything will be found to have
been done according to constitutional and
parliamentary practice. I have not the docu-
ments before me, but I shall be prepared to
produce them to-morrow.
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Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: What would
the documents consist of?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My right hon-
ourable friend has described them in a word
which fell from his lips. Whatever they are,
I can assure him they will be forthcoming.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: The only
documents that could be forthcoming would
be Governor General’s warrants; nothing else
could be forthcoming. I should like to know
how a Government which bitterly opposed
the passing of an Act of Parliament to auth-
orize taking care of relief as necessity should
arise, and up to such amount as the necessity
should demand, on the ground that the plan
was a' defiance of parliamentary privilege and
the rights of the people’s representatives, can
now justify paying out money in tens of
millions without any authority of Parliament
whatsoever.

Hon. Mr. HARDY:
Government then.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is the
fact. If that explanation is given by my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), I
shall accept it as the only honest one which
can be advanced.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: There is a
certain amount of cynicism in the statement
made to my left.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : But immortal
truth.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But this case
is not parallel with the one to which my
right honourable friend alludes.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN:
worse.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There power
was given to the Government without any
restraint. No figure was mentioned. In this
case, a situation having arisen which con-
stituted an emergency, the Government was
justified, under our ordinary practice, in
turning towards His Majesty the King and
asking that it be entrusted with funds to
meet the emergency, provided that it after-
wards came to Parliament for approval.

My right honourable friend will admit that
the largest sum is that which was required
to provide for the purchase and distribution
of feed and fodder for live stock in the drought
areas. Although at times we have boasted of
being in partnership with Providence, we
must accept the acts of Providence, whatever
they are. Providence desired to withdraw
for a time its beneficence to the southern
areas of Saskatchewan and Alberta; so the

It was not the same

It 18 far

Government had to step in and do the best
it could. Surely my right honourable friend
will not assert that this was not a case of
emergency. I happened to be, as a member
of Council, a witness of the situation as it
unfolded, and I think my right honourable
friend will commend the action of the Govern-
ment.

As to the item, to which he alludes, “to
provide an amount additional to that provided
to cover the net income deficit of the Cana-
dian National Railways,” again I say it was
impossible for the Government to know ex-
actly what amount would be required, and
it has had to meet a larger deficit than it
expected.

So I do not believe there is absolute simil-
arity between the criticism made by the
right honourable gentleman and the criticism
levelled at the power given the previous
Government to spend any sum it pleased under
what were, I will admit, very difficult and
severe circumstances. Of course, all this is
but an amusing incident, reminiscent of a
situation which developed during the life of
the preceding Administration. I do not main-
tain that criticism levelled at the Government
is always justified one hundred per cent. I
am not here to defend the criticism levelled
at the previous Administration in the House
of Commons. We are in a more serene atmos-
phere. I take the figures as they are.

I move the second reading of the bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: I am going
to consent, honourable gentlemen. And I wish
to say that I appreciate the very frank repudi-
ation of the conduct of members of the Com-
mons in other days.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Again my right
honourable friend is exaggerating.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: T realize that
the cases are not parallel. If they were
parallel, this would be just the ordinary sin
which has so often been committed by people
whose figures are right in my mind at this
minute. No, the cases are not parallel at all.
In the other case authority of Parliament
existed, authority granted by the people’s
representatives to take care of emergency, and
the taking care of emergency within the ambit
of that authority was declared an affront to
Parliament, a defiance of the rights of the
people. But here, taking care of the emer-
gency without any authority of Parliament
at all—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: By tradition.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: —yes, by
tradition, accompanied by a very considerable
degree of historical insolence—taking care of
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the emergency without any authority of
Parliament, just paying the money out by
autocratic act of the Government—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Under the aegis
of the King.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: —under the
aegis of the King—that is the act which
honourable gentlemen now applaud. Oh, what
terrors memory has!

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: To some people.

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

THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Bill was read the third time, and passed.

APPROPRIATION BILL NO. 1
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 89, an Act for granting
to His Majesty certain sums of money for the
public service of the financial year ending
the 31st March, 1939.

The Bill was read the first time.

SECOND READING

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND moved the
second reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable senators, this is the
customary Bill which appears yearly at about
this date asking Parliament for one-twelfth
or one-sixth of the year’s supply, in order
that the affairs of state may be carried on
for one or two months, as the case may be.
This measure is for one-sixth, that is, to cover
April and May, and authorizes expenditure of
$39,057,62449. 1 do not expect any special
objection to this usual means of providing
the Government with the necessary funds for
maintaining our public business.

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

THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Bill was read the third time, and passed.

LORD’S DAY BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. F. B. BLACK presented the report of
the Standing Committee on Banking and
Commerce on Bill 13, an Act to amend the
Lord’s Day Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the com-
mittee has considered this Bill and recom-
mends the following change:

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN,

Page 1, line 4. For clause 1, substitute the
following:

“l. Section 14 of the Lord’s Day Act, chapter
123 of the Revised Statutes of Canada, 1927,
is repealed and the following is substituted
therefor:

‘14. Every corporation which authorizes,
directs, permits or suffers its employees to
carry on any part of the business of such
corporation in violation of any of the provisions
of this Act, shall be liable, on summary con-
viction before two justices of the peace, for
a first offence to a penalty not exceeding two
hundred and fifty dollars and not less than
fifty dollars, for a second offence to a penalty
not exceeding one thousand dollars and not
less than one hundred dollars and for a third,
or any subsequent, offence to a penalty not
exceeding two thousand dollars and not less
than two hundred dollars.””

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

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Next sitting of the
House.

