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THE CANADIAN MINISTRY
According to Precedence as at November 15, 1948

TaE RicaT HoNOURABLE LoOUIS STEPHEN
Sr, Livemer iK€ o 8 Prime Minister and President of the
King’s Privy Council for Canada.
TrE RicET HONOURABLE CLARENCE
Decatur HowE...................Minister of Trade and Commerce.

TaE Ricar HONOURABLE JAMES
GARFIELD GARDINER.............. Minister of Agriculture.

TaHE HONOURABLE JAMES ANGUS
MACKINRON =ity o Minister of Mines and Resources.

Tae HoxourasLe Corin Gisson, M.C.,
K, ND v o s Secretary of State.

Tue HoNouraBLE HUMPHREY
METGEHIL: - s o Minister of Labour.

TaHE HONOURABLE ALPHONSE FOURNIER,
RGLW et an ot Minister of Public Works.

THE HoNOURABLE ERNEST BERTRAND,
IO i e e Postmaster General.

THE HoNOURABLE BroOKE CLAXTON,
e et el e e Minister of National Defence.

TreE HonouraBLE JosepH JEAaN, K.C...Solicitor General.

TrE HoNOURABLE LiONEL CHEVRIER,

11 QRN e N i ) Minister of Transport.
TaE HoNOURABLE PAuL JosepH JAMES
MarTIn S KB s v e s Minister of National Health and
Welfare.
TuE HoNoURABLE Doucras CHARLES
ABpoTD, K G ans Siadn Minister of Finance and Receiver
General.

TaE HoNoUrABLE JAMES J. McCANN,
NED. o e s e e Minister of National Revenue.

TaE HoNoUrRABLE WisHART McL.
R OBRRTNON G e s e i A Member of the Administration and
Minister without Portfolio.
Tuae HonouraBLe Miutoxn FowLer
GREGG, VO oo e Minister of Veterans Affairs.



iv
TaE HoNoURABLE ROBERT WELLINGTON

NATEEWS o e o e el Minister of Fisheries.

Tare HoNOURABLE LESTER BOWLES
PHARBON. - cs 2 »s o subes » vt wio Sraiehars Secretary of State for External Affairs.

TuaE HONOURABLE STUART SINCLAIR
CARSON IS i ol et i sttt Minister of Justice and Attorney

General.

Tup HoNoUurABLE RoBERT HENRY
WINTTHRE . o oo e isis aiels s i sinlstagninss Minister of Reconstruction and Supply.

PRINCIPAL OFFICERS OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL

Clerk of the Privy Council and Secre-
tary fo the @abinet .. ..o ..ot A. D. P. Heengy, Esquire, K.C.

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

Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet. . ... J. R. Bauowin, Esquire.




SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

JANUARY 26, 1949

THE HONOURABLE JAMES H. KING, P.C., SPEAKER

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
Tre HONOURABLE
THOMAS JEAN BOURQUE. ......ovvvvinennnnnn. Biclibuotbss .. .. ioosiiwn Richibucto, N.B.
JAMER A CATDER, PO il iniviviteccnibs et T e R R S Regina, Sask.
ARTHRUR O HARDY P.C b e LOBAR e Brockville, Ont.
Sir ALLEN BristoL AvLEsworTH, P.C.,

S S e S e BN North-Yapk oo . Toronto, Ont.
WiLLiaAM ASHBURY BUCHANAN...........c..... Tethbridge: - 0o . o e Lethbridge, Alta.
ARTHUR Bass Copp, P.C. ..o i vsiviriities Westmorland............... Sackville, N.B.
WA H MOGOIRE: 7 . i v e DT ] g = Toronto, Ont.
DoNar RATMOND 5 Sh e L0 p SR Dela Vallidre.............. Montreal, Que.
GCornhkvR LACABEE = i i v e R SO e Tecumseh, Ont.
CATRINE BRIWILBON o0 nh b oo e ah e Roekelflarse . Lrirkay Ottawa, Ont.
AN IEORDOR. P i v el Parkdnle. oot e Ottawa, Ont.
JoEN EweN SiNcLAIR, P.C..........ccvvnnenn. QHEON'E 5 e s Emerald, P.E.I.
James H. King, P.C. (Speaker)............... Kootenay, East............ Victoria, B.C.
ARTHUR MARCOUN S 1 s a o i R e o s Ponteix, Sask.
CHARLES COLQUHOUN BALLANTYNE, P.C....... Alme s s, o T Montreal, Que.
WiLLiaM HENRY DENNIS. .....ooovvvnnnnrnnnns Halifax: o e Ve e Halifax, N.S.
EXCEN MORAUD £ . b id s e s LaBalle: . : ook Quebec, Que.
RarrH BYRON HOBRNER .. .. .ovviviiviviision Blaielake . = = oians Blaine Lake, Sask.
WALTER MORLEY ASELTINE. .....c00vevveeeensn. ‘Roset/own .................. Rosetown, Sask.
I N N e e e L e Bedford-Halifax. ........... Bedford, N.S.
EVKCANPBERLL BPATLIB .. . uiscis i s n o iviinva Peterborough.............. Peterborough, Ont.
GEoReE B. Jorus, P.C. il ci i Basdaoa . o oosve Apohaqui, N.B.
AntorNg Jo IRaRR L S e 2 e e e LiEseadien . . o e nady Moncton, N.B.
FNRE A MOEANS . b e e MBYGUetta s Winnipeg, Man.
JOHREUHATG, (o oo bt o s ot s WERNIPE o G Winnipeg, Man.
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vi SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TrE HONOURABLE
B PAQUER. PG it ciins et T PR AR e R, RERE S Rimouski, Que.
WVRRIAM DV i o e e e s i 8 5 o S O R R Lunenburg, N.S.
JORNW InE B UARBIS Gy ool e Ty Vancouver South........... Vancouver, B.C.
ADRIAN K. HUGESSEN......covvvniinannnnnnn. Inkerman.................. Montreal, Que.
NORMAN/PULAMBERT., oo, 0 v e sls e (81 E2h o R S i SR Ottawa, Ont.
J. EERNAND BARARD . i« onn v cmse s oislin sies sas De la Durantaye........... L'Islet, Que.
ARTHUR LUCIEN BEAUBIEN. ................... Provenehory. . vecmmaanas St. Jean Baptiste, Man.
JOHN. J; (BTBVENBONG et /i Fu s s ins Prince Albert.............. Prince Albert, Sask.
ARISTIDE BEAIS . o iusiaials  smidn oo s S e 2o s StAtbertt on Tl Edmonton, Alta.
D ONALD MACTHNNAN ;i ¢ vs v oeids hienato i Margaree Forks............ Port Hawkesbury, N.S.
CHARLES BENJAMIN HOWARD.................. Wellington................. Sherbrooke, Que.
BLI2 BEAURBGARD it oo iee sioue o winnin s smas 3 sioie Rougemont................ Montreal, Que.
ATHANARSRIDAVEDG — e e Boralees el s T e Montreal, Que.
EpousrRp CHARLES ST-PERE. ..........o0n.... De Lanaudigre............. Montreal, Que.
SALTER ADRIAN HAYDEN.........ccoovvnun... EHONONGO R s S o Toronto, Ont.
NoRMAN McCLEOD PATERSON........c..c0vnun.. Thunder Bay.............. Fort William, Ont.
WiLLIAM JAMES HUSHION . .....ovvivininvanenns NACHOTIR . o iers raiai dis o eostsdhe Westmount, Que.
JosEPH JAMES DUFFUS............ooviinnnn... Peterborough West......... Peterborough, Ont.
Wittiam Daum Evier, P.C........ooovvnnnnn Waterloo................... Kitchener, Ont.
LEON MERCIBR GOUIN. vt s v e sz sislsiorers De SRIAbBrey ., Uil s Montreal, Que.
L RONEAREVIRNG PGl oh o Sl o S e De LOoFImIer: ..iovni srves Outremont, Que.
PampHILE REAL DUTREMBLAY.......vvnnnn... Repentigny................ Montreal, Que.
WitLiam RUPERT DAVIES.......... ) A BANERION .. cinitle vvn v sviias Kingston, Ont.
JAMER PRERR IMOTNTYRE oo oo s on e san o oiiedi o 0 Mount Stewart............. Mount Stewart, P.E.L.
GORDON PETER CAMPBELL............0vuvvun... L ODOIEO. 5005548 et Wi myeriis Toronto, Ont.
WisaarT McL. RopertsoN, P.C............... Shelburne.................. Bedford, N.S.
TeLESPHORE DAMIEN BOUCHARD....0ceevnnnn.. The Laurentides........... St. Hyacinthe, Que.
ARMAND DAIGLE. ...c.ovuviiniininninnninennss Mille Tlegt s ou i ohe s an -0 s Montreal, Que.
JOSRPH ARTHUR LEBAGE, (5. . . i isbinns sainnis on The Gulf.................. Quebec, Que.
CYRIEE VAILEANCOURT: + + v siesis e s sisiaiais o sialsiads Kennebee.t ri. oot o bld Levis, Que.
JACOBINICOTIS /0 s b oo s s ol siaose ateeie o o ST tocalnth Bediordir oo Sherbrooke, Que.
TroMAS ALEXANDER CRERAR, P.C............. Churchill.................. Winnipeg, Man.
WIEIAM HORACRITAYLOR .. . e sinlonns stoeiotia NGrolks e e Scotland, Ont.
FRED WILLIAM GERSHAW . ...covvvirniniinnenns Medicine Hat...........:.. Medicine Hat, Alta.
JoHN POWER HOWDEN..........coovvivnnnn.. St Bonface. ..coccoui s cive Norwood Grove, Man.
CHARLES EDOUARD FERLAND......ccouvvunn... Shawinigan................ Joliette, Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA

vii

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE
VINCENT DUPOIR G- S i oL G e Rigand . 00 oo i Longueuil, Que.
CHARIRS L BIRHOPI CConine o <ot an s OttawWa.: v e Ottawa, Ont.
JOBR JANIS BINTEY i i oo i 5 nh st s B Queen’s-Lunenburg......... Lunenburg, N.S.
CLARENCE JOSEPH VENOIT. . .....oovvuvveninnsns Gloncester: to. . oo Bathurst, N.B.
ARTHUR WENTWORTH ROEBUCK............... Toronto-Trinity............ Toronto, Ont.
JoEN ALEXANDER MCDONALD......cccuuvnnnn. KR i oo Halifax, N.S.
ALEXANDER NEIL MCLEAN........coovviuinnn. Southern New Brunswick. .| Saint John, N.B.
FRRPRRICE W, PIRIE (s . o o Victoria-Carleton.......... Grand Falls, N.B.
GEORGE PERCIVAL BURCHILL. ...........00utn. Northumberland........... South Nelson, N.B.
JEAN MARIE DESSUREAULT. ..ceuvvoenennnnrennns BLAGALONA /. i e e Quebec, Que.
JosErH RAOUL HURTUBISE........oovinviurnen. INIDISSIRD sl Subdury, Ont.
PAnt HENRIEBOURFARD, o, 0 08 v Sis s s Grandville.Goas o it Quebec, Que.
JANBRORAY TURGEON. v oo o iais cmiedings cuios Caziboo oo ee e Vancouver, B.C.
STANLEY STEWART MCKEEN........covvvvinnnn Vancoliver, “=os = o ouini Vancouver, B.C.
Rr. Hon. IaNx Austair Mackenzig, P.C....... Vancouver Centre.......... Vancouver, B.C.
THOMAR BARGUHEAR: .. st v S v ieinia Algomeac: oo cr i e Little Current, Ont.
JoREPH WHLIABICOMEAT . . .l v iimim e vinsinsin Clarbe s e e Comeauville, N.S.
GRoRGE HERRY ROSE ., /1.0 ivvciisaivesipios (O 417 S e et Je S Calgary, Alta.
JAMBeGORDON BOGD.. [l s st iiis Capletongssim i v siivaye Ottawa, Ont.
JoBN CASWELL DAVIS.............ccoo0vnenns Winniper - > o Liossn St. Bonifaee, Man.
TroMAs Ho-WooD . s o s o i s Remuia - s sl oL Regina, Sask.

29091—2



SENATORS OF CANADA

ALPHABETICAL LIST

JANUARY 26, 1949

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TaE HONOURABLE
AREITNE W M - s BOBBIOWR + i v v o dvs civinls Rosetown, Sask.
AvrLEswWORTH, Sir ALLEN, P.C., K.C.M.G..... Naorth Xork. ... i ihvie Toronto, Ont.
Baramry e, €0 PO i iiedvsseiutdls 3 A e S SN Montreal, Que.
BeauBmN, A Lo, o i v e Proveneher:nooe. o i St. Jean Baptiste, Man.
BREAUREGARD BIR.. .- L oindnin v ins ves i ss s ROURSIRONE. .. o vicv e e snn Montreal, Que.
BIRHORE HAREER Lt o wn s it oo i) R e Ottawa, Ont.
BLATR A RIATID R R S o e A vl Bb Albert .o i e s Edmonton, Alta.
BoucHARD, TELESPHORE DAMIEN.............. The Laurentides........... St. Hyacinthe, Que.
BourrArp, PauldHenti, .. cil b oo oo dvins s sins Grandvillaisas i s oiopes Quebec, Que.
1L T N i b R SR SR e M0 g Richibucto . na i Richibucto, N.B.
BUCBANAN, Wo A it v doine e st Tethbridge: ..o oo Lethbridge, Alta.
BurcHILL, GEORGE PERCIVAL Northumberland........... South Nelson, N.B.
[BYRTo 1 SR g T ) R B e SRl e T e S e Regina, Sask.
(BYCTYI 18 v i e T e S e Sl G e B o Toronto, Ont.
CoMEAU, JOSEPH WILLIB. .. ..cuinviveannncnsns Gl Comeauville, N.S.
Copp A BP0 s r e Westmorland. .....ivioesis Sackville, N.B.
CRERAR, THOMAS ALEXANDER, P.C............ ChuraRill. ... 5 5L iy Winnipeg, Man.
15 )% (c8 7 J 6007 05 0y o R e Lo R P Mo Eslon -0, Lsesimavniton Montreal, Que.
DAviD, ATHANBER: S0 S bo ool oot e Boyelisos o ins ashing Montreal, Que.
Davies, WiLLiam RUPERT. ........oovvvvnnnen Raton . 0. o . Kingston, Ont.
DAVIS, JORN CASWELL, .\ civvshoeeiiinineiin. NANRIDEE: ..o St. Boniface, Man.
DeNnmss WoBk ool e v e Rlalar" o i e Halifax, N.S.
DESSUREAULT, JEAN MARIE............cenuin. Stadaesid. sioic e e Quebec, P.Q.
D ORI WA o o i s b S ey i LANONBUTE. oaivves s i¥niinion Lunenburg, N.S.
DU OR L s v e Peterborough West......... Peterborough, Ont.
DIGPTHR ) VINGENT - - e st s vt LT R R e e R Longueuil, P.Q.
DUTREMBLAY, PAMPHILE RBAL................ Repentigny Montreal, Que.
BrrmasWely SPof ey e = e e L ey R R S S Kitchener, Ont.

Fararp, J. F

De la Durantaye...........

L’Islet, Que.