ELECTRICITY AND FLUID
EXPORTATION BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 21, an Act to amend
the Electricity and Fluid Exportation Act.

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill
has for its object the return to Parliament
of the power which it granted to the
Governor in Counecil for regulating electricity
and fluid exportation.

Honourable members who were here in 1929
will remember the interesting discussion which
took place on a similar bill that came from
the House of Commons, based on the same
principle as this one. That measure was
commonly known, after the name of its pro-
moter in the other House, as the Stewart
Bill. It sought to give Parliament exclusive
control over the issuing of licences for elec-
tricity and fluid exportation. It had been
passed unanimously by the other House, after
a fairly long discussion there. When it came
to the Senate it was examined from various
angles. It was a public bill sponsored by a
private member. I do not recollect who spon-
sored the bill in this House, but, as it seemed
to be a measure of considerable importance,
and as we had never had occasion to review
the whole question of export of fluids and
electricity to the United States, the bill was
examined minutely. I recall that honourable
senators did not know exactly the history of
the export of power and, as representing the
Government, I was asked to furnish this:
Chamber with a list of export licences granted
by the Federal Government. The statement
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which I submitted to honourable members
was quite illuminating, for they—and I con-
fess I was among them—had no notion of
what had occurred between the United States
and Canada with respect to this matter.
After a lengthy discussion the late Senator
Béique moved that further consideration of
the measure should be deferred until the fol-
lowing session, in order to obtain for the
Senate production of the contracts upon which
the licences were based. I read that dis-
cussion some weeks ago, and noticed that
Senator Béique gave as a reason for his
suggestion that it would be interesting to
know exactly what were the conditions of those
contracts.

I have said that the principle contained in
the present Bill is the same as that under-
lying Mr. Stewart’s Bill of 1929, that is, giving
to Parliament direct control over the export
of electricity. The provisions in respect of
fluids, such as gas and oil, are not altered
in this Bill; they are simply treated separately.
Mr. Stewart’s proposed measure called for the
approval of Parliament, but did not indicate
the form which that approval should take,
whether by resolution or by private or public
bill. In the present Bill, which has run the
gauntlet of the House of Commons, the
principle is accepted that approval should be
given only through an Act of Parliament;
that the three estates should join in approving
the form of the licence to be given. The Bill
prohibits export of power except by licence
already granted or by authority of Parliament.

As to the policy which underlies this Bill,
transferring to Parliament the authority to
grant licences, and which determined the action
of the Commons in 1929, I intend to read from
the Commons Hansard of March 13, 1907,
what Sir Robert Borden had to say against
the conferring of such authority on the
Governor in Council; and I surmise that his
criticism of vesting it in the Governor in
Council would mean, by implication, a prefer-
ence in favour of having Parliament or some
other body than the Governor in Council pass
upon applications for export of power. I
notice that my right honourable friend to my

right (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) took a
prominent part in that discussion.
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Has the

honourable leader under his hand Sir Robert
Borden’s words?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, I have them.
In the Commons Hansard of March 13, 1907,
at pages 4635 and 4636, Sir Robert Borden is
reported as follows:

The other objection is that the Governor in
Council is about the worst body that could
be found for the purpose of dealing with such
a matter.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: What matter?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The giving of
authority to the Governor in Council to issue
licences. If my right honourable friend will
call for the Commons Hansard of March 13,
1907, he will have the full debate before him,
but I think what I am about to read covers
the point. Sir Robert Borden continued:

I say that for two reasons; in the first place,
because the Governor in Council is not com-
posed of persons having any special knowledge
of the conditions which should control the
export. It is composed of men who are very
much taken up and occupied with their political
as distinguished from their administrative
duties. For that reason one would not
anticipate that any Administration—I am not
speaking especially of the present Adminis-
tration—would be a very competent or capable
body to deal with a question of this kind.
The answer may be that they would be gov-
erned by the report of some officer, but when
we are confronted by that answer, then, there
is another consideration.

That is the consideration that the Governor
General in Council under our system is and
necessarily must be a partisan body. It repre-
sents presumably a majority of the people of
this country and it certainly must always repre-
sent a majority of the members of Parliament.
It is a partisan body, it acts as a partisan
body and you will have entrusted to the
Governor General in Council under the pro-
vision of section 5, very delicate questions
indeed, questions which concern the material
advantage of their political friends, questions
which concern the material advantage of their
political opponents; and it does not seem to
me that it is wise to entrust so delicate a
power as this must necessarily be to a body
of that kind.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: What did
Sir Robert recommend instead?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: This is an
excerpt from his speech. Perhaps my right
honourable friend will find in the speech
itself some suggestions for giving the authority
to some other body.

In 1925 Mr. LeSueur moved this motion:

That in the opinion of this House the export
of hydro-electric power from Canada should be
permitted only on yearly licence, and no licence
should be issued beyond those at present out-
standing except for off-peak power.

The present Prime Minister, Right Hon.
Mr. King, suggested that the motion should
be amended as follows:

That hereafter no licence for export of power
beyond that already granted should be issued
except with the concurrence of the province
or provinces in which it is proposed to develop
such power.
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I see that my right honourable friend to
my right (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) spoke
at length on this matter; but I desire to cite
the view expressed by my right honourable
friend on the other side (Right Hon. Mr
Meighen). The motion, as amended, was
agreed to on June 15, 1925. It will be found
at page 4288 of Volume 5 of Commons
Hansard of that year, in this form:

That in the opinion of this House the export
of hydro-electric power from Canada should
be permitted only on yearly licence, and that
hereafter no licence for export of power beyond
that already granted should be issued except
with the concurrence of the province or prov-
inces in which it is proposed to develop such
power and of any other provinces adjacent to
such development and interested therein.