29091—2%
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X SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
THE HONOURABLE
Favans Shva CAMPBRELL: S0 5 s T Peterborough = - .. 0. Peterborough, Ont.
PARGIEHAR, THOMAS. . e cslob i wyienis 5 Adpoma soricy L ol e Little Current, Ont.
EARREEISWo DB e ceiesEr ma et f el Vancouver South.......... Vancouver, B.C.
FErLAND, CHARLES EDOUARD................. Shawinigan................ Joliette, P.Q.
Foco, JAMES GORDON. . ... ...vurcivessvannss BFIBton. . ..vs s s neibom e Ottawa, Ont.
GERSHAW, FRED WILLIAM. . ... ..o it Medicine Hat.............. Medicine Hat, Alta.
COU R e T e et De Salaberry.............. Montreal, Que.
Hurg dorn 1. . - i s aiiinsvvvce s i WIHIpeR . o i ey Winnipeg, Man.
126 s e O S B Fopdat et Coe i Brockville, Ont.
HAYDEN, Dot ol rd By s 1 maiar s ToTORto Mo e R Toronto, Ont.
HouENER: Bl Bivv o i ssinina o i Ol e Blaine bake . o s Blaine Lake, Sask.
Howitn, C-Blr o0 0 L rtvacias s Mellington....c. ..o onis Sherbrooke, Que.
HowDEN, JORNPOWER . . ..o svavis Bt Bonilace . ... . ..covsvnn Norwood Grove, Man.
HUGERSEN SATI D00 s it o g TAlSrman  snts L nin e ny Montreal, Que.
HURTUBISE, JOSEPH RAOUL..........c.vovnn... Nipissinghc i foe e Sudbury, Ont.
HUSHION, Wb o e s s Naetoria. . o ol Westmount, Que.
JONER; GHORGE B. PP G i v danmtielates Royales: = o seiaran Apohaqui, N.B.
King, J. H., P.C: (Bpeaker). ......iuemn ciiinrs s Kootenay, East........... Vietoria, B.C.
KINIRT S ORN JAMBR S AT i e e Queen’s-Lunenburg......... Lunenburg, N.S.
LAORBBR, Choooilil o oo i s ol v satoa s siares s RO Rl iy s Tecumseh, Ont.
LAMBERT, NORMANP......coviiiiiiiiinnnsn OEEWE. o sy e s b Ottawa, Ont.
LAGER, ANTOINE T, i 5.) 0 con suivi pareiie sl owalte LPACRdIe) . vt b o Moncton, N.B.
Exsaar, Jo AT 0T st e Phe Gulff oo oo e Quebec, Que.
Mackenzie, Rr. Hon. IAN AusTAIr, P.C......| Vancouver Centre.......... Vancouver, B.C.
MACLENNAN, DONALD . .. 0uveoeionsoision swnissn Margaree Forks........... Port Hawkesbury, N.S
M ARCOTTE, AL Lol cs i T Ponbeis o Ponteix, Sask.
McDoNALD, JOHN ALEXANDER. .. .cvvvnrensse. N et v s Halifax, N.S.
MeG oS W ke e s S s S St e Bast Yorkio... .oin o Toronto, Ont.
MOINTYRE, JAMBE P.iii i ihios eobian s saiats ilon Mount Stewart............ Mount Stewart, P.E.I.
McKEEN, STANLEY STEWART.................. Vancovern - =< o o Vancouver, B.C.
McLEAN, ALEXANDER NEIL. .....c0vvnvuinnnn. Southern New Brunswick..| Saint John, N.B.
MORAGD s, A s o fo s e A RN o ot e e e Quebec, Que.
MyurnINE, EaNRY A i s i Marguette. i v o i Winnipeg, Man.
Murbook, JAMES:P.CLUS =0t o e Parlidale ot Ottawa, Ont.
NGO A GO e o i e e o s e Bedtard. s v vt o Sherbrooke, Que.
Paquer, EvadNg, P.C.:l i oo itiiues i ion atgon. .o 8 3 ks ot Rimouski, Que.
PArERSON, No MeL. ocviin oo nn i ienas Thunder Bay .. ...c.oomnes Fort William, Ont,




SENATORS OE CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS

Tee HONOURABLE
P, FREDIRICE Waiii.ii toin e st Victoria-Carleton. ......... Grand Falls, N.B.
QUINN BB Py i e e e Bedford-Halifax........... Bedford, N.S.
RATMOND DD o Ssiliss Lot o e PelaVallidre s, . il Montreal, Que.
ROBERTSON, W. McL,, PiC..iiiiy vy Shelburnie.. .. ..... .. .. Bedford, N.S.
RoEeBUCK, ARTHUR WENTWORTH. ............. Toronto-Trinity........... Toronto, Ont.
Ross, GEORGE HENRY.......ccivaevereenianns CRIgRYY e s o s Calgary, Alta.
BINCTATE O P 0 oo el dE - e (003 T e s s Emerald, P.E.I.
BIRVENSONN - Jire oo Sl e e e N Prince Albert. ...........v. Prince Albert, Sask.
SEPRRE B CE o o o ER a De Lanaudigre............ Montreal, Que.
EAYLOR; WHATAM HORACE . .\ ot s ves oot sk Norfolk =0 oo i ans Scotland, Ont.
TURGHON, JAMEB GRAY. .0 i ennss s CRTIDD0L, A it Vancouver, B.C.
VAILLANCOURT, CYRILLB. .00 i v sainonnnion 3L T o T e Levis, Que.
VENIOT, CLARENCE JOSEPH. . . ..ovvvvnvnnnnnn. Gloncester. ool G Bathurst, N.B.
NN A ROMAR P .G e s s De Lorimier. .o v iiais . Outremont, Que.
NERON CATRINE R v o5 o0 s aittor o Rockeliflein: i, oo Ottawa, Ont.
WOOD T ROMAS HL. s iamic ity Begina i o e Regina, Sask.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCES

JANUARY 26, 1949

ONTARIO—24
SENATORS POST OFFICE ADDRESS
THE HONOURABLE

1 ARTHUR C HABRDY PG o oo i i miviesve i e o0 ot ke e Brockville.

2 Sir ALLEN Bristor, AYLESWORTH, P.C., KCM.G........c0ovvvnnnnn. Toronto.

3 Winzsas H. MOGIOIRE, 15 ... ovviie i s s peimi e T Toronto.

4 GueTAvE LACABBE TN Lo ool naih s DU S R Tecumseh.

S CATRING R WaNEaW I os s s it e o Ottawa.

O danEE MUuRDOCKIE N 10 oo cvvers a8 Ottawa.

IvA- CAMPRBIG RARIIS S5l o e i R P B Peterborough.

SENORMAN PoLAMBRRT AL - v o el T e i Ottawa.

9 BATTRECADRIAN HATBENG <ol oo ot el S D e et s Toronto.

10- NorMAN-MCT.E0D PARRREONT - ittt WP AL Sebion ci bs i s Fort William
11 JosRPR JAMKBIDUNRUNIT. ... oo v IR T i i Peterborough.

12" WiasAM DATM BULRR TP .C. .. e B s o s i ooy Kitchener.
18 " Warnrau Rupust DRVIER. . v oo o sl o e vl oo T S s Kingston.

14 GorpoN PeTER CAMPBELL Toronto.
15 WizLiam Horace TAYLOR Scotland.
20 CHARLER U ABIBHOR, 138 e i o s et e o b b 100D Ottawa.
17 ARTHUR: WENTWORTH ILORBUOK. .+ < s sieese s o s seimtes s sranco i Toronto.
A8 JoRERE RAOTE I TIDORIEI s .o v s b e v e g BBy Sudbury.
A9 L ROMARTIRHUITHAR o nss o T, e AR e e Little Current.
20 JAMBE CIORDONTFOGO . S 10 e i e Ottawa.

bk R A SR e R R e e R O
Bl e T R s U P e SR s PRSI s e s e
Ry S R G e T, L R B Tt s o) | R S NS I
A e S B e T e e e B e e e T [ e R e R e o

xiil



xiv SENATORS OF CANADA

QUEBEC—24

SENATORS

ELECTORAL DIVISION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TaE HONOURABLE
1 DONAT BAYIMOND . 5. oo otioiasinlon eivie s s oiess
2 CHARLES C. BALLANTYNE, P.C.............
3 LuCIEN MORAUD L. 016 ool isioals S v isirvianiii e
4 EvcENE PAQUET, P.C......c..coiiiiinainn.
5 ADRIAN K. HUGESSEN........cocvvvninennn.
6 J. PERNAND JAWARD . ¢ oo 4 ivobv i siaeionls
7 CuARLES BENJAMIN HOWARD..............
8 Erix BEATBBGARD ¢ r.c.c i sivisnslsisisssioms nis
O ATHANASE DAVIDI . v von do St vivsaip v msons
10 EpouARDp CHARLES ST-PERE. ..............
11 Winniam JamMES HUSHION. .......oovvinnnnnn
12 LEON MERCIER GOUIN.......ovvvineninnnnn
13 THOMAS VBN, P.Casiis o ccuoiien i
14 PampHILE REAL DUTREMBLAY. ............
15 TELESPHORE DAMIEN BOUCHARD...........
16 ARMAND DAIGIE 5o osn Feiilsov grason s Sneps
17 JosEPH ARTHUR LESAGE. . ....oovvvvvnnnnnn
18 CYRILLE VAILLANCOURT. ..o ccovnenssnncnes
19. JACOB: NIOOD, o/ iitatsn et st isioe tieiesn eisioro o4 ot ily
20 CHARLES EDOUARD FERLAND...............
21 VINCENT DUBUIB. .o s oo sicoieissmaoios
22 JEAN MARIE DESSURBAULT......covvveneen.

23 PAauL HENRI BOUFFARD............c.vnnnn.

De Salaberrys. oo oo
De Lorimier...............
Repentigny................
The Laurentides...........
MilleIles..................
The Gulls. e o

Montreal.
Montreal.
Quebec.
Rimouski.
Montreal.
L'Islet.
Sherbrooke.
Montreal.
Montreal.
Montreal
Westmount.
Montreal.
Outremont.
Montreal.
St. Hyacinthe.
Montreal.
Quebec.
Levis.
Sherbrooke.
Joliette.
Longueuil.
Quebec.
Quebec.




SENATORS OF CANADA

XV

NOVA SCOTIA—10

SENATORS POST OFFICE ADDRESS
Tee HONOURABLE
S B TRl D i s T R S e e L A S Halifax.
2 Ry P Gy N e T R T R Bedford.
S WA D O s T i i e e B e e s e Lunenburg.
4 DoRATh MATEENNAN . . o T B s s via s ks Sueincais Port Hawkesbury.
5 VWmnane Mol ROBERIBON, PO . o 0 i i viivism i ssanass Bedford.
B BN RS NI xR R RS Lunenburg.
7 JoRN AATRXANDERMCDONALD., « . ¢ ..t S s A e S v es <aecis Halifax.
B CoMsy, JostPROWVILLID. . oo o e i et Comeauville.
R e e o O S s R L e e e e
|| e R R IR SR T A G M i S E Y Ny i A e e
NEW BRUNSWICK—10
TeE HONOURABLE
T DROMAS IR AN BOTRQUE AL . s o) - o o skt il b o n d s e s s sibs Richibucto.
L AR LR DR, P, o i ners s evro s aosbiens irn s hna s Sackville.
BORoRGR D TONMR TP Ol . ki AR cl e s A A Apohaqui.
S ANIOIRE GRS e e e i s Moncton.
B CEARBNCE JORBPHAYENIOT. . 0 i iic i o haies siaiebviosle ssloiatsaie siols Mars dooiory Bathurst.
e AT ANDREINGIL MEBRAN. = R o i e e Saint John.
VERTE T ) o G el BT B R Y S L e R S e Grand Falls.

8 GEORGE PERCIVAL BURCHILL

South Nelson.

e R NS, e N L LR e s e B R
e e IR e e e e e
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4
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@The Tebates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Wednesday, January 26, 1949.

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

The Senate met at 11.30 a.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
informing him that His Excellency the Gov-
ernor General would arrive at the Main
Entrance of the Houses of Parliament at
3 p.m., and, when it had been signified that
all was in readiness, would proceed to the
Senate Chamber to open the Fifth Session of
the Twentieth Parliament of Canada.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

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

Hon. Thomas Farquhar, of Little Current,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. Joseph R. Hurtubise.

Hon. Joseph Willie Comeau, introduced by
Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon.
John A. McDonald.

Hon. George Henry Ross, introduced by
Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon. W. A.
Buchanan.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

At 2.30 p.m. the sitting was resumed.
The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

Honourable Members of the Senate:

Members of the House of Commons:
. The first concern of government in world affairs
is to ensure peace and security. To this end, Canada
continues to support the principles of the United
Nations Charter. Our foreign policy is based on the

realities and dangers of the existing situation. One
of these is the Communist menace. Until the United
Nations are able to provide an adequate guarantee
of peace and security, peace-loving nations will
also be obliged to seek security by combining their
strength. The North Atlantic nations, including
Canada, are negotiating a security pact. The
treaty when concluded will be laid before you for
approval. The North Atlantic Treaty will supple-
ment the Treaty of Mutual Guarantee signed by
the western European nations at Brussels last year.
Such regional arrangements are provided for in
the United Nations Charter.

Despite unsettled conditions and the disruptive
activities of international Communism, the nations
of western Europe are making progress toward
recovery. Aid from North America is contributing
substantially to the restoration of economic activity,
thereby increasing their ability to resist internal and
external aggression.

At home we have been blessed with good crops.
Industrial expansion is taking place at an unprece-
dented rate. There have been few differences be-
tween employers and employees leading to stoppages
in work. Inflationary pressures are less pronounced.
Employment is at higher levels than ever before.
In striking contrast with Communist countries, the
free economy of our country is demonstrating its
ability to provide for all a high standard of living,
social justice and individual freedom. It is the view
of my ministers that a steady advance toward the
goal of social justice for all is an effective safeguard
against the influence of subversive doctrines.

The people of Newfoundland, by a majority vote
in a referendum, expressed their desire to enter
confederation. The precise terms of union were
subsequently negotiated with an authorized delega-
tion from Newfoundland. You will be asked without
delay to approve the agreement, signed on Decem-
ber 11, and to make provision for the entry of New-
foundland as a province of Canada on March 31. I
am confident the union will be of mutual advantage
to Newfoundland and Canada.

Amendments to the Supreme Court Act to make
the Supreme Court of Canada the court of last
resort for Canada will be submitted for your
consideration.

You will be asked to approve, subject to the
approval of the United States authorities, the agree-
ment concluded in 1941 for the development of
navigation and power in the Great Lakes-St. Law-
rence Basin.

You will be asked to make the further legislative
provision necessary to implement the agreements for
the sale of agricultural products to the United
Kingdom.

With a view to assisting in the restoration of world
trade, so vital to general security and our own
prosperity, Canada participated in formulating the
charter for the International Trade Organization
and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
which will be submitted for your approval. Within
the next few months Canada will engage in further
negotiations with thirteen other countries to
broaden the scope of the tariff concessions which we
obtained at Geneva in 1947. The government will
continue to press vigorously for the lowering of
tariff and other barriers and, as quickly as possible,
the expansion of trade on a multilateral basis.
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Meanwhile the government is seeking to remove
specific obstacles to the continued sales of Canadian
products in our traditional export markets, and to
that end is co-operating closely with the nations
concerned in the implementation of the European
Recovery Program.

The continuing committee established by the
governments in Canada and the United Kingdom
to review the progress of trade between the two
countries is presently meeting in London.

In the interests of both domestic and foreign
trade, legislation will be introduced with the object
of promoting extensive and adequately safeguarded
use of the national trade mark “Canada Standard”
associated with goods which conform to prescribed
standards, and of requiring proper labelling of
goods to prevent deception of the public.

Improvement in our United States dollar position
has resulted in the removal of certain restrictions
imposed in November, 1947. Further restrictions
will be removed as the position improves. So long
as trading and financial conditions remain unstable,
a degree of control over foreign exchange will be
required. You will, accordingly, be asked to extend
the Foreign Exchange Control Act for a further
period.

The report of the Royal Commission on Prices
will be laid before you as soon as it has been sub-
mitted to the Government.

Your approval will also be sought for legislation
to continue in force steel control and a limited
number of price controls, including control over
the rental of housing accommodation.

You will be asked to make legislative provision
for governmental assistance by loan to the pro-
ducers of basic steel for the purpose of increasing
production.

The governments of the provinces have been
advised that the federal government is prepared
to discontinue rent control in any province in which
the government expresses the desire to assume the
jurisdiction.

The provision of housing has received and con-
tinues to receive close attention. More new housing
units were provided during the last calendar year
than ever before.

Your approval will be sought for the establishment
of a Department of Reconstruction and Develop-
ment to continue the functions now vested in the
Department of Reconstruction and Supply, including
the ministerial responsibility for the Central Mort-
gage and Housing Corporation.

A measure for assistance in the provision of a
transcontinental highway will also be laid before
you.

A royal commission has been appointed to enquire
into and report upon all questions of economic
policy within the jurisdiction of parliament arising
out of the operation and maintenance of national
transportation. Together with the findings of the
investigation by the Board of Transport Commis-
sioners, the report of the royal commission should
furnish parliament and the government with the
basis for a sound transportation policy.

The national health program, inaugurated by the
Government last year, is receiving co-operation from
all the provinces. In supplementing provincial
health measures, the program has already made a
contribution to the health facilities of Canada and
will thereby bring increasing benefit to our people.

A bill will be introduced to broaden the scope of
the Family Allowances Act, as a further instalment
of the policy of the government to provide a

national standard of social security and human
welfare designed to assure the greatest possible
measure of social justice for all Canadians.

The organization of the armed forces to provide
for unification and co-ordination has been pressed
forward. Steady progress has been made in the
recruitment and training of officers and men of the
active and reserve forces, so that the Navy, Army
and Air Force may be in a position to meet the
defence needs of Canada as these may change from
time to time.

Conditions of service in the armed forces are being
further improved, and as rapidly as the results of
research can be adequately tested, additional equip-
ment is being made available. Amendments to
existing legislation with respect to the armed forces
will be recommended for your consideration.

Other measures to which your attention will be
directed include bills respecting forest conservation,
overseas telecommunications, the control and
regulation of interprovincial and international pipe
lines, and assistance for the Canadian shipbuilding
industry. Your approval will be sought for measures
to amend the Industrial Development Bank Act,
the Emergency Gold Mining Assistance Act, and the
Prairie Farm Assistance Act.

It is the view of my ministers that there should
be an examination of the activities of agencies of
the federal government relating to radio, films,
television, the encouragement of arts and sciences,
research, the preservation of our national records,
a national library, museums, exhibitions, relations
in these fields with international organizations, and
activities generally which are designed to enrich
our national life, and to increase our own conscious-
ness of our national heritage and knowledge of Can-
ada abroad. For this purpose, the government in-
tends at an early date to establish a royal com-
mission.