My right honourable friend opposite said
at page 4282 of the same volume:

Power is not something that is in the world
market, that another country can substitute for
if a first country withdraws. Power is some-
thing which once exported becomes the founda-
tion of a great vested right and the withdrawal
of it—however closely, however narrowly and
carefully it may have been provided for—
becomes a practical impossibility. We found
ourselves in the position that when we needed
the power badly we could not withdraw it,
and we found, as well, that although we applied
the system of yearly licences the company under-
took to give contracts extending over a period
of time, and we were bound not only by the
rights secured by the industry erected, but
were also bound, in a measure, by the contract,
although that contract had no warrant to be
entered into.

Then at page 4287 my right honourable
friend said:

I accept the amendment in order that we
may be united and that the whole world may
know how we are travelling in relation to
this great question. But I would prefer that
governmental responsibility should not be
shirked, and I would have preferred that it
be declared once and for all that we are against
further exportation; but I accept it inasmuch
as I believe this amendment in its practical
result will reach the same end as the amend-
ment that was moved before, because I do
not believe that our provinces will agree to
the export at all. That being my opinion, I
accept the amendment as now agreed to by
the Prime Minister himself.

In view of the fact that endorsation by the
provinces affected would be required, my right
honourable friend saw sufficient protection in
the assumption that the provinces would not
agree to the export at all. I think that to-
day he doubtless prefers full parliamentary
control over this important matter. But
throughout the discussion of 1907, and more
especially the discussions of 1928 and 1929—
for the Stewart Bill was introduced in 1928—
it was the unanimous opinion of the House
of Commons that Parliament should be vested
with the right of control.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

This Bill provides that, apart from the re-
newal of existing licences, to which the present
law shall continue to apply, there shall be no
export of power unless it is authorized by a
private Act of Parliament. The petitioner for
such a private Act must secure an Order in
Council from the province in which the power
is generated, and the province from which it is
to be exported. Power is not to be exported
if it is needed in Canada. The price charged
for the power exported is not to be lower than
the price charged for power sold in similar
circumstances in Canada. The authority to
export is not to be effective for more than one
year, but may be renewed from year to year
by the Governor in Council. No private Act
is to run for more than five years; and the
authority given is to be revocable at any time
by the Governor in Council. It will be seen
that the restrictions are much more rigid and
the safeguards much more efficient than those
provided in the statute of 1907.

The amendment also vests in the Governor
in Council authority to meet temporary emer-
gencies, but only for the period of such emer-
gencies; and it leaves with the Governor in
Council the authority to renew or to cancel the
licences which exist at the present time.

I commend this Bill to the wisdom of the
Senate. It restores to Parliament the authority
which was granted to the Governor in Council.
It covers a matter of considerable import to
Canada—the disposition of one of her natural
resources which is transformed into enormous
power and keeps the wheels of industry turn-
ing. Requests for permission to export power
are to be made through a petition to Parlia-
ment. The conditions under which the export
is to be permitted will be contained in the
petition and in the private bill, which will be
examined by committees of both Houses. I
believe this offers a safeguard which will be
welcomed by the people. The discussion will
be open, and the decision will not be that of
the Governor in Council based upon the report
of experts. What we need in such a large
matter as this, which affects the natural re-
sources of Canada, is a decision taken by the
two branches of Parliament in the full light
of day.

During my career I have been aware at
times of a reluctance on the part of Parlia-
ment, including the Senate, to divest Parlia-
ment of power and grant it to the Governor
in Council. What is proposed now is just the
reverse. The Governor in Council says to Par-
liament, “We are now desirous of returning to
you the powers you granted to us.”

I move the second reading of the Bill,
seconded by the Right Hon. Mr. Graham.
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Right Hon. ARTHUR MEIGHEN : Honour-
able members, the subject-matter of this Bill
is not new to the Parliament of Canada. Its
importance has been recognized for decades.
It involves the whole question of the export
of power, the problem whether Parliament
should say yes or no as to the export of
power in toto, and, if Parliament does not
say no, the proper method of regulating export,
and the principles to be followed. Nothing
could be more obvious than that the Bill has
to do with a matter of public policy. It is
distinctly public policy in every aspect and
in its very essence.

The honourable member has recited the
history of parliamentary treatment of the
subject as far back as 1925, and has referred
to certain remarks of Sir Robert Borden on
one phase of the subject in the year 1907.
I shall endeavour in a brief space to make
known to the House my position on the ques-
tion. Attempts have been made to inform the
public in advance as to what I would do
and what I would say. I prefer to express my
opinion for myself. I do not intend to be
influenced in the slightest degree by any
predictions, and I hope the House will give
me credit for being sincere when I say I shall
certainly not be influenced by any personal
affiliations or alleged personal animosities.
Though I welcome the reference, I had no
need to be reminded of the debate of 1925. I
have made no extensive research into the
farther past to ascertain what was said on a
cognate or perhaps the same subject in 1907.

The honourable member, in moving the
second reading, referred to the policy behind
this Bill. I am afraid his words were inept.
Most obviously there is no policy behind the
Bill. This Bill is a skilful effort to avoid all
policy. This Bill, in the boast of the Govern-
ment—and the word is not used offensively—
masquerades as an attempt to return certain
authority to Parliament, but it is authority
which by statute the Government now pos-
sesses. Could such a course be declared a
policy on the subject of the export of power?
If so, what is the policy? Has anyone an
answer? Some will say, “The same device has
been resorted to on other subjects.” Of course;
but there is no statement of policy until the
Government declares what Parliament should
say, and there is no such declaration here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Each case will
be treated according to its merits.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That is not
a policy; it is avoiding all policy. That is
merely leaving until a later date the declara-
tion of where the Government stands. And
the avoiding is rather awkward, and all the

more manifest, by reason of the statement
in this Bill that when the subject comes up
again it must come up by way of a private
bill. Why should Parliament direct that a
matter of public policy of the highest im-
portance must in future be dealt with by the
bill of a private member? Did we ever so
direct in other days? Is there a case in history
where this Parliament, by statute, has provided
that what shall be done in future in respect
of a matter of public policy must be done
on the initiative of a private member? I can-
not remember any such instance.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is in order
that Parliament may be seized of the petition.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Parliament
does not need to be seized by means of a
private bill. A public bill can be introduced
by the Government, which is responsible for
public policy.

So I say this Bill has no public policy
behind it. This is merely an attempt on the
part of the Administration to avoid a declara-
tion of policy. It simply throws its hands in
the air. I shall not try to avoid making a
definite statement, before I sit down, as to
how I think the matter should be handled.

In 1907 Sir Robert Borden, as quoted by
the honourable leader of the Government, said
—I have not been able to attach his words
to the specific subject, but I am ready to
agree that it was the export of power—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It bore on the
delegation of authority to the Governor in
Council.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: On the gen-
eral subject of the delegation of authority. I
have mno fault to find with Sir Robert
Borden’s declaration. He was deprecating the
conduct of Parliament in giving such wide
powers to the Governor in Council, involving
even the determination of policy. In his
speech he referred to an effort being made
to give the Governor in Council power to
determine the effect of a preferential tariff, and
where it should apply and where it should
not. That is a delegation of policy. Sir
Robert Borden would be quite right in taking
exception. He may have taken exception even
to the delegation to the Governor in Council
of the right to make administrative decisions
incidental to a general statutory authority as
regards the export of power. The reasons he
gave were that when it came to the practical
application of the statute the Governor in
Council, of necessity a partisan body, might
be influenced by party considerations, and that
it was crowded with work. For these two
reasons he felt there should be another body.
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But did he say that the body to assume
the administration of public policy should
be Parliament itself? Every reason Sir Robert
adduced against the delegation to the Gov-
ernor in Council would apply with multi-
plied force against a delegation to Parliament.
Is the Governor in Council more partisan
than a majority of Parliament? Not at all.
Is Parliament not occupied with matters polit-
ical? Of course it is. Sir Robert’s argument
would tell, a fortiori, against the course the
Government now contemplates of bringing a
matter of administration into Parliament.
What he argued for in the case before him
was that a more appropriate body to deal
with administration would be the Railway
Commission. If the honourable gentleman
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) had read the next
paragraph he would have seen that. There
is no objection at all to a delegation to the
Railway Commission or any other commission
established by Parliament. But that is not
what the Administration is doing. It is simply
declaring: “We don’t know what to do. We
are in a corner, and we are going to get rid
of the subject by getting out of our own
responsibility.”

The leader of the Government calls atten-
tion to the debate of 1925, I remember that
debate. It was precipitated by a resolution
of the then member for Lambton, Mr.
LeSueur, After considerable argument pro
and con, an amendment of the then Prime
Minister, was accepted on both sides; and by
the terms of that acceptance I am prepared
to stand now.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
in the present Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Oh, no; not
at all. The resolution as amended provided,
not that the Electricity and Fluid Export
Act should be repealed, but that the powers
vested in the Governor in Council under that
Act should be exercised subject to certain
overriding principles, which were definitely
stated, and that there should be no export
in the future beyond what there was then,
save with the consent of the provinces inter-
ested.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is em-
bodied in the Bill.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : Very good.
The law, as approved by that resolution,
declared a principle that should be applied
in respect of public policy, and stated what
public policy was, and we said to the Gov-
ernment, “In the execution of your duty in
administering that Act, see that you have

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN,

It is embodied

the approval of the provinces before you
grant licences.” But the administrative body
to carry out the policy was the Governor in
Council; and to that, though we were in
opposition, we agreed.

Why should it not be the Governor in Coun-
cil now? It may be that I have more con-
fidence in the Governor in Council than has
the leader of the Government. I am not
at all unwilling that the Government should
be given its proper functions of administra-
tion and be held responsible for the proper
discharge of those functions. Not at all.
The business of Parliament is to lay down
policies, and, if it wishes, to put special re-
straints on the administrators it appoints.
But to say, as this Bill does, “We de not
know what on earth public policy should be,
and will wait until a special private bill is
presented to us before deciding,” is absurd.
Was there ever such a proclamation of in-
firmity? If the Government is not satisfied
with the policy in respect of the export of
power as declared by our present legislation,
let it say so and propose amendments to
that legislation. If it would rather delegate
to the Board of Railway Commissioners auth-
ority to administer the statute, I will take no
exception. But I do protest against an Ad-
ministration coming into the House and say-
ing: “Parliament has laid down a policy,
which it has entrusted to us to administer.
We have a difficult case before us and we do
not know what on earth to do about it., We
are in doubt as to how to administer the
policy ; so we ask Parliament to wipe its statute
out and let us postpone decision as to what our
attitude shall be until a private member’s
bill is received.” I find that position all the
harder to understand since the difficult case
which the Government had before it has gone
up into thin air.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my right
honourable friend allow me to say that the
difficult case which he visualizes as having
been confronting the Government, and which
I take to mean a case that originated in
Ontario, is not at all the one which led to the
declaration in the Speech from the Throne
that control over these export licences would
be returned to Parliament. That declaration
was elicited by three petitions from Montreal,
from the Montreal Light, Heat and Power
Company, and was not in any way concerned
with the Ontario request, which was made six
months later.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: To my mind
it does not matter a whit where the difficulty
arose, whether in Ontario or Quebec. Faced
with a problem respecting administration of
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a statute, the Government does not know how
to act and it comes to Parliament and says:
“Do not entrust us any longer with this
control. We do not know what to do. Take
this responsibility off our backs. When an
individual case arises, let it come to Parlia-
ment through the back door, a private mem-
ber’s bill, and then we shall do the best we
can with it.”