Members of the House of Commons:

You will be asked to make the customary pro-
vision for essential services.

Prosperous conditions now prevailing are being
reflected in the buoyant level of national revenues;
a condition to which due consideration is being
given by my ministers in the preparation of forth-
coming budgetary proposals.

Honourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the Commons:

The birth of a son to Their Royal Highnesses
Princess Elizabeth and the Duke of Edinburgh has
been the occasion of widespread rejoicing. Happi-
ness over the birth of the Royal Prince has been
tempered by regret over the indisposition of His
Majesty the King. The people of Canada hope and
pray for the complete recovery of the King's health.

Since the close of your last session, Mr. Mackenzie
King has retired as Prime Minister. I feel it is the
hope of all Canadians that Mr. King will be spared,
over a long period and with less exacting respon-
sibilities, to continue his distinguished and devoted
service to Canada and the free world.

May Divine Providence bless your deliberations.
The House of Commons withdrew.

His Excellency the Governor General was
pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.
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RAILWAY BILL

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

The bill was read the first time.

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

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND
PRIVILEGES

MOTION

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

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

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Feb-
ruary 1 at 3 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Tuesday, February 1, 1949.

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

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

Hon. James Gordon Fogo, K.C., of Ottawa,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. Cairine R. Wilson.

Hon. Thomas H. Wood, of Regina, Saskat-
chewan, introduced by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. J. J. Stevenson.

Hon. James Caswell Davis, O.B.E., of St.
Boniface, Manitoba, introduced by Hon.
Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon. A. L.
Beaubien.

THE LATE MRS. J. H. KING
TRIBUTES TO HER MEMORY

Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson: Honourable
Senators, when we last met, His Excellency
was opening Parliament, and the gracious
wife of His Honour the Speaker was in her
usual place on the floor of this chamber.
Shortly afterward, as was her custom, she
received hundreds of guests at the Speaker’s
reception, greeting each with a cheery smile,
a kindly word and a sincere and genuine
welcome.

In the intervening period she has passed
from our midst, we have paid our last respects
to her memory, and even as we are gathered
here a transcontinental train is swiftly bear-
ing her remains westward. Soon she will find
her last resting place in the province where
for over forty years she and His Honour the
Speaker lived happily together, sharing each
other’s fortunes and misfortunes, and where
she radiated cheerfulness and shed brightness
on all with whom she came in contact.

In due course His Honour the Speaker will
return to continue to preside over our delib-
erations with his customary grace and dignity.
On his sad journey westward his heart will
be heavy and his loneliness difficult to endure;
but when he returns it may afford him some
small measure of comfort to realize that in
his great sorrow he has the sincere sympathy
of his colleagues in this chamber, and that
they have considered it a privilege and an
honour to have known and to have been asso-
ciated with Mrs. King and himself.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members,
it may be somewhat unusual to make com-

ments here under circumstances of this kind,
but on this occasion I do so out of my very
great respect for the late Mrs. King. Not all
wives of senators come to Ottawa frequently;
some visit it only once in a while; but our
association with Mrs. King was almost as
close as with the Speaker himself. We have
known our Speaker for many years as an
eminent son of Canada; and because of our
close relationship with him and his wife, it
came as a terrible shock to all of us to learn
on Thursday morning that the call had come
to Mrs. King.

As one who knew her, I respect her
memory very highly, and I hope that my
words today will be some solace to His Honour
when he returns to this house, faced by the
great problem of bereavement and the thought
that the woman whom he trusted and who
counselled him through the years will not be
here to encourage and support him. May
our sympathy help him to bear his burden.

CHEESE AND CHEESE FACTORY
IMPROVEMENT BILL

FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill B, an
Act to amend the Cheese and Cheese Factory
Improvement Act.

The bill was read the first time.

NATIONAL TRADE MARK BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill C, an
Act respecting the application of a National
Trade Mark to commodities, and respecting
the true description of commodities.

The bill was read the first time.

PENSION FUND SOCIETIES BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill D, an
Act to amend the Pension Fund Societies
Act.

The bill was read the first time.

NATIONAL RAILWAYS AUDITORS BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill E, an
Act respecting the appointment of auditors
for the National Railways.

The bill was read the first time.

GAME EXPORT BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson presented Bill F, an Act
to amend the Game Export Act.

The bill was read the first time.
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COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
MOTION OF APPOINTMENT

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, with the consent of the Senate I
would move:

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

The motion was agreed to.

OILS AND FATS
RETURN TO ORDER

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I beg to lay on the
table a return to an order of this house passed
on June 10 last with respect to oils and fats.
It will be recalled that this information was
requested by the Right Honourable gentle-
man from Vancouver-Centre (Right Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie).

DECEASED SENATORS

TRIBUTES TO THE LATE J. J. DONNELLY,
G. V. WHITE, J. A. MACDONALD (CARDI-
GAN), J. A. MCDONALD (SHEDIAC),
DONALD SUTHERLAND, C. P. BEAUBIEN
AND BREWER ROBINSON.

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, I regret to have to inform the house
officially that since we last met we have lost
a considerable number of our colleagues. One
of them was the senior member of the Senate,
others had graced this chamber for many
years, and one was relatively young and a
fairly recent appointee. However, death is
no respecter of age. I am going to avail
myself of this opportunity of referring briefly
to our deceased colleagues, as no doubt other
honourable senators will do, and I suggest
that as a mark of respect we adjourn for the
day at the conclusion of our tributes.

The Honourable Senator James J. Donnelly,
South Bruce, died on October 20, 1948. He
was born on November 14, 1866, at Pinker-
ton, Ontario, the son of James Donnelly and
Ellen Desmond, and received his education
there. In 1895 he married Julia C. McNab,
the daughter of the late Michael McNab.
They had seven children.

At an early age the late senator became
interested in public life in his community.
Successively, he was Reeve of Greenock
Township for two years, and a member of
Bruce County Council for four years. In
1902 he became Warden of the County of
Bruce. He successfully contested the by-
election of 1904 in South Bruce and took his
seat in the House of Commons; and he was
re-elected in the general elections of 1908

and 1911. A successful businessman, he
engaged in lumbering and livestock farming.
In spite of his many public duties he main-
tained active business interests, and was
president of Donnelly Brothers, Limited, and
a director of the Capital Trust Company.

Senator Donnelly was one of the pioneers
of Bruce county, a fact to which he often
referred with the greatest pride. He was a
man of wide experience, excellent judgment
and the kindliest disposition. He was sum-
moned to the Senate on May 27, 1913, and at
the time of his death was the senior member
of this house. He occupied here a position of
great prominence, and he will be sorely
missed by his colleagues, who held him in the
highest regard.

Colonel the Honourable Senator Gerald
Verner White, C.B.E., V.D., of Pembroke, died
on October 24, 1948. He was born on July
6, 1879, at Pembroke, Ontario, the son of the
Honourable Peter White and Janet R. Thom-
son. After being educated in the public
schools there, he attended McGill University,
where he obtained his Bachelor of Science
degree in mining engineering. On August
15, 1906, he married Mary Elizabeth Trites,
of Petitcodiac, New Brunswick. They had
three children.

Senator White began his career with the
Canadian Pacific Railway in 1901, and was
associated with that company in investigat-
ing its mining properties in British Columbia.
In 1902 and 1903 he worked with the mineral
department of the Dominion Steel and Coal
Company, at Syndey, Nova Scotia, and then
returned to Pembroke, as an associate of his
father in the lumber business there. He
served as a director of the Pembroke Lumber
Company until 1920. He was at one time a
director of the Thomas Pink Company and
the Pembroke Woollen Mills, and at the time
of his death was a director of the Steel Equip-
ment Company of Canada.

The late senator’s notable military career
began in 1904, when he joined the active
militia. He went overseas in the first World
War, and was made a colonel in 1917. In
June of that year he became Director of
Timber Operations, Canadian Forestry Corps.
In recognition of his distinguished military
service he was created in 1918 a Commander
of the Order of the British Empire.

His distinguished political life began in a
by-election in 1906, when he was elected to
the House of Commons for North Renfrew, a
seat that had been left vacant by the death
of his father. He was again returned to the
House of Commons in the general elections
of 1908 and 1911. He was summoned to the
Senate on November 16, 1919, and I do not
need to remind honourable members of the
prominent part that he played in the work
of this house. As Chairman of the Internal
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Economy Committee and as a leading mem-
ber of the party with which he was associ-
ated, he was an outstanding figure. He served
his time and generation well, and he will be
sorely missed in this chamber, which he
adorned and in which he was for so long a
familiar figure.

The Honourable Senator John Alexander
Macdonald, P.C., Cardigan, died on Novem-
ber 15, 1948. He was born at Tracadie,
Prince Edward Island, on April 12, 1874, the
son of John C. and Elizabeth Mary Macdon-
ald, and his early education was completed
at the public schools there. On September
18. 1905, he married Marie J. MacDonald, the
daughter of Joseph MacDonald, of Cardigan,
Prince Edward Island. They had eight
children.

The late senator, prominent in public life
for the past forty years, was equally well
known in business. He was president of the
mercantile and exporting firm of J. A. Mac-
donald and Company, Limited, of Cardigan;
president of Associated Shippers Incorpor-
ated of Charlottetown, and a director of
Island Foods Incorporated. He was elected
to the provincial legislature in the election of
1908, and re-elected to that house in 1911 and
1923. From 1911 to 1916 he was a minister
without portfolio in the Mathieson govern-
ment, and in 1923 he assumed the portfolio
of Public Works and Highways in the first
Stewart government. In 1925 he resigned
from the provincial government to contest
the federal seat of Kings County, and was
elected to the House of Commons in October
of that year. The following year he became
minister without portfolio in the Meighen
government. He was re-elected to the House
of Commons in 1926 and 1930, and on July 30,
1935, he was summoned to the Senate.

While interested in all matters of public
policy, Senator Macdonald was first and fore-
most a representative of the agricultural
interests in his native province of Prince
Edward Island. Agriculture has always been
its major industry, and in Senator Macdon-
ald the farmers of the “Garden of the Gulf”
had a faithful friend and champion.

The Honourable John Anthony McDonald,
Shediac, died on December 12, 1948. He was
born on December 24, 1875, the son of
Edward McDonald and Jane Simpson. After
attending the schools at Shediac, the late
senator went to St. Joseph’s College at Mem-
ramcook, New Brunswick. He continued his
keen interest in educational affairs, and from
1909 to 1911 served on the executive com-
mittee of the St. Francis Xavier Alumni
Association, and in 1911 was elected to the
Board of Governors of St. Francis Xavier
University as alumni representative, and
served in that capacity until 1917. In his
business life he was a manufacturer. On

June 20, 1901 he married Alice Todd
Aylward, the daughter of John Aylward.
Six children were born to them, four sons and
two daughters.

Senator McDonald was appointed to the
Senate on February 17, 1921, and served for
a period of twenty-eight years. He was a
faithful attendant at all sittings of the house
and of the committees of which he was a
member.

He was extremely proud of his Scottish
ancestry. Indeed, the last time I spoke to
him, which was shortly before the close of
the last session, he showed me with great
pride an invitation he had received to attend
the Gaelic Mod in St. Ann’s, Cape Breton, as
the representative of the McDonalds of New
Brunswick. In due course he attended the
gathering, where he was one of the speakers.
It was perfectly fitting, perhaps, that his last
official appearance should be in connection
with a celebration which was very close to
his heart.

Honourable Donald Sutherland, Oxford,
died on January 1, 1949. He was born on
April 8, 1863, in Zorra Township, Oxford
County, Ontario, the son of Robert Suther-
land and Elizabeth Hutchinson. On April 22,
1896 he married Minnie Pearl Hossack of
Zorra Township. They had seven children.

The late senator served as a member of the
township council of North Oxford in 1896,
and following the general election of May 28,
1902, he represented the riding of South
Oxford in the Ontario Legislature. In the
general election of January 25, 1905 he was
re-elected as a member of the Ontario Legis-
lature, and on March 10, 1909 he was
appointed Director of Colonization and Immi-
gration for Ontario by the Whitney govern-
ment. In 1911 he resigned from that position
to successfully contest the South Oxford seat
in the House of Commons. During the special
war session of 1914 the late senator moved
the Address in Reply to the Speech from the
Throne. He was re-elected to the House of
Commons at the general elections of 1917,
1921 and 1925. On July 19, 1926 he was made
a member of the Privy Council and minister
without portfolio in the Meighen govern-
ment, and on July 20, 1935 was summoned to
the Senate.

Senator Sutherland’s health in recent years
did not permit him to take the prominent
part in the Senate’s activities that his long
experience warranted, and many of the junior
members of this house were deprived of the
opportunity to enjoy the friendship of a
thorough gentleman.

The Honourable Senator Charles Phillipe
Beaubien, Montarville, died January 17, 1949,
He was born in Montreal on May 10, 1870, the
son of Louis Beaubien, a distinguished public
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figure who served, first as Speaker of the
Quebec Legislative Assembly, and later, as
Minister of Agriculture.

Following his education at St. Mary’s
College, Senator Beaubien attended the Uni-
versity of Montreal—then called Laval
University—where he studied law. He was
admitted to the Bar of Quebec in 1894. In
1899 he married Margaret Power of San Diego,
California. Three children were born to them.

Through his acute business sagacity and
eminently successful law practice, Senator
Beaubien became a director of many large
Canadian firms. At one time he was a
director of the Dominion Steel and Coal
Company, the Nova Scotia Steel and Coal
Company, the Banque Canadienne Nationale,
the Canadian Car and Foundry Company,
Limited, the Insurance Company of Canada,
the British American Oil Company and the
Credit Foncier Franco-Canadienne. At the
same time he carried on an extensive law
practice and found time to gain prominence
in public life.

Our late colleague was summoned to this
house on December 3, 1915. In 1927 he was
chairman of the convention which elected the
Right Honourable R. B. Bennett leader of the
Conservative Party. His associations and
interests required him to travel extensively
in this country and throughout the world. He
was president of the Canadian section of the
Inter-Parliamentary Union in 1922, 1933, and
1934, and was a delegate to its conferences,
in Switzerland in 1919, and later at Vienna,
Washington, Paris, Berlin and Bucharest. He
successfully negotiated treaties for Canada
with the French Government. In 1931 he was
Canadian delegate to the League of Nations
at Geneva, and represented Canada at the
Pan-American Postal Conference at Mexico.
In 1934 he was made a Commander of the
Legion of Honour.

During recent years Senator Beaubien was
not able to attend the sittings of this house
regularly, so the senior members would know
him best. When I was appointed to the
Senate in 1943 he was still favouring his
fellow members with his eloquence and charm
of manner. Honourable senators who knew
him best will appreciate that his passing
marks the loss to this chamber of a cultured
gentleman.

The Honourable Brewer Waugh Robinson,
Summerside, died January 20, 1949. He was
born at Summerside, Prince Edward Island,
January 9, 1891, the son of George W. Robin-
son and Lucy Waugh. He received his educa-
tion at Summerside High School and Com-
mercial College, and on September 24, 1919,
married Ethel R. Mills, the daughter of W.
A. Mills of Halifax. They had no children.

The late Senator Robinson was a prominent
silver fox rancher, a director of the Prince

Edward Island Fur Pool Limited, and presi-
dent of Robinson’s Mill and Bakery Limited.
During the first Great War he served overseas
for four years, and later became president of
the Provincial Command of the Canadian
Legion. In 1942 he again went overseas, this
time with the Canadian Legion War Services.
In 1936 he was elected to the Prince Edward
Island Legislature, and during that year and
the following one served as Mayor of Summer-
side. He was summoned to the Senate on
April 9, 1945.

The late senator was particularly interested
in the problems of ex-service men. His com-
parative youth marked him as one who might
be expected to contribute years of useful
service to the nation and to the community
in which he lived. But such was not to be,
for after less than four years membership of
this house he is no longer with us. His col-
leagues in this chamber extend sincere
sympathy to those who mourn his untimely
passing.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members,
seldom is a member of this house called upon
to pay tribute to the memory of so many of
our members as have passed away in the
short period since the end of the last session.
Actually, since October 20 last the call has
come to no less than seven of them.

Because I knew these gentlemen so intim-
ately it is difficult for me to speak of them.
When one has been here for many years one
gets to know his fellow-members and what
they are like, and it is very depressing to lose
them, especially when they have been as
close as or closer than a brother. The hon-
ourable leader of the government has well
and carefully outlined the lives of those who
have gone, and I shall not enlarge upon what
he said; but perhaps I may philosophize for
a few moments. I hope that when I am no
longer in this house, and somebody under-
takes to speak about me, he will be able to
say of me, as I think I can say without
exception of the seven former members
whom we now have in memory, that “though
that fellow made lots of mistakes, they were
all mistakes of the head, not of the heart.”