In 1925 I felt strongly opposed to the
export of any power beyond the quantity
then permitted. At that time the Hydro
Commission of Ontario was exporting, I think,
about 100,000 horsepower a year, and I should
have been ready to support a bill forbidding
entirely any further export. The compromise
as embodied in the resolution of that year
was accepted by me largely in the belief that
the actual result would be the same—that no
additional licences would be granted—for I
did not believe the provinces were in favour
of export.

Any argument which I adduce from now on
is not necessary at all to explain my opposition
to this measure. I am opposed to it because
it is not in accordance with the tradition of
Parliament, the function and responsibility of
Government. It is a defiance of that tradition
and an evasion of that function and respon-
sibility. But I will not refrain from speaking
what I feel about the export of power. There
was, there has been, and there is to-day, grave
danger in the export of power. It is not like
other commodities. There is not an alterna-
tive market from which it can be purchased.
And there is always danger that by exporting
power we may ultimately bring about an
emigration of some of our own people. Export
may lead to conditions under which there
spring up in another country industries which
would have been developed here had power
not been sent abroad. And if you export
power directly to industries or communities
you are in grave danger of bringing about
dependence upon the export, and consequently
there arises a very serious practical difficulty
if it becomes necessary in the interest of
Canada to discontinue exporting because of
need for more power at home.

But there have been developments. There
are to-day gigantic power distributing agencies.
Instead of being exported directly to con-
sumers, power may be delivered to one or
more of those agencies. They may be able to
save money by importing, but they would
have recourse to other sources of current if
their importations were cut off. In that case
there is not the same dependence—and I
have had enough experience to know that that
case can well arise.

Even there strictest limitations and safe-
guards must be provided. It is easier to provide
them to-day than it was fifteen, or even ten,
years ago. The principal reason why it is
easier is that the margin of advantage in de-
veloping and distributing hydro power as com-
pared with its competitor, steam power, has
been constantly diminishing. There is still an
advantage in the major area of circumstances.
Where the load factor is high, where power
is used constantly the year round, there
is still an appreciable advantage in favour of
hydro power, though it is not as great as it
was ten, fifteen and twenty years ago. As
this margin of advantage of hydro power over
steam power diminishes, the peril attached to
export tends to diminish as well. I do not
argue for a minute that severest safeguards
must not be provided, for they must be.

1 am not convinced to-day that there are
not sometimes, and will not be in Canada for a
considerable while, circumstances under which
we could justify a properly safeguarded export
of power. I am not convinced that we could
not improve our present Act and provide by
statute reasonable general safeguards. And per-
sonally — I am asking no support from anyone
in this decision—I should not be prepared to-
day, as I was in 1925, to stand four-square
against power exportation under all conditions.
It seems to me that the proper thing to do is
to establish conditions under which export
may be permitted, making them such that
there will be no reasonable fear of interna-
tional complications when a change of circum-
stances arises, and to leave further details
to the Administration, or, if the Adminis-
tration prefers, to the Railway Board.
Then let the thing be worked out, as every
other governmental problem is worked out, by
the appropriate body designated by Parlia-
ment to administer the policy embodied in
the statute.

The honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand) says we are declaring here conditions
under which a private bill can pass in future.
He knows, just as well as I do, how futile
those conditions are: he knows that they are
only window dressing—just a facade. They
mean nothing whatever.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If a private bill
is presented, will it not have to go before
two committees, one in each of the Houses
of Parliament?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Of course
it will. But what is the sense of our deciding
to-day what legislation will have to be passed
two years from now, or at any other future
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date? We cannot tie the hands of Parlia-
ment. We may surround the contemplated
introduction of a private bill with all the
trimmings we like, and they will go for noth-
ing. If a man comes forward with a private
bill providing, “Notwithstanding anything in
the Electricity and Fluid Exportation Act,
it is enacted as follows,” and succeeds in having
his measure passed, it will not matter what
is in this Act. Conditions change from time
to time, and a year from now it may be neces-
sary to make some restrictions which are not
necessary to-day, or to abandon some upon
which we have to insist to-day. Any attempt
to tie the hands of Parliament for even a
year would be a mere futility. Let us lay
down general principles and guiding restric-
tions, and provide that if occasion arises,
when the appropriate administrative body
declares it is in the interest of our country
to permit export, then within those principles
and restrictions and on the basis of this
statute we shall permit it. That is the way
public policy should be declared.