To me the late Senator Donnelly was
always “Senator Donnelly”. To any question
about agriculture, especially ranching and
cattle-raising, he could always be depended
upon for an informative answer. He also was
extremely well-informed about lumbering,
and had contributed notably to the develop-
ment of both these branches of economic life
in the province of Ontario. He was a great
Canadian, and made a great contribution to
the work of this house. His standard of
morality was high, and his love of Canada
was an inspiration to men who, like myself,
followed him in later years to this chamber.
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His was the great honour of being Number
One on the roll of the Senate. For his wife
and family I bespeak the sympathy of this
house, knowing as I do that the husband
and father made a real contribution to the
greatness of Canada.

I find it harder to speak today about Sena-
tor White than of any other of our departed
colleagues. There was in Gerald White a
quality which I cannot define, but which I
have always wished I possessed. I liked him;
I did not know why. I thought that perhaps
I was the only one who felt something like
love for him, but I have discovered that
others had the same feeling. His was a per-
sonality which made people not only love him
but trust him. I venture to assert that there
is not a member of this house who sat with
him on committees but knows that when
Gerald took a stand, he took it because he
thought it was the right stand in the interests
of Canada.

To his wife and daughter I express on
behalf of all our sincere sympathy. For me,
his place will not readily be filled. His record
as a member of the House of Commons was
outstanding, as was his record on the field of
battle in the first World War; his contribution
to the mining development of this country
was exceptional; but I believe his greatest
service was rendered in the Senate of
Canada. The Senate is a better chamber
because of his presence in it.

Senator Macdonald of Prince Edward Island
was known to us on this side as “Cardigan
Jack”. There were so many senators of the
same name that it was natural to look for
some way of distinguishing them so the late
Senator from Prince Edward Island became
known to us as “Cardigan Jack”. He served
with distinction in the Legislature of Prince
Edward Island and in the House of Commons.
He was a member without portfolio of the
Bennett government, and afterwards for many
years he was a very useful and helpful mem-
ber of the various Senate committees on which
he served. In the last year or two, the physi-
cal frailty which so frequently accompanies
advancing years affected a little the regularity
of his attendance. But we must remember
such men as they were for their years of
service in our chamber. May I express to his
wife and family the sympathy of this house.
His boys had a distinguished record in the
second World War, and, as an associate of the
late Senator Macdonald, I want them to
know how much I admired and appreciated
him and the service he rendered to Canada
here and elsewhere.

I did not know Senator John Anthony
McDonald until I came to this house, nor did
I know him intimately until I became leader
of the opposition. Next to his admiration of
Scottish characteristics and traditions I would

emphasize his interest in labour. He be-
lieved, whether rightly or not, that he was in
a unique position to render service to Canada
by helping labour. In what degree he suc-
ceeded I am not in a position to say, but I
know that he never came to me unless it was
to advocate a position which he thought we
as senators should adopt with regard to
labour problems. Members of his family,
also, had a very distinguished war record:
his patriotism and loyalty survived in his
children.

Donald Sutherland, from Oxford, was the
first member of the Conservative party since
confederation to be elected to either the
Legislature of Ontario or to the House of
Commons. His qualities must have appealed
to the Scottish people of his community. I
can well understand why. During the last
few years ill health prevented him from
taking a very active part in the work of this
house, but those who knew him shared the
love and respect felt for him by his former
constituents. At least two members of his
family had very distinguished records in the
last war; and those of us who have met them
know what splendid people they are. To
Mrs. Sutherland, whom many of us knew
personally, and to the boys and girls of the
family, I would pass on our wish that they
may live long to cherish the memory of their
distinguished father.

Senator Beaubien was a French gentleman
in the best sense of the term. One might
picture him as having been lifted out of the
pages of the histery of France of a hundred
vears ago, the son of a French gentleman,
educated in the schools of that country. He
had high ideals, and his hopes and ambitions
for the development of our country reflected
those ideals. We who were here some years
ago, before the arrival of my honourable
friend who is now the leader of the govern-
ment, remember with pleasure the war that
was carried on by Senator Dandurand, who
sat opposite, and Senator Beaubien, who sat
on this side. It was a charming and fascinat-
ing performance. Never once was there any
hitting below the belt, but any little gibe that
either could get in was quite permissible and
appropriate; for although, I believe, they
were closely related by marriage, the fact
was never evident on the floor of this house.
It was a delightful experience to watch these
two gladiators in debate. Most of the time
they spoke English, but at times they would
lapse into French most effectively.

I knew Charlie Beaubien as a sound busi-
nessman. He was a director of one of the
largest loan companies in Canada—it lent
more money in Manitoba than all other loan
companies together—and he helped to direct
its policies. Senator Beaubien will be sorely
missed by all of us. Although ill health pre-
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vented him from taking an active part in
our deliberations during the past four years,
those of us who were associated with him in
this chamber in former years knew him as a
charming gentleman and a great Canadian.

I hardly got to know Senator Robingon, but
I should like to pay tribute to his memory in
a few words. I noticed that when he attended
our committee meetings he always adopted
the attitude, “Oh, well, these people may have
made a mistake, but let us give them another
chance”. I regarded him as a young man
who, because of his military experience, might
have made a splendid contribution to this
house. But we have no control over our
futures. We shall certainly miss him, and I
wish to say to his wife and many friends that
he had already found a niche in the life of
the Senate.

Honourable senators, it is rather difficult
to criticize the Senate of Canada, as is some-
times done, when it is realized that every
word spoken this afternoon about our late
colleagues is true. I feel that their contribu-
tion to Canada will long remain in the mem-
ory of our people.

Hon. Thomas Vien: Honourable senators,
it is my pious duty to concur in the eloquent
tributes paid by the honourable leader of the
government and the honourable leader of the
opposition, to the memory of our honourable
colleagues who have been removed from our
midst by the Grim Reaper in the short period
which has elapsed since prorogation.

I had, indeed, for each and every one of
them, a profound respect, and I prize highly
the privilege of having served with them in
this honourable chamber. I shall not repeat
what has already been so aptly said; we all
agree that our lamented colleagues served
our country faithfully and well, and deserve
the confidence and gratitude of their fellow
men. It is therefore fitting and proper that
their respected names and a statement of
their curriculum wvitae and of their services
be registered in the official record of this
house. This has been eminently done by the
honourable leaders who have already spoken.

I desire, however, to make special reference
to the late honourable senator from Montar-
ville, because of our long acquaintance,
association and friendship. Honourable Sena-
tor Beaubien belonged to one of our most
distinguished French-Canadian families, one
which might well serve as an example
because of its long tradition of integrity,
industry and devotion to public service. His
father had been Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly and, later, Minister of Agriculture
of Quebec. His mother was the daughter of
Sir James Stuart, who at that time was Chief
Justice of Quebec. His grandmother, Lady

Stuart, was the daughter of Philippe Aubert
de Gaspé, Seigneur of St. Jean Port Joli, one
of the outstanding seigniorial families of the
French regime.

Senator Beaubien distinguished himself at
the Bar of his native province, in business—
where he became the director of several of our
most important industries—and during his
long career in the Senate. He has frequently
had occasion to discharge very important
public duties. I recall that in 1923, when I
was serving in the House of Commons, a
Liberal government chose him as leader of
a delegation of Canadian parliamentarians
and businessmen who accompanied the
exhibition train which was sent to France.
As chairman of the Canadian group of the
Inter-Parliamentary Union, he represented
Canada at Geneva in 1919, at Vienna in 1922,
at Washington in 1925, at Paris in 1927, and
at Berlin in 1928. He was also entrusted
with special missions to France in 1919, 1920
and 1922. In 1921 the Canadian government
selected him to negotiate a reciprocal trade
agreement with France, and he succeeded in
bringing this very difficult undertaking to
fruition. He was also a Canadian delegate
to the League of Nations in 1931. In all these
missions he demonstrated his eloquence,
ability and tact to the other distinguished
statesmen of the world whom he had occasion
to meet. During a recent trip to Britain,
France and other countries of Europe, I met
several statesmen who spoke of Senator
Beaubien with admiration and kindliness.

Senator Beaubien also played an important
part in the councils of his party, and at the
National Convention held in Winnipeg in
1927 he was elected joint chairman. In 1934
he was joint chairman of the National Com-
mittee of the Jacques Cartier Centenary in
commemoration of the discovery of Canada,
a position in which he discharged his duties
and functions with great brilliance at Gaspé,
Quebec and Montreal. He was, for many
years, chairman of le Comité France-Ameri-
que, an office in which he succeeded the late
Senator Dandurand, one of the founders of
the organization in Paris and Montreal.

In the metropolis of Canada, Montreal,
where the late Senator Beaubien resided and
carried on his professional practice, he was
universally respected and loved. His noble
character, his gentlemanliness, his faithful-
ness to his friends, his willingness to serve in
all enterprises of benevolence and community
welfare, endeared him to the hearts of all
those who came in contact with him.

I tender to the honourable leader of the
opposition and his associates our profound
sympathy for the loss that they and their
party have suffered in the death of so many
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of their colleagues. It is a loss that we on
this side share with them, for I am sure all
honourable members feel that this house is
much the poorer by reason of it.

I wish also to join in the expression of
sympathy to the families of our departed col-
leagues, and I trust that His Honour the
Speaker and the Clerk of the House will con-
vey our condolences to them.

The departure in such a short time of so
many of our number reminds me of this say-
ing of the French philosopher Jouffroy:

When we leave this world, what does it matter
to others and to ourselves whether honour, happi-
ness or sorrow have fallen to our lot? All these
things exist only at the moment when they are felt;
the trace of the wind through the leaves is not more
fugitive. We take away with us from this life only
the perfection acquired by our souls; we leave in
this world only the good we have accomplished.

Hon. Iva C. Fallis: Honourable senators,
in all the years that I have been in the Senate
this is the first time that I have risen to speak
on an occasion such as this, for in the past I
have always felt that the leaders on both
sides and those who were most closely asso-
ciated with our late colleagues could say all
that was necessary. But today, in addition
to associating myself with the tributes that
have been paid, I feel that as the sole remain-
ing Conservative senator for the province of
Ontario I should pay my own special tribute
to those of our departed colleagues who also
belonged to my province.

When I first became actively interested in
political life the late Senator Sutherland was
one of the ablest and most active men in our
party. An experienced parliamentarian and
a fluent speaker, he was in great demand on
the public platform, especially in rural con-
stituencies. The honourable leader on this
side referred to the fact that in earlier days
the late senator was the only person who
could carry the County of Oxford for the
Conservative party, and I might say that if
you had known Donald Sutherland in those
days you would have easily understood why
that was so. I had the privilege of being in
his home many times and of making trips
through his constituency, and especially in
that section of western Ontario where he was
well known, so I have personal knowledge
of the very high esteem in which he was held
by people of all political affiliations.

Both the late senators Donnelly and White
had been members of this house for many
years when I came here, in 1935. Both gave
me a very warm welcome, and as the years
passed a deep and lasting friendship
developed. Senator Donnelly, as we all know,
was an able and effective speaker, and
although in late years his speeches were
usually short and always extemporaneous,

they were nevertheless well worth listening
to. I think that was because he possessed
unusually good common sense and good judg-
ment. I know that as a newcomer to this
house I many times asked his advice, and I
was always glad when I followed it.

Of Senator White I can only say, with my
leader, that he was beloved by us all—
beloved for his kindly nature, his never fail-
ing good humour, his keen sense of humour
and his faithfulness to duty. In this house we
have many faithful members, but I do not
think there is one more conscientious than
Gerald White always was in the discharge of
his duties. In his attendance here he rarely
missed a day, and when he did it was for
some absolutely unavoidable reason. In fact,
he rarely missed an hour. He was here for
prayers and he stayed until adjournment,
practically every day of the session, and in
that I think he possibly set an example to
all of us. In common with those who sit with
me here I can only say, very truly, that the
Senate will be a poorer place because of his
passing.

I wish to join those who have preceded me
in extending my deepest sympathy to the
immediate families of all our late colleagues.

Hon. J. E. Sinclair: Honourable members of
the Senate, I wish to associate myself with
the two leaders and the other members who
have spoken in extending sympathy to the
families of our colleagues who have passed
away since we last met here. I wish particu-
larly to say a few words with reference to
two of those colleagues.

I knew the late Senator Macdonald for
many years. He was well known in the public
life of his native province and he had a long
public career. He was first elected to the
legislature of his province in 1908, and was
re-elected in 1911, at which time he was
taken into the government as a minister with-
out portfolio. In 1923 he was again re-elected,
and was appointed Minister of Public Works
and Highways. He left that office in 1925
when he was elected to the House of Com-
mons for Kings County, a seat that he
retained until 1935. From 1930 to 1935 he was
minister without portfolio. He was summoned
to the Senate in 1935 and continued as a
member of this chamber until his death in
November last.

In private life the late senator was a suc-
cessful businessman, carrying on operations as
a general merchant and shipper and exporter
of farm produce. He always took a keen inter-
est in community welfare.

I wish to join the leaders in this house and
other senators in extending to his widow and
seven children, who are left to mourn his
passing, our sincere sympathy in their
bereavement.
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The late Senator Robinson was for only a
few short years a member of this chamber. I
knew him well before he came here; he was a
man of many parts. During World War I he
served in the ranks of the Canadian Expedi-
tionary Force; he volunteered for service in
the second World War, and went overseas.
He was subsequently transferred to the Legion
Services in London, where he remained until
near the close of the war, when he was sum-
moned to the Senate.

He took an active interest in the affairs of
the Canadian Legion of the British Empire
Service League, and usually attended its
annual meetings.

In private life Senator Robinson was a suc-
cessful businessman and silver fox rancher.
In public life he was elected mayor of Sum-
merside, his home town, in 1936, and in 1939
he went to the Prince Edward Island Legis-
lature. He held his seat for the life of that
legislature, and as he was serving overseas
at the time the next election was held he did
not stand for re-election. He was summoned
to the Senate in 1945, and was highly respected
by all those with whom he came in contact.
I join the leaders in this house and other
Senators in extending to his widow and near
relatives our most sincere sympathy.

Hon. J. P. Mclntyre: Honourable Senators,
I should like to associate myself with the
speakers who have preceded me in paying
tribute to our departed colleagues, particu-
larly those from my own province.

Senator John A. Macdonald, better known
in Prince Edward Island as “Cardigan John”,
was the third senator bearing the name John
A. Macdonald—the spelling only being differ-
ent—to pass from this chamber since 1945. It
may well have been that these three gentle-
men were named after the great statesman Sir
John A. Macdonald, Prime Minister of
Canada after Confederation, for all three of
them shared his political faith.

Senator Macdonald was in public life for
over forty years. He was first elected to the
Legislative Assembly of Prince Edward Island
in 1908, and was re-elected in 1911 and 1923.
He served as Minister of Public Works and
Highways in that province from 1923 to 1925,
when he resigned his portfolio to become a
candidate for election to the House of Com-
mons. In that year he was elected to the
federal house, and was re-elected in 1926 and
1930. He was a minister without portfolio in
the Bennett Government from 1930 until 1935,
when he was appointed to the Senate.

I had known the late senator for many
years; we were born within a few miles of
each other. He was truly a Christian gentle-
man. We occupied the office of Minister of
Public Works and Highways in our native
province, under different governments, and

eventually came together in this chamber.
The late senator was an outstanding person,
honest and upright in every respect. I could
cite many incidents to illustrate his honour,
noble character and high ideals. For instance,
during the first World War he built a num-
ber of ships which later were sunk at sea,
leaving him in debt for almost $100,000. He
never gave up, but through ability and hard
work he paid back every dollar. I believe I
express the sentiments of all members of this
chamber when I extend sincere sympathy to
the bereaved wife and family.

Less than two weeks ago our province was
called upon to mourn the passing of another
member of this chamber, Senator Brewer
Robinson, an outstanding figure politically
and otherwise.

During the first Great War Senator Robin-
son joined the Second Battery of the Canadian
Heavy Artillery in his home town of Sum-
merside, and went overseas in 1915. He was
with his outfit in France until the end of the
war. On his return to his native province he
engaged in the bakery business and in fox
ranching, and was most successful in both
ventures. Shortly after the outbreak of the
second World War Senator Robinson went
overseas with the Canadian Legion War Ser-
vices, and was deputy head of that organiza-
tion in London when he was notified of his
appointment to this chamber.

My association with Senator Robinson was
most cordial and pleasant, and I looked upon
him as a personal friend. He was twice mayor
of his native town, Summerside; and during
his regime most of the paved streets were
laid and many other civic improvements were
made. No braver or stouter heart ever beat
within a human breast than that of the late
Senator Robinson.

I wish at this time to extend my sincere
sympathy to his widow.

Hon. J. M. Dessureauli: Honourable Sen-
ators, I should like to join with other honour-
able senators in paying tribute to the mem-
ories of the members of this chamber who
have passed away since the last session.

While I had great admiration for them all,
coming as I do from the province of Quebec,
I desire especially to extend my sympathy to
the family of the late Senator Charles P.
Beaubien. His passing has removed from the
scene of his activities a man who worked
faithfully and well, not only for the benefit
of his province but for the whole of Canada.

Highly regarded, of charming personality,
trusted and well liked, Senator Beaubien was
honoured by being appointed to many impor-
tant positions in both the economic and pol-
itical spheres of our country. He had a long
business and political career. Though not

sharing his political faith, I always had great
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admiration for him. For many years I was
closely associated with him as a director of
Banque Canadienne Nationale, and always
found him to be a perfect gentleman, of sound
judgment and trustworthy. I was happy to
count him as one of my personal friends, and
therefore wish to join in extending to his
family my most sincere sympathy.

Hon. L. M. Gouin: Honourable Senators,
of all our colleagues who have recently
departed from this life, it was with the late
Charles P. Beaubien that I was most closely
associated. I first became acquainted with
him when I was still quite young. He was
then one of the most prominent members of
the Conservative party in my province, and
it will readily be appreciated that he repre-
sented the best traditions of French-Canadian
Conservatism.

The late senator was a successful lawyer,
an eloquent speaker, and will long be remem-
bered for his excellent addresses in both
English and French. He did great honour to
Canada both at home and abroad. It was
my privilege frequently to work under him
as chairman of various charitable and pat-
riotic organizations. Whenever one appealed
to the kind heart of the Honourable Charles
Beaubien one was always sure to receive a
favourable response. I listened again and

again to his admirable speeches. I became
associated with him in the fields of education
as well as of business. As remarked by our
leaders on both sides of the house and other
honourable gentlemen who have spoken,
Senator Beaubien was indeed un parfait
gentilhomme—a perfect gentleman of the old
school. He was one of the most distinguished
representatives of our French-speaking
aristocracy.

But in addition to his distinction of man-
ner, and his literary merits, he possessed
above all his qualities a deep sense, a religious
sense so to speak, of duty. I believe that
devotion was the best characteristic of our
late colleague. For many months, to my per-
sonal knowledge, he attended all his corpora-
tion meetings, although he was very ill, quite
pale, and evidently suffering very much. The
last time I saw him, his concern was still to
be of service to others.

With a kindly smile he inquired about their
health, their needs, and so on. He gave us
indeed an admirable example of self-sacrifice,
and for this he shall never be forgotten by
his many friends of all classes, of all races,
of all religious denominations, and of all
political creeds. To his family I express my
most sincere sympathy.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 pm.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 2, 1949

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
CONSIDERATION OF REPORT

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison presented
and moved consideration of the report of the
Committee of Selection, nominating members
to the several Standing Committees for the
present session.

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

He said: I shall not read the names of the
members selected to serve, but for the benefit
of those senators who are not familiar with
the procedure of the house, I would say
that it is customary for the Committee of
Selection to go over the list of senators and
to make whatever changes are necessary.
Some vacancies are left on the committees
for new senators whose special knowledge
and ability qualifies them to serve. If hon-
ourable senators will make their wishes
known in this respect, changes will be made
where it is reasonably within our power to
make them. It would greatly simplify mat-
ters if by unanimous consent honourable
senators would accept the report as pre-
pared, in order that it may make the neces-
sary motions with respect to the appointment
of the committees, and for further procedure.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I might inform the house
that no senator has been struck off a com-
mittee of which he was a member last year.
The only change in the personnel of existing
committees is that some honourable sena-
tors have been nominated to other commit-
tees.

Hon. Mr. Sinclair: New members have been
nominated?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Other nominations have
been made, but any honourable senator who
was on a committee last year is on it this
year.

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

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Now.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Is it the
pleasure of the Senate to adopt the motion?

Some Hon. Senators: Carried.

The motion was agreed to.
29091—3

STANDING COMMITTEES
MOTION OF APPOINTMENT

Hon. Mr. Roker!son: Honourable senators,
with leave, I desire to move:

That the senators mentionad in the report of the
Committee of Selection as having been chosen to
sz2rve on the several standing committees during the
present session, be and they are hereby appointed to
i{orm part of and constitute the several committees
with which their respective names appear in said
report, to inquire into and report upon such matters
as may be referred to them from time to time, and
that the Committee on Standing Orders be author-
ized to send for persons, papers and records when-
ever requircd; and also that the Committee on
Internal Economy and Contingent Accounts have
power, without special reference by the Senate, to
consider any matter affecting the internal economy
of the Senate, and such committee shall report the
result of such consideration to the Senate for action.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Honourable
senators, may I ask a question, for informa-
tion only? I understand that the specific pur-
pose and terms of reference of the Committee
on Internal Economy have been established
and that at the present time we are asking
that, if necessary, certain powers be given
when required.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Precisely.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Honourable senators, I
hardly like what has happened in the way of
procedure. I have every confidence in the
committee that made the report; there is not
one chance in a thousand that I would wish
to make any change; but I do not like the
suggestion: “Open your mouth and shut your
eyes and I will give you something to make
you wise”. I think it would be better to
place these names on the record before we
vote for them, unless there is some special
reason why these committees should be
appointed today.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: I am in com-
plete agreement with the hourable senator
from Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck).
I, too, have the utmost confidence in the per-
sonnel of the Committee of Selection. I do
think, however, that it is somewhat hasty
procedure to submit such a report to this hon-
ourable body, whose members at the moment,
except for the honourable leader opposite
(Hon. Mr. Haig), have not seen any of these
names, and to ask them to accept it without
having at least the ordinary democratic
opportunity of expressing an opinion in regard
to anyone selected, if it is thought necessary.
Personally, I do not think I will find it
necessary.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable
senators, the motion has already been adopted,
and any remarks made in relation to it are
out of order. i
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Hon. Mr. Roberison: I may say that with
the exception of one committee there is really
no urgency. I have followed the practice of
the last two years, and the rule that no mem-
ber be removed from the Committee of Selec-
tion who served on it the preceding year has
been observed. We have added some new
members and have left vacancies for others.
This in itself is not an argument for haste,
the chief reason for which is that after the
committee personnel has been selected it is
customary to nominate the various chairmen
and, if the nominations are concurred in, to
set up the committees. The only committee as
to which there is a little urgency—how much,
I will leave it to a member of that committee
to say—is the Divorce committee, which has
to organize and set dates for its hearings in
advance so that sufficient notice may be given
to witnesses and others who will be appear-
ing before it. The honourable gentleman
from Rosetown (Hon. Mr. Aseltine), who has
been chairman of the committee for some
years, is in a better position to give informa-
tion about it than I am.

As to the point made by His Honour the
Speaker that the motion has already been
carried, I may say that I am quite willing to
have the motion considered simply as a
notice, and to proceed with it after it has
been printed in our records. Of course I
should not want to do this if, thereby, the
Divorce Committee would be handicapped.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Honourable senators, I
think it is very important that the Divorce
Committee should have its organization meet-
ing tomorrow. There is a great deal of work
to be done, and we want to get it started as
soon as possible.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: In my opin-
ion this discussion is entirely out of order.
The honourable leader of the government
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) moved the consideration
of the report, and the motion was adopted.
He then moved another motion, and it is that
motion which is now before the house.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I had intended to ask
the house to adjourn tomorrow until next
week, but I am afraid that if we were to
adjourn before the Divorce committee held
its organization meeting the committee would
be placed under a handicap.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Order. I
insist that the discussion on the motion for
consideration of the report is out of order.
That motion was carried. If the honourable
leader wishes, he can withdraw his motion,
but there can be no further discussion of it.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Honourable
senators, I rose not on a question of order but
simply to express concurrence in the views

expressed by the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck). How-
ever, if I am going to be met with any sug-
gestion of the iron fist, I will speak on the
question of order, even if I have to fight for
it alone. I say that this procedure is not
proper, and in that regard I agree with the
honourable gentleman from Toronto-Trinity.
I quite understand the position in relation to
the Divorce committee—

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Order!

Righi Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: I am speaking
to a question of privilege, sir, on which I am
quite in order.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: I still insist
that there cannot be any further discussion
on the motion for consideration of the report
of the committee of selection.

Right Hon. Mr.
Speaker, I—

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: I rule that
we cannot have any further discussion on
that motion. There is another motion before
the house.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I
rise to a question of privilege, to which any
member can speak at any time. It is a privi-
lege affecting the rights of honourable mem-
bers of this house, and regardless of any point
of order I am entitled to speak to a question
of privilege.

The Hon. the Aciing Speaker: I insist that
the right honourable gentleman is out of
order in atlempting to discuss the motion that
has been adopted. If he is not satisfied with
that ruling he may appeal to the house.

Mackenzie: Then, Mr.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Well, sir, seeing
that—

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Order! I have
ruled that you cannot discuss that motion
any further.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I
can rise to a question of privilege in this
house, and I insist on my right to do so.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Will the right
honourable gentleman please state his ques-
tion of privilege?

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: My question
of privilege is that I had no notice of this
list of members of committees, and that the
motion was carried without consideration by
honourable members of this house. I say
that is something which affects the privilege
of every single member of the Senate, in
that we are entitled to know what business
is to come up for our consideration before
we are asked to dispose of it. I think that
in all fairness the motion should be with-




FEBRUARY 2, 1949

drawn until tomorrow at least, in order that
we may have time to look it over, and I do
not think this delay would seriously handicap
the Divorce Committee.

I do not think that committee would be held
up for long. Before the motion is passed I
should like to move, if it meets with the
wishes of the house, that the motion with
respect to committee personnel be now
rescinded and be dealt with tomorrow.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: If it is the
wish of the house to rescind the motion and
delete it from the record, that is quite all right,
but as it stands the matter cannot be discussed
further.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: With the permission
of the house, may I say a few words?

As leader of the government in this house,
responsibility for this procedure is largely
mine. In making my motion I explained what
had happened previously and asked for
unanimous consent. The objections put for-
ward have impressed me, and I should like to
say that if ever again I have the opportunity
of presenting such a report, I will take the
precaution to see that proper notice is given.
In this instance a delay would make some
difference to the functioning of the com-
mittees.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I withdraw my objec-
tion.

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: I also withdraw
my objection.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I do not wish to cause
any trouble, but I believe the objections are
salutary, and that the present procedure
should not form a precedent.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable
senators, is it your pleasure to pass the
motion?

The motion was agreed to.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON LIBRARY
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

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

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

The motion was agreed to.
29091—3%

15

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

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

That a message be sent to the House of Commons
by one of the clerks at the table, to inform that
house that the Honourable Senators Beaubien, Blais,
Bouffard, Comeau, Davies, Dennis, Euler, Fallis,
Lacasse, Moraud, Mullins, Nicol, St. Pere, Sinclair,
Stevenson, Turgeon and Wood, have been appointed
a committee to superintend the printing of the
Senate during the present session, and to act on
behalf of the Senate as members of a Joint Com-
mittee of both houses on the subject of the Printing
of Parliament.

The motion was agreed to.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON RESTAURANT
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

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

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

The motion was agreed to. '

WRECK OF THE “MARIE BRENDA’"
GALLANT ACTION OF NOVA SCOTIA SEAMEN

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. Kinley: Before the Orders of the
Day are called, I ask for the privilege of
bringing to the attention of the house the
heroic action of two Nova Scotia seamen.
The account appearing in the Ottawa Journal
of this morning reads as follows:

Captain Saves Seven from Doomed Vessel

Antigonish, N.S., Feb. 1.—(CP)—While the thun-
dering sea battered his ny dragger to splinters,
Capt. Land Lace swam ashore through the breakers
today with a line that enabled his seven crew mem-
bers to reach shore safely.

The Lunenburg, N.S. dragger Marie Brenda, 29
tons, dragged her anchors last night and piled
aground on a ledge off Isaac’s Harbor lighthouse,
about 15 miles north of this northern Nova Scotia
town.

A blinding snowstorm struck Nova Scotia last
night. The dragger anchored off Isaac’s Harbor for
shelter. But driven by the gale and breaking sea,
she dragged her anchors and ran ashore on a ledge
near the lighthouse.

Battering seas ground the wooden hull against the
jagged rocks, punching holes in the bottom.

The captain and crew clung to the wreck through-
out the night. Huge seas broke over the tiny craft
and the men lashed themselves to the masts.

Early today seaman Joseph Fry attempted un-
successfully to swim ashore with a line. Helpless in
the rough water, he was pulled back on board.




16

Then the 22-year-old Capt. Lace tied the line to
his waist and dived overboard. After a terrific
struggle he reached shore.

He fastened the line to a tree.
Marie Brenda was breaking up
merciless pounding.

One at a time, the men caught the line and
passed along it through the sea to safety. It took
‘two hours for the remaining six men to reach shore.

Brought to hospital here suffering from frost-
bitten feet were Gordon Acker, the cook, and Fry.

Capt. Lace, Bo’s'n Samuel Corkum, Engineer Leo
Mersey and Seamen William Savory, Morton Nowe
and Gordon Lace, the skipper’'s brother, still were
at the lighthouse tonight.

Acker was near exhaustion when he reached shore.

At the lighthouse the men found refuge from the
sea. First aid was given by Mrs. Harry Giffin, a
nurse from Isaac’s Harbor.

A dispatch from Isaac’s Harbor Lighthouse

reads as follows:

“Not much to it,” was Capt. Land Lace’s com-
ment tonight on his rescue of seven crew members
from the shipwrecked dragger, Marie Brenda.

In a few, quiet words, he told The Canadian
Press how he plunged into the boiling surf off this
pin-point of land on Nova Scotia’s north shore to
carry a line to land. In turn, each of his seven
seamen passed down the line and through the sea
to safety.

“] didn’'t have any time to feel anything,” said
the 22-year-old skipper. “I just dived in and
swam.”

Except for the two men in hospital with frost-
bite and the captain, the rest of the crew will
return to their south shore port of Lunenburg to-
morrow, he said. Capt. Lace would stay for a day
or two to see how his two other men made out.

_ Tonight six of the crew sat in the lighthouse and
“just thawed out”.

Honourable senators, any of us who know
the hazards of the eastern Nova Scotia coast
in the winter realize that these men were in
grave peril; and I am sure that we who come
from Nova Scotia feel proud of the successful
and heroic action of these two seamen, and
the successful achievement of the captain, who
is usually known in Lunenburg as “Buddy”
Lace. Captain Lace is the youngest skipper
in the fishing fleet, being only twenty-two
years old, and bears a high reputation. His
father and mother and their family are good
neighbours of both Senator Duff and myself in
Lunenburg, and naturally we feel admiration
and gratitude to these young seamen for hav-
ing saved the lives of seven of our Nova
Scotia fishermen. I am sure Captain Lace’s
father and mother, besides feeling a legiti-
mate pride, are very grateful, because a
younger brother is amongst those who were
saved. In every fisherman’s cottage along the
coast there will be rejoicing because sorrow
and bereavement have been prevented from
entering the homes of so many of our families.

The Marie Brenda is seventy tons gross
tonnage. The newspaper report gives the
tonnage as twenty-nine, but that figure is net,
and has reference to carrying capacity. These
boats have considerable power equipment and
are operating on the deep sea. This young

Meanwhile, the
fast under the
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captain has done exceptionally well in his
vocation, and now he has achieved a great
service to his fellow men, worthy of the high-
est traditions of the sea. Nova Scotia and, I
am sure, the whole country is proud of him.

Some hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. Thomas Farquhar moved:

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

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

May it Please Your Excellency:

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

He said:

Honourable senators, before proceeding
with my remarks incidental to the motion
before us, I wish to associate myself with
the honourable leader of the government in
this house and other honourable senators in
expressing deep sympathy to the Honourable
the Speaker of the Senate in the sad bereave-
ment he has recently sustained.

I should like to thank the honourable
leader of the government here for the honour
he has accorded to myself and to the con-
stituency of Algoma East in asking me to
move the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne delivered by His Excellency
the Governor General, Viscount Alexander,
the esteemed representative of our beloved
King.

To the Governor General we tender our
thanks for his gracious speech. We are not
unmindful of the honour accorded to Canada
by his felicitous discharge of the duties of
his high office.

Through him, we extend to our beloved
King and the Royal Family, our most loyal
obedience and esteem. We are most conscious
and proud of the unalterable love and respect
which they command from the Canadian
people, whose prayers are for the complete
return to health of His Gracious Majesty.
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As a nation we have been saddened by the
news of his affliction, as we have rejoiced
at the most happy event of the birth of a
royal grandson and future heir to the throne,
and the health and well-being of Princess
Elizabeth, Duchess of Edinburgh.

Since the last session of this parliament
our esteemed Prime Minister, Right Honour-
able W. L. Mackenzie King, has retired from
the position he has filled for so long a period
with unparalleled distinction and ability.
During his long term of office Canada has
reached a high place among the nations of
the world, a proud place which we shall con-
tinue to hold under the leadership of our
new Prime Minister, Right Honourable Louis
St. Laurent, whose ability and entire fitness
for his position are well known to the mem-
bers of this honourable house.

On behalf of myself and my newly-
appointed colleagues, I should like to thank
the honourable leader of the government
here, and the other honourable members of
both sides of this house, for the sincere wel-
come which has been extended to us on
taking our seats in this chamber. I am not
entirely a stranger here. I have many pleas-
ant recollections of association with many
of you in the House of Commons, where for
many years I had the honour of representing
the constituency of Algoma East, whose
people are now represented by the Honour-
able L. B. Pearson, Minister of External
Affairs.