But if anyone is opposed to export of
power under all conditions, he should advocate
repeal of this Act and a declaration that
there shall be no more export.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: My right
honourable friend says that a future Parlia-
ment could change any statute, no matter
what it was.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Certainly.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: If the Rail-
way Board were given certain authority, Par-
liament could at any time afterwards take
away that authority or change anything that
the Board had done. The whole thing is in
the hands of Parliament.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That sup-
plements the case I was trying to make. If
we are endeavouring to determine what shall
be the form of a private bill in the future,
we are just wasting time. Anyone who is
opposed to the export of power and wants
his view confirmed by statute should vote for
a bill repealing the Electricity and Fluid Ex-
portation Act and enacting that there shall
be no export of power, or at least no
further export. He who believes in exporta-
tion under certain conditions should vote for
a measure which sets out those conditions
and commits administration of the law to
an appropriate body. Any person who takes
either of those stands should oppose this Bill.
Support of it can be justified by anyone only
on the ground that he wants to help the
Government out.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: There may
be a difference of opinion about that.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: There may
be two different opinions, but one will he
right and the other wrong.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: That is a
matter of differing opinion again.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: On this
question Parliament has been right for a
long time.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: But Parlia-
ment has changed its mind several times.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: This is a
new exercise of Parliament. This measure
simply declares that as to exportation of
power we shall do nothing at all except pro-
vide what kind of bill ought to be introduced
by a private member in future, when the
hour strikes for a decision to be made.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My right
honourable friend was not in the other House
in 1929.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: No. I shall
come to 1929.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That House

unanimously agreed to transfer to Parliament
the power which had been vested in the
Governor in Council.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes. I was
not in the House at that time or that
decision would not have been unanimous. I
should have had exactly the same opposition
to it as I have to-day, no matter how highly
I regard the private member who introduced
that bill. It is very manifest that there is
no politics in this. I do not know whether
the view I am expressing had even a single
supporter in the House of Commons or
whether it will have one here. But it is
my opinion. That is the way I like to pass
on public problems: I do not like to run
backwards and forwards and sideways, seek-
ing to put off the hour of decision.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then my
right honourable friend was right in entering
this Chamber.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : I followed the
same principle in the other House. I do not
think I ever had a reputation for dodging
anything. This measure is nothing but a
sort of high policy of dodging; it is just an
exercise in the art of getting away from an
immediate difficulty—and a rather clumsy
exercise. I do not know what the great diffi-
culty is. Why cannot the Government state
under what conditions it believes power should
be exported? Or, if it does not believe in
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exportation under any conditions, why not
say so and present a bill for complete
abandonment of the policy of exporting
power? What is the trouble here? The
trouble should be far removed by now, for I
am unable to see that very much remains
of the difficulty which faced the Government
and impelled it to take this course.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have corrected
my right honourable friend on that point.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN : That difficulty
is pretty well gone. Whatever other difficulty
remains, why not face it frankly? I have
helped the Government to face it, by stating
general principles which I think should be
followed.

I am against the main provisions of this
Bill, though I am not opposed to export of
power under all conditions, even under some
conditions which cannot properly be designated
as an emergency.

The measure would give the Governor in
Council power in certain circumstances. A
private member would not be necessary then:
there would be no need to bring in a private
bill on which the Government could divide
because of inability to agree. These are called
emergency circumstances. But who decides
whether there is an emergency or not? The
Government. If the Government decides an
emergency exists, then for the purposes of this
statute there is one, and the Government
can do what it likes.

In addition to its other infirmities the Bill
is utterly futile. It is a pretence; it really
does not restore power to Parliament at all.
If there were a restoration of power to Parlia-
ment, then Parliament should state its new
policy. That would be the correct procedure.
The business of Parliament is not the adminis-
tration of policy; it is the declaring of policy,
the putting of it into statute form. But here
we have no putting of policy into statute
form. By retaining for the Administration
emergency powers, the same to be determined
by the Government, the Bill becomes just a
pretence. I do not want to intimate that this is
what the Government intends, for I do not
think it has any such intention at all. The
Government’s only intention is to postpone the
hour of decision and to provide for having
questions on a matter of important public
policy come before it in such a form that one
member can vote one way and another can vote
differently, according to political exigencies
with which each may be surrounded. That
course I do not favour and cannot support. I
will support sending the Bill to a committee
of this House so that amendments may be pro-
posed for the purpose of having the will of
Parliament declared in this great matter of

principle and policy, and, in line with what
we have always done throughout our history,
leaving administrative features of the Act to
the Governor in Council or the Railway Board
or any body we may care to establish.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : Does my
right honourable friend intimate he is in
favour of the proposal to provide in this
Bill that when the occasion arises the Gov-
ernment may refer the matter to the Railway
Commission ?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Oh, no. If
the Government would prefer that administra-
tion of the statute should be delegated, I
would not object on the score that it is
delegated to the Railway Commission instead
of being exercised by the Governor in Coun-
cil. But my confidence in the Government
is not so meagre nor so destitute of reality
that I would shrink from the Bill if it
entrusted administration to the Governor in
Council. While the Government is consti-
tutionally in office, that is its duty and its
function, unless it feels the burden of the
details to be so great that the administra-
tion of the Act should go to some other
permanent body established by Parliament.
What I say is that the function of Parlia-
ment is clear in this as in all matters of
public policy: declare your course, put it
into a statute, hem that statute about with
whatever restrictions you like, and then
commit to the body of your choice the
administration of the will of Parliament.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, as recently as last Monday I was
informed by a gentleman whom I regard as
one of the greatest authorities on the genera-
tion of electric power that to-day you can
produce as much current with one ton of
coal as you could have produced ten years
ago with three tons. This has an important
bearing on the cost of production as between
steam-generated power and hydro-electric
power.

As my honourable {riend from Rigaud
(Hon. Mr. Sauvé) will doubtless remember—
he was then leading the Opposition in the
Legislature—the Quebec Government some
years ago arranged to export 300,000 horse-
power—100,000 to be contributed by the
Beauharnois Company, another 100,000 by
the Shawinigan Company, and the remaining
100,000 by the Montreal Light, Heat and
Power Company.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: I was not there.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: My honourable
friend was there a long time.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE: In opposition.
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Those power
companies were supposed to have that amount
of electric energy for sale; but it was not
exported. No inquiry was made, but the
reason why the power was not exported is
obvious. Right at Massena Springs, in New
York State, and also at Niagara, on the
American side, the generating companies have
surplus power that they cannot give away. I
furnished the House with the exact figures
on a former occasion,

Hon. Mr. CALDER: Where is the power
generated that they cannot give away?