The riding of Algoma East, including
Manitoulin Island, is largely rural, and its
people engage in the diverse interests usually
connected with such a district. They are most
progressive and .employ the most modern
methods in mixed farming, lumbering, pulp
and paper production, mining and fishing.
Perhaps to the rest of Canada and many parts
of the United States our district is best known
for its tourist attractions, and the fisherman
and sightseer are catered to with efficiency.
Much of our farm land is well adapted for
the raising of beef cattle, and in the market-
ing of this product we have the distinction of
holding the largest annual one-day sale of
beef cattle in Canada. This is carried out by
a well-organized farmers’ co-operative society.
Similarly, many tons of high-grade turkeys
are marketed each fall and are in great
demand for their high quality.

As I said before, Algoma East has been
represented since the by-election of last
October by the Honourable Lester B. Pear-
son. When he was invited by the Liberal
executive to contest the riding, the Conserva-
tive party, recognizing the outstanding abili-
ties which so well fitted him for his diplo-
matic post, decided not to oppose him. He

therefore received their full support, and the
result was an overwhelming victory over his
C.C.F. and Social Credit opponents. Immedi-
ately following his election Mr. Pearson left
for Paris to join the Canadian delegation to.
the third session of the General Assembly of
the United Nations. Upon his arrival he took
over the responsibilities of leader of the dele-
gation from the Honourable Mr. Chevrier,
who was required by his duties as Minister
of Transport to return to Canada.

Mr. Pearson was already well known in
United Nations circles, having played a prom-
inent role in various international organiza-
tions such as UNRRA. He was a member of
the Canadian delegation at San Francisco
when the Charter was drafted, and he sub-
sequently represented Canada at a number
of United Nations meetings. He also played
a leading part in the discussions of many
important international questions, and when
he entered the government he had already
built for himself, as a Canadian civil servant,
an enviable reputation in international affairs.
This reputation was based on his personal
qualities of judgment and sincerity. To the
people of many countries he represented the
typical Canadian: friendly and informal, but
practical and workmanlike. He therefore had
many friends from other countries to wel-
come him when he took his place in Paris
in his new role as Secretary of State for
External Affairs for Canada. Mr. Pearson
played a leading part in the proceedings of
the Assembly when decisions were made on a
number of political questions, such as Berlin,
Palestine, Greece and Korea.

Since returning to this country Mr. Pearson
has been able to give a full account of what
took place. I think his report on the United
Nations is characteristically Canadian. It is
sober and realistic. It does not minimize the
difficulties and limitations of that organiza-
tion, but at the same time it makes clear the
fact that our membership in the United
Nations serves basic Canadian interests.

Valuable as were Mr. Pearson’s special
duties as a civil servant, I am sure that we
all realize that in his new position as Minis-
ter of External Affairs his ability will have
wider scope and be of greater value to
Canada. Mr. Pearson already has made a
host of friends in Algoma East, and they are
duly appreciative of the honour of being
represented by him. He has already made it
clear that their interests will not be neglected
because of the pressure of his broader activi-
ties.

I now wish to speak briefly about the tariff
concessions obtained at Geneva in 1947,
which were referred to in the Speech from
the Throne. Although Canada has a com-
paratively small population, it is today the
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third largest trading nation in the world.
For that reason no country in the world
should be more interested than this one in
freeing the channels of trade. On a per
capita basis our trade is three times that of
the United States and twice that of the
United Kingdom. Through the Geneva agree-
ment the world has made its greatest advance
towards freer trade. As a result of that
agreement twenty different countries are now
benefiting by the removal of restrictions on
world trade; but in Canada, the United
States, and many other countries, certain
statutory restrictions prevent the implement-
ing of the Geneva agreement to its fullest
extent. I am very glad to see that the Speech
from the Throne mentions the further freeing
of trade, and I hope that legislation will be
passed this session to enable Canada to do
her full part in implementing this agreement.
As I have said, twenty countries are now
benefiting by it, and three additional coun-
tries which have recently signed it will
shortly be participating in its benefits.

The different countries of the world have
been resorting to many devices to shut out
foreign goods.

First: In addition to import duties, it has
been a common practice to impose so-called
excise taxes on imported goods—taxes which
are not imposed on domestic goods. These
taxes, although they are often called excise
taxes, are really additions to the tariff. Under
the Geneva agreement no country may tax
imports from any other contracting party
more heavily than its own domestic products
of the same kind. Under this clause we get
rid of a most objectionable tariff feature.

Second: It has been a common practice in
the past to impose heavy dumping duties on
imported goods. Under the agreement dump-
ing duties on imports are not to be levied
unless the imports in question threaten
material injury to an established domestic
industry. In any event, dumping duties must
not exceed the difference between the export
price and the domestic fair market price.
This, too, is a step in the right direction.

Third: A practice has grown up of subsi-
dizing certain industries in a country. Under
the agreement, subsidies must not be paid to
assist a domestic industry and thus give its
products an advantage over imported compet-
ing goods.

Fourth: In the past government officials
have been authorized to place fictitious values
on goods being imported, and in this way
swell the tariff receipts. This practice is
prohibited by the agreement, and properly
S0.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farquhar: Fifth: Another indirect
practice that has prevailed has been the
imposition of excessive charges for clearing
imports. The agreement does away with this
practice, and the only charges that can be
imposed for clearing imports are the actual
costs of the services.

Sixth: In the past some countries have
found it to their advantage to restrict or pro-
hibit imports. This agreement provides that
if they restrict or prohibit imports in future
they must not discriminate in favour of or
against any country which is a party to the
agreement.

Seventh: In rare cases subsidies may be
paid on the export of goods, but such sub-
sidies must be very limited.

The agreement affects some 45,000 tariff
items, covering three fourths of Canada’s
trade. It is permissible to lower the tariff on
any of these items, but not to raise it at any
time.

It will be seen that we are getting rid of a
number of vicious practices that have pre-
vailed among the countries which are parties
to the agreement. In terms of 1939 trade, 90
per cent of our exports to the United States
will benefit. Almost all restrictions against
Canadian goods entering the United States
have been substantially reduced. Large tariff
reductions will apply to those products enter-
ing the United States which compete with
products of the same kind. The agreement
will be a great boost to Canadian farmers and
businessmen. It is to be hoped that the
necessary legislation will be enacted at an
early date.

In the Speech from the Throne the follow-
ing paragraph occurs:

A bill will be introduced to broaden the scope of
the Family Allowances Act, as a further instalment
of the policy of the government to provide a na-
tional standard of social security and human welfare
designed to assure the greatest possible measure of
social justice for all Canadians.

The government has not yet announced the
details of its plans for the improvement of
the family allowances measure, which has
been described as the outstanding single piece
of social legislation enacted in our time. In
Canada 3,830,000 children in 1,707,000 families
are now receiving $270 million a year. This
expenditure is making a tremendous contri-
bution towards equalizing opportunity for
Canada’s children.

The government, in emphasizing its inten-
tion of assuring the greatest possible measure
of social justice in this country, is building
on the solid foundations laid by Liberal ad-
ministrations over the past twenty-two years.
The Right Honourable W. L. Mackenzie King
will be remembered as one of the great men
in Canadian history, but no part of his
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record merits as much praise as the contribu-
tion made by Liberal governments under his
leadership towards widening the dominion of
social justice in Canada. The first great mea-
sure was the Old Age Pensions Act of 1927,
which now brings $70 million of federal
moneys each year to the assistance of 260,000
aged and blind Canadians. The next great
Liberal measure was unemployment insur-
ance, which now has a national reserve of
$514 million as a bulwark against temporary
unemployment and gives protection to more
than half of Canada’s working force.

The third great measure, family allowances,
followed in 1944. This was widely acclaimed,
because it was the first such piece of legis-
lation for child welfare in the western hemi-
sphere. This was followed by the veterans’
charter, under which more than $1,500 million
has been expended on re-establishment
credits, on university and vocational training,
rehabilitation, pensions, medical treatment
and settlement on the land.

The latest great measure for social security
was the national health program announced
last May by Mr. Mackenzie King, which
brings $30 million or more each year to the
support of provincial health programs. Very
substantial annual grants are made available
for public health and the training of health
workers; for crippled children and the fight
against tuberculosis, venereal disease, mental
illness and cancer.

The measures mentioned do not exhaust
the list of Liberal achievements. The simple
fact is that every major federal measure for
social security has been passed by a Liberal
administration, and all have been sponsored
by the former Prime Minister. The spirit of
Mackenzie King still lives on in his successor
and his associates, and Mr. King’s great social
objectives are still the goals of the Liberal
party. The Right Honourable Louis St.
Laurent, speaking to the nation by radio on
December 16, said:

We will not be satisfied until, in co-operation with
the provincial governments, we have achieved a
national standard of social security and human wel-
fare which assures the greatest possible measure of
social justice to all Canadians.

It is not possible yet to predict what legis-
lation will be brought down by the present
government and future Liberal governments,
but the lesson taught by the past is that they
will not be negligent in meeting developing
needs with bold and farsighted measures.
The best outline for future action is contained
in the platform adopted at the National Lib-
eral Convention in August last:

The Liberal party stands for a national program
of social security in collaboration with federal and
provincial governments with the following objec-
tives: useful employment for all who are willing to
work, standards of nutrition and housing adequate

to ensure the health of the whole population; social
insurance against privation resulting from unem-
ployment, from disability, from ill health and from
old age.

The program will include a steady extension of
insurance on a contributory basis to protect all
citizens from a temporary loss of income and to pro-
vide for their old age; health insurance covering
medical, dental, surgical and hospital health services
on a contributory basis; more equal care and oppor-
tunity for all children through family allowances;
and pensions for the blind.

I have referred to the subjects mentioned
in the Speech from the Throne which to me
appear most important, but these do not by
any means exhaust the future program, which
refers to many other questions of grave
importance to the progress and welfare of
our nation.

In closing, may I say that while we in this
honourable house review with pride the
achievements of the Liberal government, we
also look forward to taking part in the future
in extending those policies which will make
for the prosperity and well-being of the Cana-
dian nation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
(Translation):

Hon. Joseph Willie Comeau: Honourable
senators, it is indeed a great honour for me to
second the motion so aptly presented by the
previous speaker (Hon. Thomas Farquhar).

It is the first time in the history of Canada
that this honour has been conferred upon a
French-speaking Acadian from Nova Scotia;
and I wish to thank the leader of the govern-
ment for having afforded me this honour. I
am conscious of the fact, however, that this
choice, which honours me personally, honours
all the Acadians of Nova Scotia, and even all
the Acadians of the Maritime provinces.

I think he also wishted to pay tribute to
Canada’s pioneers, as the first Frenchmen
came from France to found Port-Royal, now
known under the name of Annapolis.

It was the first colony founded in Canada.
We Acadians, have always retained the name
given it by our ancestors, and to this day we
call it Port-Royal.

These first settlers must have been very
clever as they have chosen for their settle-
ment the most beautiful site in the country.

You have in Canada various organizations
and numerous societies; but we have the
oldest one in Canada the Société de 1'Ordre
du Bon Temps, which dates back to the very
foundation of Acadia.

(Text):

I was saying in French that my ancestors
must have been most intelligent people,
because they selected Nova Scotia, the finest
province in Canada, to settle in.
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I have a few notes before me, but I do not
intend to make a speech. I only wish to take
this opportunity to make a few remarks on
behalf of my province and the people I have
the honour to represent. The Speech from
the Throne will no doubt be debated at some
length, but I wish at this time to bring to the
attention of the government and the people
of this country the needs of those engaged in
the fishing industry in Nova Scotia.

Heon. Mr. Duff: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Comeau: The honourable senator
from Queen’s-Lunenburg (Hon. Mr. Kinley)
has just brought to your attention a heroic
rescue at sea, as described in the morning
press. At the risk of using an unparliament-
ary expression, I would say that he stole part
of my speech. But I am pleased that he
referred to the article, because it draws atten-
tion to the terrific difficulties with which the
fishermen of Nova Scotia must contend. Per-
haps the honourable senators from Ontario,
part of Quebec and the western provinces do
not all appreciate the. problems of the fisher-
men in the Maritime provinces. I commend
the government for the wise regulations
adopted to assist the fishing industry in the
Maritimes and in other parts of Canada.
Provision has been recently made for the
grading of fish products before they leave
the plant. This is a protection to the con-
sumer, and it helps the fish dealer who is
attempting to put a good product on the
market.

In certain parts of the south shore of the
province of Nova Scotia there are natural
harbours. That statement applies, for in-
stance, to the counties represented by my
honourable friends the leader of the govern-
ment (Hon. Mr. Robertson) and the honour-
able senator from Queen’s-Lunenburg (Hon.
Mr. Kinley). But the shoreline of the county
which for a few years I have had the honour
to represent is very bleak. We are greatly
handicapped through having no natural har-
bours, and some of our breakwaters are falling
to pieces. During the war our fishermen were
told, and properly so, that every dollar was
needed to buy ammunition, to build vessels,
and to supply the needs of the boys in the
army, the navy and the air force, and that
nothing could be done by way of public works.
But now the war is over, and I must tell the
leader of the government in this house that
the people of my district expect immediate
action. I have already tackled our representa-
tive in the other place, the honourable member
for Shelburne-Yarmouth-Clare, and I am sure
that he will help me to obtain relief for these
people. Breakwaters will serve not only our
fishermen but our shipbuilding plants, of
which we have a few along that shore, be-
cause if they have no breakwater, they are

greatly handicapped when they launch a
vessel. For instance, at Meteghan river,
where there is a shipbuilding plant which
employs quite a number of men, the break-
water is all gone, and I fear that if something
is not done in the very near future the ship-
yard itself will be washed away by the sea.

I am sure all of us favour the decision of
the United States and Canada, of which we
have read in the press, to co-operate in the
defence of North America.

It is the fervent hope of the people of the
Maritimes that the reciprocity which we
might have had in 1911 will be accorded us
in the near future. It would in part solve our
problems. Last year a sardine cannery, the
first to be established in Nova Scotia, was
started near my home. Unfortunately the
enterprise is greatly handicapped by lack of
suilable wharf accommodation. In the Bay
of Fundy and in St. Mary Bay the tides are
extremely high; and sometimes at low tide,
because the breakwater is broken down, and
gravel is piled up five of six feet high, creating
a wall, the sardine boats have to wait five or
six hours for high tide before they can go
over it. As honourable senators know, the
sooner sardines are put in cans after they
come out of the fish traps or the wires the
more palatable they are, because any kind
of fish—unlike whisky—does not improve
with age.

In the present state of world affairs, we
have reason to be thankful and proud that
we are Canadians; and I want to say right
here that the French Acadians whom I have
the honour to represent are as good and loyal
citizens as any in Canada, and esteem it a
privilege to live in this country.

If T may be permitted, I will give you part
of the life history of our forefathers. I shall
refer to the history of my ancestors, because
one of them left a diary of his life, which I
possess. My ancestors on my father’s side
came from St. Malo, France, in 1604, among
the first Acadians: I do not know much about
what happened to their descendants. My
grandfather on my mother’s side came to
Canada through another channel. Around
1812, when, as you know, England and
France were at war, my great-grandfather,
whose name was Francois Lambert Bourneuf,
left his birth-place, Cherbourg—where the
Allies landed during the last war—bound for
Santos, South America, in a merchant marine
vessel called La Furieuse. On the return trip
his ship encountered an English fleet south
of Newfoundland. In the resulting engage-
ment they lost seventeen of their men, and
my great-grandfather got a bullet through his
leg. Three other men were taken prisoners
with him, brought to Halifax, and put in jail
at. Melvile island, on the North West Arm..
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After three years they were put to work on
Prospect highway, close to Halifax. As a
man of ambition who had been in captivity
for three years, my great-grandfather wanted
to get his liberty if he possibly could. While
he was working on the highway he saw a
small boat off the shore, so he and his three
companions took the boat and went out to
sea, hoping to meet some American vessel
which would take them to the United States.
As you know, France and the United States
were on good terms at the time. But after
eight or nine days, having covered about
fifty miles, and being without provisions or
water, they had to land at Port Hebert, in
Shelburne, the county of my honourable
friend the leader of the government. It hap-
pened that the first house to which they went
for provisions was occupied by the head of
the local militia, so they were at once appre-
hended again and put in jail in Shelburne.
But I must add, to the credit of the people of
Shelburne, that after these men had been in
jail for five or six weeks the local people
began to visit them and brought them all
kinds of good things. They even circulated
a petition, which was sent to the government
at Halifax, to release these men from prison
so they could make their homes in Shelburne.
But before the petition could reach the
Governor, an order was despatched to Shel-
burne with a cutter to take these men back
to Halifax. They were taken aboard ship
that evening, but it happened to be a windy
night and the vessel could not set sail. Well,
my grandfather had taken the precaution to
carry two bottles of rum with him aboard the
cutter, and later when the guards were
patrolling the deck he invited them below
for a drink. After they had fallen to sleep
he jumped to the wharf and made his way
across Nova Scotia, landing among the
French people at East Pubnico. There he was
hired to teach school for the enormous salary
of eight dollars a month. In my parish at
Church Point there lived a priest from Paris,
Father Sigogne. He was the only padre for
miles around. Well, in the following spring
my grandfather walked the seventy-five miles
to my parish and took the oath of allegiance
before Father Sigogne, who for the conven-
ience of the people also acted as a justice of
the peace. While in my parish my grand-
father was again hired to teach school, but
this time at ten dollars a month. He was
only teaching a short time, however, when he
bought a small schooner and started to trade
between St. John and the French ports along
St. Mary Bay. He then turned to shipbuild-
ing, and built seventeen large schooners. In
1843 Nova Scotia was divided into five dis-
tricts. Then another change was made, divid-
ing the province into counties. Digby county

was one of them, and three members were
appointed to represent it: one for the French
municipality of Clare, one for the munici-
pality of Digby and one for the county at
large. The same Francois Bourneuf ran for
the County of Digby at large, and a brother
of my grandfather ran for the municipality
of Clare. They were both elected and went
to Halifax, where with Joseph Howe they
fought for responsible government, which
was obtained during that period.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Comeau: I have not tried to show
that my ancestors were men of distinction,
but, because we in Nova Scotia were the first
to obtain responsible government, I wanted
to outline part of our history.

I do not claim that the French were the
only great people produced in Nova Scotia,
and I shall name some of the prominent men
of that province: the Honourable Joseph
Howe, Sir Charles Tupper, Sir John Thomp-
son, the Honourable W. S. Fielding, the
Honourable Robert Borden and the Honour-
able George Murray. And there are many
others I could mention.

Honourable senators, I should like to join
with the preceding speaker—perhaps I should
have done so when I began—in offering
to His Honour the Speaker my sympathy in
his bereavement.

In conclusion I wish to let my friends know,
wherever they may be in Nova Scotia, that I
am ready to serve them in the Senate of
Canada just as I did for forty-two years in
the Nova Scotia Legislature. Thank you.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Honourable senators, I do
not intend to speak this afternoon; but I
should like to congratulate the mover (Hon.
Mr. Farquhar) and the seconder (Hon. Mr.
Comeau) of the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne. I was a little prejudiced in
favour of the seconder. I have known him
about two days longer than the mover, and
I might say that he improves on acquaintance.

I intend to speak tomorrow, when I shall
refer to certain matters they have mentioned.
I do not intend to follow the line taken by
either the mover or the seconder, for I have
not the honour of coming from a constituency
that has a long history, although Manitoba
was settled by Lord Selkirk a good many
years ago.

I move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to, and the debate
was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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APPENDIX

Report of Committee of Selection

Wednesday, February 2, 1949

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

Joint Committee on the Library

The Honourable the Speaker, the Honour-
able Senators Aseltine, Aylesworth, Sir Allen,
Blais, David, Fallis, Gershaw, Gouin, Jones,
Lambert, Leger, MacLennan, McDonald, Vien
and Wilson. (15)

Joint Committee on Printing

The Honourable Senators Beaubien, Blais,
Bouffard, Comeau, Davies, Dennis, Euler,
Fallis, Lacasse, Moraud, Mullins, Nicol, St-
Pere, Sinclair, Stevenson, Turgeon and Wood.
amn

Joint Committee on the Restaurant

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

Standing Orders

The Honourable Senators Beaubien, Bishop,
Bouchard, Duff, DuTremblay, Hayden, Horner,
Howden, Hurtubise, Jones, McLean, St-Pére
and Wood. (13)

Banking and Commerce

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ayles-
worth, Sir Allen, Ballantyne, Beaubien, Beau-
regard, Buchanan, Burchill, Campbell, Copp,
Crerar, Daigle, David, Dessureault, Duff,
Euler, Fallis, Farris, Gershaw, Gouin, Haig,
Hardy, Hayden, Horner, Howard, Hugessen,
Jones, Kinley, Lambert, Leger, Mackenzie,
Marcotte, McGuire, McKeen, McLean, Moraud,
Murdock, Nicol, Paterson, Quinn, Raymond,
Robertson, Sinclair, Vien and Wilson. (44)

Transport and Communications

The Honourable Senators Ballantyne, Beau-
bien, Bishop, Blais, Bourque, Calder, Camp-
bell, Copp, Daigle, Davis, Dennis, Dessureault,
Duff, Duffus, Fafard, Farris, Gouin, Haig,
Hardy, Hayden, Horner, Howard, Hugessen,
Hushion, Jones, Kinley, Lacasse, Lambert,
Leger, Lesage, MacLennan, Marcotte, Mec-

Guire, McKeen, Moraud, Murdock, Paterson,
Quinn, Raymond, Robertson, Sinclair, Steven-
son, Veniot and Vien. (44)

Miscellaneous Private Bills

The Honourable Senators Aylesworth, Sir
Allen, Beaubien, Beauregard, Bouffard, David,
Duff, Duffus, Dupuis, Euler, Fafard, Fallis,
Farris, Ferland, Hayden, Horner, Howard,
Howden, Hugessen, Hushion, Lambert, Leger,
MacLennan, McDonald, MecIntyre, Mullins,
Nicol, Paquet, Quinn, Roebuck and Taylor.
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Internal Economy and Contingent Accounts
The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ballan-
tyne, Beaubien, Campbell, Copp, Fafard,
Fallis, Gouin, Haig, Hayden, Horner, Howard,
King (Speaker), Lambert, MacLennan, Mar-
cotte, Moraud, Murdock, Paterson, Quinn,
Robertson, Vien and Wilson. (23)

External Relations
The Honourable Senators Aylesworth, Sir
Allen, Beaubien, Buchanan, Calder, Copp,
Crerar, David, Dennis, Fafard, Farquhar,
Farris, Gouin, Haig, Hardy, Hayden, Howard,
Hugessen, Lambert, Leger, Mackenzie, Mar-

cotte, McGuire, McIntyre, McLean, Nicol,
Robertson, Taylor, Turgeon, Vaillancourt,
Veniot and Vien. (31)

Finance

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ballan-
tyne, Beauregard, Bouchard, Buchanan, Bur-
chill, Calder, Campbell, Copp, Crerar, Davies,
Duff, DuTremblay, Fafard, Farquhar, Farris,
Ferland, Fogo, Haig, Hayden, Howard, How-
den, Hugessen, Hurtubise, Hushion, Lacasse,
Lambert, Leger, Lesage, McDonald, McIntyre,
McLean, Moraud, Paterson, Pirie, Robertson,
Roebuck, Sinclair, Taylor, Turgeon, Vaillan-
court, Veniot and Vien. (43)

Tourist Traffic
The Honourable Senators Bishop, Bouchard
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Buchanan, Crerar, Daigle, Davies, Dennis,
Duffus, Dupuis, DuTremblay, Gershaw,
Horner, Mackenzie, McDonald, McKeen,

McLean, Murdock, Paquet, Pirie, Roebuck
Ross and St-Peére. (22).

Debates and Reporting

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Beau-
regard, Bishop, DuTremblay, Fallis, Ferland,
Lacasse and St-Pére. (8).
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Divorce

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Copp,
Euler, Gershaw, Haig, Horner, Howard, How-
den, Kinley, Ross, Sinclair, Stevenson and
Taylor. (13).

Natural Resources

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Beau-
bien, Bouffard, Burchill, Comeau, Crerar,
Davies, Dessureault, Duffus, Dupuis, Farquhar,
Ferland, Haig, Hayden, Horner, Hurtubise,
Jones, Kinley, Lesage, Mackenzie, McDonald,
MeclIntyre, McKeen, McLean, Nicol, Paterson,
Pirie, Raymond, Robertson, Ross, Sinclair,
Stevenson, Taylor, Turgeon, Vaillancourt and
Wood. (36).

Immigration and Labour

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Blais,
Bouchard, Bourque, Buchanan, Burchill,
Calder, Campbell, Crerar, David, Dauvis,
Dupuis, Euler, Ferland, Fogo, Haig, Hardy,
Horner, Hushion, Lesage, Mackenzie, McIn-
tyre, Murdock, Pirie, Robertson, Roebuck,
Taylor, Turgeon, Vaillancourt, Veniot and
Wilson. (31).

Canadian Trade Relations

The Honourable Senators Ballantyne,
Bishop, Blais, Buchanan, Burchill, Calder,
Campbell, Crerar, Daigle, Davies, Dennis,
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Dessureault, Duffus, Euler, Fogo, Gouin, Haig,
Howard, Hushion, Jones, Kinley, MacLennan,
McKeen, McLean, Moraud, Nicol, Paterson,
Pirie, Robertson, Turgeon and Vaillancourt.
31).

Public Health and Welfare

The Honourable Senators Blais, Bouchard,
Bouffard, Bourque, Burchill, Comeau, David,
Davis, Dupuis, Fallis, Farris, Ferland, Ger-
shaw, Haig, Howden, Hurtubise, Jones,
Lacasse, Leger, Lesage, McGuire, McIntyre,
McKeen, Paquet, Robertson, Roebuck, Ven-
iot and Wilson. (28).

Civil Service Administration

The Honourable Senators Bishop, Bouchard,
Calder, Copp, Davies, Dupuis, Fafard, Gouin,
Hurtubise, Kinley, Marcotte, Pirie, Quinn,
Roebuck, Taylor, Turgeon and Wilson. (17).

Public Buildings and Grounds

The Honourable Senators Dessureault,
Fafard, Fallis, Haig, Lambert, Lesage,
McGuire, Paterson, Quinn, Robertson, Sin-
clair and Wilson. (12).

All which is respectfully submitted.

W. McL. Robertson,
Chairman.
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THE SENATE

Thursday, February 3, 1949

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
PRIVILEGE

Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie: Honourable
senators, I rise to a very important question
of privilege affecting the printing of parlia-
ment. According to our Minutes of Pro-
ceedings, the report of the Committee of
Selection presented yesterday was read. I
think that all honourable senators who were
present yesterday know that it was not.

Further, the statement was made in debate
that yesterday’s procedure was the same as
that followed in 1947 and 1948. I have taken
the liberty of checking Hansard of 1947 and
the Journals of the Senate of 1948, and I find
that in each year the report was properly
presented to the house. I mention this purely
by way of correction.

CULLERS BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson presented Bill G, an
Act to repeal the Cullers Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson: Honourable
senators, a few days ago I had the privilege
of introducing five bills which now appear on
the order paper for second reading. The
honourable members who have been asked
to explain these bills are prepared to do so
today. However, when these items are called
I intend to ask that they stand, so that we
may proceed this afternoon with the debate
on the Address in Reply to the Speech from
the Throne. When we adjourn today I
intend to ask that the house stand adjourned
until Tuesday evening next. At that time
we can proceed with this legislation, and per-
haps continue the debate on the Address. The
members of this house possess considerable
talent and experience, and I am sure it would
be to our own benefit and that of the country
at large if as many honourable members as
possible were to express their viewpoints in
this debate.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members,
I said a word or two yesterday by way of
compliment to the mover and seconder of the
address, so I need not refer to them again.
I join with honourable senators who have
voiced a feeling of concern, which all Cana-
dians share, at His Majesty’s illness, and hope
for his speedy recovery. It was some relief
from the bad news to learn as we did with
delight, that a Prince Royal was born to the
heir presumptive, the Princess Elizabeth, and
that he had been named ‘“‘Charlie”. To people
of Scottish descent that name must be very
pleasing indeed.

I shall not discuss the Speech from the
Throne item by item, as has sometimes been
done, because nearly all of it will be the
subject of legislation, and in my judgment it
is better to wait until the various bills are
available and we know what the legislation
actually contains.

The year 1948 was an important one for
Canada, especially in the matter of the
leadership of our two great parties. The
former Prime Minister, Right Honourable W.
L. Mackenzie King, resigned, and a great
Liberal convention was held in Ottawa at
which his successor was elected. I personally
was pleased that the Liberals met in con-
vention for this purpose. It is not very often
that conventions are held by the Liberal party.
They say that these meetings are unnecessary,
that when they get a leader they keep him
for a very long time. Well, I am not so sure
that this will be the fortune of the present
leader. Apart from that consideration, I
suggest that a national convention is an
excellent way of hearing from the ‘“grass
roots” people all over the country. I had
the pleasure while at my summer home of
listening to a good part of the broadcasting
of the Liberal convention, and when, accord-
ing to the reporter, a gentleman in the back
of the hall asked “What about tax reduction?”
I said to myself “How familiar that sounds
to anyone who is in a position of leadership.”

I am glad that the Right Honourable Mr.
St. Laurent has been selected to lead the
Liberal party. If that party should be returned
to power at the coming election, which I
expect will be held on June 27, 1949 —

Hon. Mr. Howard: Oh, it is fixed!
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Hon. Mr. Haig: —it will have an able
leader. It is good for Canada that a man
of his calibre has been chosen as the head
of a great national party.

During July of last year the Honourable
Mr. Bracken resigned the leadership of the
Progressive Conservative party. A repre-
sentative convention met at Ottawa on the
last day of September and the two first days
of October and elected the Honourable George
Drew, formerly Premier of Ontario, to be
the party leader. There is no doubt that the
policies of the Progressive Conservative party
will be so presented that the people of this
country will understand what the issues are.
In my province we recently had the pleasure
of a visit by Mr. Drew and his wife. While
I do not want to bring women into this
discussion—

Hon. Mr. Euler: Why not?

Hon. Mr. Haig: —although there are in this
house two distinguished members of the sex
—Mr. Drew, in the parlance of the street,
will have to “go some” if he is going to be
as popular in Canada as his wife appears
to be.

The choice of Mr. Drew as leader of our
party gives representation to the newer ele-
ment, the younger men. Mr. Drew was one
of the generation that fought in the first
world war. He represents also one of the
two greatest provinces of Canada, and is
necessarily interested, therefore, in the de-
velopment of Canada as a whole, for no
province other than Quebec has anywhere
near the stake in Canadian prosperity that
Ontario has. Ontario has provided the leader
of the Progressive Conservative party, and
Quebec has furnished the Liberal party with
its leader. So whichever of these two men is
elected—for it is unlikely that the C.C.F. or
the Social Credit party will materially affect
the result—the government of the country
will be controlled by a man and a party who
are determined to give the best administra-
tion possible.

An interesting example of the relation of
cause and effect occurred at the Progressive
Conservative convention. The program which
had been adopted contained not only general
principles, but a reference to items of what
may be called administrative policy, such as
the building of a highway across Canada.
‘When Mr. Drew rose to accept the leadership
it is doubtful whether he intended to single
out this particular item, because it was only
one of the planks in the party platform, but
it apparently suited his purpose by way of
illustration. Within a very few days a
clamour arose right across Canada for action
in this matter. The federal minister from
Alberta, Hon. Mr. MacKinnon, suggested that
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a conference be called to deal with the sub-
ject. Canada, beyond question, needs a trans-
Canadian highway, for its own people, quite
apart from tourist traffic.

I am doubtful whether the highway will
ever be properly built unless the work is
carried on under the supervision of engineers
appointed jointly by the dominion and the
provinces, and there is a reasonable contribu-
tion by the dominion, although the road will
be under the control of the provinces. Only
in this way will it be possible to cover great
sections of territory where little immediate
local use can be anticipated. I have particu-
larly in mind certain mountain districts of
British Columbia, wide stretches of Ontario,
and considerable parts of the Maritime
provinces. I am pleased that the Minister of
Mines and Resources has called a meeting to
deal with this subject, and I am sure that, no
matter which party is in power, the Canadian
government will push forward the enterprise
more energetically in the future than it has
done hitherto.

My honourable friend the chairman of the
Committee on Tourist Traffic (Hon. Mr.
Buchanan) will remind me, no doubt, that
this road is urgently needed for the develop-
ment of our tourist traffic. The main difficulty
is the enormous cost. The province of Mani-
toba is building a highway from the United
States boundary to Winnipeg, and although
the distance is only about sixty-five miles, it
is costing millions of dollars and will involve:
a great deal of work. The chief purpose, of
course, is to enable tourists from the United
States to travel into our country along the
kind of road to which they are accustomed.
These people are tourist-minded, but they
will visit us only if we provide suitable
facilities to enable them to come here.

I notice that abolition of appeals to the
Privy Council is foreshadowed in the Speech
from the Throne. Without dealing at any
length with that topic, I would say this. I do
not think appeals to the Privy Council should
be abolished when they affect differences of
opinion between the provinces and the
dominion. Once in a while there is a clash
of jurisdiction between a province and the
dominion, and in such cases I think it would
be better that the appeal be sent to the Privy
Council. I shall not deal further with this
matter until the legislation is before us.

I am sorry that my honourable friend from
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Hayden) is not here,
because I want to discuss rent control. There
is 76 per cent less occupancy of houses today
than there was in 1938. This is due to rent
control, and nothing else. Let me give you
an example of why rent control cannot suc-
ceed. My wife and I occupy a house which
consists of six bedrooms, two bathrooms, and
various other facilities. We cannot rent part




26 SENATE

of the house, because, if we let people come
under our roof we do not know that we can
ever get them out again.