Hon Mr. CASGRAIN: At Massena Springs,
in New York State, and also at Niagara
Falls in the same state. Whether the lack
of demand for power is due to the depression
or not I cannot say, but in both places there
is surplus power going abegging.

Now, some persons entertain the idea that
hydro-electric power costs nothing. They
would be quickly disillusioned if they started
to build a generating plant. Suppose they
issued $300,000 worth of bonds. They would
find it would cost at least 75 per cent of the
proceeds to install their plant. A similar
installation to generate electric power by
steam would only cost between 40 and 45
per cent of that bond issue. There is a big
difference to start with, the hydro-electric
plant costing nearly double the expenditure
necessary on the steam plant. Then in con-
nection with the hydro-electric plant you
have to pay a royalty on the water-power.
Mr. Duplessis has stated that on every horse-
power generated in Quebec, whether it be
exported or not, $1.50 a year must be paid
to the province by way of royalty.

I admit that once you export power yvou
“can say goodbye to it, because if that power
is used for lighting a town or city, or running
a street-railway or any other public utility,
it would be an unfriendly act to cut off the
current. For example, during the last war
Switzerland permitted the exportation of elec-
tric power, but when that power was required
for the use of Swiss industry the Government
found it would be impolitic to discontinue
the exportation.

To my mind we are wasting a good deal
of useful time in discussing this Bill, for
undoubtedly we cannot at the present time
sell any power to the United States. In
New York State there are four or five big
companies manufacturing electric energy by
steam, and they can generate it at a cost
much cheaper than the price at which we
san afford to export our hydro-electric power.

Hon. Mr. SAUVE,

I have just read a book, issued by an
organization subsidized by the Rockefeller
Foundation, in which it is stated that the cost
of each horse-power of electric energy rises
$1.50 every additional hundred miles to take
care of the laying of cables and the trans-
mission losses. I know of a company that
undertook to bring 100,000 horse-power from
Quebec at a cost of $4,500,000, but the ulti-
mate figure reached a total of $6,000,000. As
I have said, there is the heavy cost of build-
ing the line and the increasing transmission
losses on every added hundred miles. On
the contrary, with steam-generated power you
need no transmission line, and of course you
have no transmission losses. Another advan-
tage of steam-generated power is that in case
of a strike you simply shut down your plant;
but you have to operate your hydro-electric
plant twelve months in the year.

It is apparent that there are several ad-
vantages in steam-generated power as against
hydro-electric power. I do not wish to be
disrespectful, but to my mind this Bill, if
enacted, will have no more effect than a
mustard plaster on a wooden leg. I cannot
see that it will do any good; but I admit
it will do no harm. And there is something
to be said in favour of taking an innocuous
medicine, rather than a dangerous specific
such as the cancer serum which during the
last week has produced fatal results to patients
in the United States to whom it was admin-
istered. I repeat, I do not think this Bill
can do any harm, and I wonder why the right
honourable gentleman opposite (Right Hon.
Mr. Meighen) waxes so eloquent and worries
so much over it. I suspect he was doing it
more for fun than anything else.

If electric power is to be exported, I think
it is a very good idea that permission to
export it should be secured by a private
Bill. Subsection 2 of section 6 reads:

With every petition for a private Act to
authorize the exportation of power there shall
be deposited a duly certified copy of an order
of the Lieutenant Governor in Council of the
province in which the power proposed to be
exported is generated declaring that the said
power is not required for use in the said
province and that the Lieutenant Governor in
Council makes no objection to the exportation
thereof.

I would ask honourable members to bear
in mind that the Lieutenant Governor of a
province is an officer of this Parliament. If
he signs an Order in Council the Provincial
Government, cannot find fault with that order.
It may be told, “You have asked for it, and
now you have it.” That is all. It is very
simple. I do not see any reason why we
should worry further about this Bill.




APRIL 5, 1938

225

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If no other
honourable members desire to intervene, I
will close the debate.

The only point of difference between my
right honourable friend and me is as to the
main reason for this Bill. I think he was
somewhat unjust to the present Government
in alleging that it presented the measure to
Parliament because it hesitated or disliked to
take the responsibility which is vested in it
under the present statute dealing with the
axportation of electric power. I know my
right honourable friend is very busy, per-
haps more so than I am, and he may not
have read the debate in the other House.
I must confess that since I had to bring the
Bill before this Chamber I devoted several
hours to a perusal of that debate. I would
draw his attention to this fact, that in 1928
the Stewart—

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: In 1929.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In 1928 first.
In that year the Stewart Bill was given
second reading unanimously in the House
of Commons. In 1929 it was given first,
second and third reading unanimously. I am
aware that my right honourable friend was
not there at the time, but the Commons
then decided that control should be vested
in Parliament. That is the guiding principle
which the Prime Minister has had to take
notice of since 1929. When, prior to his
departure for Europe in April last, the Mont-
real Light, Heat and Power Company pre-
sented a petitition—it was renewed during his
absence, while I was acting for him—a con-
siderable effort was made, because of the
pressing nature of the business, to obtain a
licence. What did the Prime Minister an-
swer? He said, “I am bound by the state-
ment I made last year”—that is, 1936—“in
the House of Commons.” In that speech
he stated that he felt bound by the unani-
mous will of the House of Commons as ex-
pressed in 1929, and cited a similar declara-
tion by the Minister of Trade and Com-
merce. And he declined to grant the appli-
cation of the Montreal interests, stating he
would have to submit it to Parliament. Under
what form? Under the wvery form which
the House of Commons had approved of—the
sanction of Parliament. The Stewart Bill
did not indicate in precise terms how that
sanction should be given, whether by reso-
lution or by private Bill. A long discussion
took place in the other House about the
difference between a private Bill and a public
Bill presented by a private member; but
no one contested the authority of the Stewart
Bill of 1929, by which the Lower Chamber
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declared itself in favour of approval by Par-
liament.

Why did the House of Commons favour a
private Bill? It would take a considerable
time for me to read to honourable members
the debate on this question in the other
House and the opinion of Mr. Edwards, the
Deputy Minister of Justice, which was cited
in that debate. The Commons said, in effect,
“We favour a private Bill, because we lay
down the principle that no export of power
shall take place without the approval of
Parliament.” And that is the principle under-
lying both the Stewart Bill and this Bill.

Now, that is a general law embodying a
certain policy, just as we have other statutes
governing administration. But that general
law can be varied by a private Bill, and it
may be so varied under certain conditions.
For instance, in railway matters the Railway
Act lays down certain general prineiples, and
petitions are presented to Parliament in sup-
port of private bills embodying powers vary-
ing such principles.

But my right honourable friend says that
other conditions may be embodied in the Bill
varying even this clause 4, and Parliament
would be supreme. Certainly Parliament -
would be supreme. But I see the advantage
of the Bill in dealing with this important
question which divides public opinion to-day.
We can realize it when we listen to my right
honourable friend; for, without doubt, as
there are those who favour, so there are
others who are absolutely against, export of
power. It will be for Parliament to decide
each specific case as it is presented, but
Parliament says under this Bill that each
province interested shall pass an Order in
Council in support of the petition for a
private Act.

Section 4 of the Bill provides:

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this Act
no person shall export any power unless ex-
pressly authorized to do so by a private Act
of Parliament, or otherwise than in accordance
with the terms and conditions contained in
such private Act.

(2) With every petition for a private Act
to authorize the exportation of power there
shall be deposited a duly certified copy of an
order of the Lieutenant Governor in Council
of the province in which the power proposed
to be exported is generated declaring that the
said power is not required for use in the said
province and that the Lieutenant Governor in
Council makes no objection to the exportation
thereof.

(3) Similarly, if the power is proposed to
be exported from a province other than that
in which the same is generated there shall also
be deposited with the petition a duly certified
copy of an order of the Lieutenant Governor in
Council of such province declaring that the
said power is not required for use in such
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province and that the Lieutenant Governor in
Council makes no objection to the exportation
thereof.

(4)Every such private Act shall, unless it
is otherwise expressly provided therein, be read
and construed as including provisions that,

(a) the quantity of power to be exported
thereunder shall, notwithstanding any provision
therein fixing the quantity of power to be
exported, be always limited to the surplus
power in excess of that required for distribution
for use in Canada;

(b) the power exported shall not be sold
outside of Canada at a price less than the
price of power produced and sold under sub-
stantially siimlar conditions for use in Canada;

(¢) the said private Act may be repealed by
proclamation of the Governor in Council, at
any time, upon such notice as the Governor in
Council shall preseribe, or, if the Governor in
Council is satisfied that the conditions imposed
by paragraphs (a) or (b) of this subsection
are not being complied with, without notice;

(d) subject to the provisions of paragraph
(e¢) of this subsection, the said private Act
shall remain in force for a period of one year
from the date of the commencement thereof
but may be extended from year to year by
proclamation of the Governor in Council for
four further periods of one year each but not
so that the said Act shall in any case remain
in force for more than five years from the
date of the commencement thereof, nor shall
the said private Act operate to vest in any
person any right to export power after the
expiration or repeal of the said private Act.

So Parliament retains control and can still
pass upon the very same matter that it
approved five years before.

My right honourable friend speaks of the
emergency clause. I do not believe he will
object to such powers as are granted. As
a matter of fact, he is disposed to favour the
granting of all the powers to the Governor in
Council.

But here is the new clause 7:

Notwithstanding anything contained in this
Act, the Governor in Council, in the event of
conditions arising which are deemed to con-
stitute a temporary international emergency,
may, upon such terms and conditions as he sees
fit, grant temporary licences for the exporta-
tion of power or authorize an increase in the
amount of surplus power to be exported under
existing licences: Provided, however, that any
such temporary licence or authorization of an
increase of power to be exported under an
existing licence shall continue only during the
period of such international emergency.

Of course, “emergency” is not defined, but
it has been accepted in the House of Com-
mons as being a matter for the Government
of Canada to decide on the spot and at the
time, without awaiting the meeting of Par-
liament. I believe that under such conditions,
in matters pertaining to our relations with
our neighbour to the south, the Government
should not be refused this power; and I
think that when the Bill was before the other
House this principle obtained the general

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

approval of the speakers -who carry most
authority in that House.

If this Bill is given the second reading it
will go before the Committee on Banking
and Commerce. We shall then examine it
from all angles, including those from which
my right honourable friend has seen proper
to criticize it. Of course there may be other
ways of reaching a solution, but the Gov-
ernment has kept to the line laid down by
the Stewart Bill of 1929, and has clung to
the principle laid down of control by Parlia-
ment.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Would the
honourable gentleman indicate to the House
where the power is to be exported to?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Mexico.

Hon. Mr. DAND