Hon. Mr. Duff: That is the trouble.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hundreds of Canadians are
in the same position. I also own a smaller
house that we should like to move into
because it is better suited to our needs. It
is true that when our six children were with
us we required all the space we had, but we
do not need so much accommodation now,
I cannot get into this smaller house, even
though the present tenant pays only the same
rent as he paid in 1938.

Hon. Mr. Farris:
not take this over?

Hon. Mr. Haig: If I were in the Manitoba
Legislature, I would certainly advocate that
they take it over. It is my judgment that the
provinces do not want the trouble or the
annoyance.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Would my honourable
friend make clearer what he means by 76
per cent less occupancy?

Why do the provinces

Hon. Mr. Haig: Less occupancy per house.
Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Less overcrowding.

Hon. Mr. Haig: When children move out
of a house their parents cannot sell it because
they cannot get suitable accommodation.
This means that two or three people continue
to live in a house that will accomodate as
many as seven or eight.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: There has been doub-
ling up.

Hon. Mr. Haig: No, there has not been
doubling up. Here is the situation. If my
money is invested in housing, the govern-
ment does not permit me any increase in
revenue from my property; but if my money
is invested in stocks or bonds or such things,
I am allowed a profit if it is forthcoming. I
cannot make a profit from renting my house,
and my tenant has to pay only half what he
should pay. That is one reason why our
housing problem is so acute.

I may be a prophet of gloom, but I venture
to say that five years from now the houses
which the government are building will cause
a scandal in this country. It would shake
you to see the way they are building them
in my town—and the situation is the same
all over Canada. Let us examine the housing
situation in France, which is one of the worst
in Europe today. In France rent controls
were imposed right after the last war, and
they are still in effect. Austria also tried
rent controls, and the government of that

country had to build block after block of
apartment buildings in an attempt to accom-
modate their people. Our present housing
administrator is adopting all sorts of schemes
in order to beat the law. Do not misunder-
stand me; I mean exactly what I say. Here
is one scheme: If I own an apartment block,
as soon as a suite of rooms becomes vacant,
it is freed from the controls. Here is another
scheme: If two years ago, I gave a lease on
a house, that house comes out from under the
controls as soon as the lease expires. I am
not sure of my dates, but I do not think that
any house built after January 1, 1947, is
under rent control. The administrator is
trying to sneak out. I use that term advisedly.
It would be far better to say that the prov-
inces have the right to legislate in the matter
of rent controls. In my judgment it comes
under the heading of property and -civil
rights. I think only one province has made
inquiries; the others have not come forward
and said that they wanted the job.

Hon. Mr. Farris:
week.

They all refused it last

Hon. Mr. Haig: One made inquiries, three
or four said nothing, and the rest are waiting.

Hon. Mr. Howard: To use your term, the
provinces sneaked out of the job.

Hon. Mr. Haig: They never got into it,
because they were too foxy for that. I can-
not understand why the Minister of Finance,
who has the reputation of being an able
administrator, ever got into rent controls, or
why, having got into it, he has not got out.
After the end of the war the controls should
have been taken off, and the provinces been
left to re-impose them if they saw fit.

I now wish to refer to electrical power.
I am one of those who believe that we should
have a Dominion-Provincial Commission to
investigate and make a full report on all our
potential power resources. We in Manitoba
never thought for one moment that our prov-
ince would ever be short of power, but the
experts now predict that if the increase in the
use of electricity during the next five years
continues at the same rate as in the past five
years—even if all our present power sites are
developed—by 1952 we shall be looking else-
where for electricity.

An Hon. Senator: If we can get it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: You are quite right. The
situation in Ontario is not good, and in British
Columbia it is very acute. The Lord did not
send rain, but lots of snow and ice, and there
is no water in the dams or power sites. The
power question has been a troublesome one
for many years in Quebec and the Maritime
provinces. I understand that investigations
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are now being made into the feasibility of
harnessing the tidal waters of the Bay of
Fundy. Ontario and Quebec both have a
great deal of natural power, and the develop-
ment of the St. Lawrence River as a power
site is a possibility. There are objections to
the development of the river as a ship canal
or seaway. I can understand such objections,
especially from the Maritime Provinces,
because they have the seaports of Saint John
and Halifax. There may be objections also
from Quebec City and Montreal, as the
development of the seaway would permit
ships to go straight through to Port Arthur
and Fort William or Windsor and Toronto
and so on. But why anybody should object
to the development of power on the St.
Lawrence river I cannot understand. The
great state of New York is agreeable to it,
and I think that if the United States Senate
does not pass the waterways bill this year
the Canadian government should assist
Ontario and Quebec in the development of
power.

Hon. Mr. Euler: The United States Presi-
dent is not agreeable.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That may be, but he is only
one person, and congress has overridden him
quite often in the past few years. The
trouble is that our government have not done
anything to force the issue. They would like
to have the seaway opened up first, and that
is understandable; but I do not think it can
be done, because I believe the resistance of
the Atlantic states to it will be too strong.
Therefore I say our government should do
everything they can to bring about power
development on the St. Lawrence.

We all know what a convenience electricity
is in city homes. But what about rural homes
and farms? We are extending the use of
electrical power in the rural parts of Mani-
toba, and farmer after farmer has said to
me: “Haig, you have no idea what a boon
electrical power is to us. It makes it possible
for us to have practically all the conveniences
that you have in the city.” Honourable
senators, I think that the government of
Canada should not only do everything they
can to have power developed on the St. Law-
rence, but should examine the electrical
power situation from one end of the country
to the other. On the Nelson river in Manitoba,
one of the world’s large power sites, we have
8 million horsepower. We are absolutely sure
of a constant supply of water there, because
in addition to drainage from our own prov-
ince and the Rocky Mountains we get drain-
age from the great watershed of Minnesota.
The difficulty is that the Nelson river is 400
miles away from the city of Winnipeg.

Now I wish to say something about foreign
exchange. About two years ago I was doubt-
ful as to what should be done in this matter,
but I confess to the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) that a
speech of his started me thinking, and the
more I thought the more I was convinced
that world trade will never revive until there
is stability in exchange.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I do not see how it is pos-
sible for me as a Canadian to sell wheat to
somebody in Europe so long as the money
that I am paid for it turns out to be worth
only about half as much as I thought it was
worth. The theories of Bank of Canada
officials and other experts may sound fine,
but I do not believe they will work. No
country needs world trade as badly as
Canada does, but we cannot develop world
trade until we establish a firm system of
exchange. I noticed in this morning’s papers
that the government have warned exporters
not to send goods to the Argentine, and have
told them that if they do make shipments
they will run the risk of not getting any
money for them.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I think it was the Gov-
ernor of the Bank of Canada who said that.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, but the government
are taking the responsibility for it. That is
an illustration of the kind of thing I am talk-
ing about. In November my honourable
friend from Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) and I,
with two members from the House of Com-
mons, had the pleasure of being delegates
from Canada to the Parliamentary Confer-
ence at Bermuda. I shall make further
reference to this later. We discussed defence,
economics, the future of parliamentary gov-
ernment and so on, but one topic that we
always came back to was the need for some
basis of exchange for trade between coun-
tries, though we never could agree what that
basis should be. As I said before, I do not
think any other country needs world trade
as badly as Canada does. It is the very life-
blood of the part of Canada that I know best
—Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta—for
I should think that 90 per cent of our income
out there is derived from foreign trade in
wheat, cattle and other farm products, and
in fish and timber. It is true that our exports
of timber are not as large as those of British
Columbia or the Maritimes, but they are
considerable. For all our exports we depend
upon getting paid with something that we can
use to buy other goods. The government have
been congratulating themselves that in the
month of September last we sold to the
United States so many million dollars worth
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of goods more than in September of the pre-
vious year. Well, that is easily explained by
the lifting of the embargo on cattle. There is
no question that the moment the embargo
was lifted our receipts of American exchange
increased greatly.

The government have guaranteed flax
growers $4 a bushel, and there is a huge
amount at present stored in western Canada
—1I am not sure, but I think it is 12 million
bushels. It cannot be sold anywhere. It can-
not be sold in Europe, for instance, because
under the United States regulations it is
declared to be a surplus product in European
countries. The government are also guaran-
teeing a price for potatoes down in New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island; and a
price for apples—but perhaps I had better
not mention that.

Hon. Mr. Howden: Is there not still a
demand for flax for boiled oil?

Hon. Mr. Haig: There is, but the flax
already in storage is sufficient to meet the
demand. This flax will be disposed of in
time, perhaps some years from now. In the
meantime our farmers are not going to grow
flax, unless the government give them
another guarantee, and I do not think the
government will be foolish enough to do that.

These problems and many others facing us
today could be solved if we had a better
system of exchange. The sooner exchange
becomes a commodity that can be freely sold
in the world, the better it will be for Canada.
What surprises me is that a Liberal govern-
ment would defend such controls as we have
in Canada. When the Foreign Exchange Con-
trol bill first came before us, I advocated that
the control be limited to a certain number of
years. I see that we are to have another bill
before us this session. Well, if I were a
C.CF. supporter I would ask for nothing
better than the present Foreign Exchange
Control bill in perpetuity, for if that party
got into office it would need nothing more
than that measure to enable it to stay in
office and run this country. That is a bad
situation. I am against the control, and I
intend to oppose the bill to the best of my
ability when it comes before us this year.

I was going to say something about the
income tax, but I see that Liberal members
of another place are talking about that. It
seems to me strange that they should do so.
I thought that last year the Minister of
Finance would make a really serious amend-
ment to the income tax law. By their own
admission the government have collected this
year at least $600 million more than they
need to carry on the business of the coun-
try. That was a straight tax on the people,
and it helped to create inflation and increase
the cost of living. After all, the men and

women who work for wages and salaries
are not so much concerned about the amount
of their incomes as shown on their employers’
books, as the amount of money that he or
she receives after the tax is paid. What is
important to them is not how much they
make, but how much they take home. For
instance, when the bookkeeper in my office
prepares the cheques for the payroll, she
first has to deduct the income tax.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: The employees cannot
spend that amount, so it does not add to the
inflationary trend.

Hon. Mr. Haig: No. There is the difficulty.
Trhe members of my staff say to me: “Mr.
Haig, you used to pay me $80 a month. Since
then my salary has been increased to $100
a month, but I still receive only $80. I want
$125 a month so that I will have $100 net”.
That probiem is common to every business.
My office acts for certain unions, and those
people make no bones about the reason for
their demands. They say that back in 1938
they received a net take-home pay of $100
a month, and that now, regardless of what we
say about taxes, unemployment insurance and
all the other things, they have to have that
amount in their pockets. The fact that cer-
tain members of my staff who once received
$100 a month now demand $125, means that
I have to charge more for my services—and
that is exactly what I do, and so does every-
body else.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Are there no controls on
your charges?

Hon. Mr. Haig: In theory there are, but not
in practice.

I believe that the first thing that must be
done is to increase the income tax exemptions
for both single and married people. In addition
to that, a general cut of income tax across
the board would benefit everybody. People
in every occupation who receive a certain
amount of money want to invest a portion of
it in the enterprises of this country. There is
no country in the world that is in greater need
of enterprise-capital than Canada. We have
great natural resources and unlimited possi-
bilities; Canadians are energetic people, and
if they can invest their earnings in industries
at home the difficulties resulting from bor-
rowing abroad for this purpose will be
avoided. I think our income tax rates are
out of proportion to what a young country
like Canada can afford.

I come now to the main subject of my
remarks. About three years ago I stood up
in this house and said that I thought the
British wheat agreement was the rottenest
deal I had ever heard of. If I could use
stronger language about that agreement today
I would, but without being unparliamentary




FEBRUARY 3, 1949

that is as far as I can go. I asked for and
received certain information from the head of
the Manitoba Wheat Board and the president
of the Winnipeg Grain Exchange, and I have
also gathered data from other sources. I am
reluctant to take the time of the house to read
from an article which I have before me, but
it is essential to illustrate my point. I refer
to the report of the Searle Grain Company
Limited, dated October 20, 1948. It says:
“The Western Producer’”, which is the house organ
of the Saskatchewan Wheat Pool, in a recent issue
publishes an editorial entitled ‘“Supply and De-
mand.” The editorial quotes a farmer, who points
out that “wheat was about $3.30 per bushel on
January 15, 1948, and thirty days later it was about
$2.40.” Then this farmer correspondent goes on to
ask: ‘“Was there a greater supply of wheat on
February 15 than there was on January 15, and if so,
where did the wheat come from? I am certain we

farmers did not produce a new crop in the mean-
time.”

“The Western Producer” informs this correspon-
dent that this severe drop in price was not war-
ranted by the factors of supply and demand, but is
a flagrant example of how price is made by hordes
of uninformed gamblers and manipulators.

Now here is the answer and I challenge
anyone to dispute it.

Surely “The Western Producer’” could have given
this correspondent the correct explanation as to
why the price of wheat fell so drastically between
January 15 and February 15, for the explanation
has over and over again been widely published in
Europe, in the United States and in Canada. It is
simply that during the latter part of January the
news suddenly burst over the world that much
greater supplies of wheat would soon be available;
that the Argentine and Australia were harvesting
larger crops than expected; that Europe was ex-
pected to harvest some 450 million bushels more
than in the previous year; that Burma had an ex-
ceptionally large rice crop; and that the American
winter wheat crop, on a large acreage, was coming
through in good shape. All of which meant that
the supply of wheat in the world would certainly
be far greater than in the previous year.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Who made that state-
ment?

Hon. Mr. Haig: I have already said that I
was reading from the report of the Searle
Grain Company, written by Mr. Strange.

To back up this statement, the Canadian
Wheat Board cut prices to the foreign trade
so that the manipulators could not manipulate
the price of their wheat. They were not on
a margin and they could not be sold out, yet
they had to bring the price down.

I could quote from many articles along this
line, but I wish only to refer to some infor-
mation from Mr. Mclvor. He informs me
that in 1946-47 the Western provinces pro-
duced 393 million bushels, and delivered to
the elevators 335 million bushels; that the
production for 1947-48—that is the crop
before last—was 315 million bushels, of
which 243 million bushels were marketed. I
presume some producers, like my honourable
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friend to my left (Hon. Mr. Horner), still have
considerable grain in their granaries. In
1948-49 the Western provinces produced 363
million bushels, and delivered 300 million
bushels to the elevators. Of the 1946-47 crop,
169 million bushels were shipped to Great
Britain at $1.55 a bushel. Mr. MclIvor tells
me that some of the wheat was shipped as
flour, and that to make up for the bran and
shorts taken out they had to ship an extra
nine million bushels. I presume he is correct
in that explanation. Exports to other coun-
tries amounted to 77-8 million bushels, and
75 million bushels went to the domestic
market. I intend to deal only with the
1946-47 crop, and see where it takes us.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: What did the pro-
ducers get for the 77 million bushels sold to
other countries?

Hon. Mr. Haig:

Hon., Mr.
figures there?

Hon. Mr. Haig: From the 1946 crop, the
Canadian government sold to Great Britain
169 million bushels at $1.55; 75 million
bushels were sold to the Canadian people at
the same price, but the consumer paid only
78 cents, the difference being made up out
of public funds, and the remaining 77-8 mil-
lion bushels were sold on the world market at
what is called the “weighed price.” The
price on the public market was at that time
$3.00 or $3.25 a bushel, but the fairer way
is to take the price throughout the year,
which was $2.44% a bushel.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine:

Hon. Mr. Haig: That was the average price
on the 77-8 million bushels—$2.447 per
bushel. But on the 169 million bushels 89
cents per bushel, or roughly $160 million,
was lost to the farmers of Western Canada.
It is true that Great Britain got the benefit
of the reduced price, but Britain at the same
time was buying Argentine wheat at $2.72
per bushel. On the sale of some 75 million
bushels of Canadian wheat we took a loss of
99 cents a bushel, or about $74 million. For
the balance the Board got the world price;
and all the money that the pools have today
is their extra receipts from that 78 million
bushels which were sold to the world at large,
plus what was left—which was very little—
from the 1945-46 crop. The same general
conditions applied the following year.

I will deal with that point.

Beaubien: Have you got the

That was the average?

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Do you contend that
the British government would have bought
our wheat if they had not got it at that price?

Hon. Mr.
bought it.

Haig: The world would have
There is no question about that.
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They were keen to buy it. They paid $2.44
right across the board. My honourable
friend’s statement is one that is frequently
made, but for which there is not a grain of
support.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: I am not making a
statement.

Hon. Mr. Haig: At the very time Britain
was paying us $1.55 she was buying from the
Argentine at $2.72. In 1946 our losses
amounted to $236 million. But worse was to
come. The next year the loss rose to $253
million. I will repeat, if you wish, the terms
of the Canada-United Kingdom wheat agree-
ment, to show that the British Government
undertook to make an adjustment at the
termination of the agreement.

It was provided that prices should be nego-
tiated and settled not later than December of
each of the years 1947 and 1948. It was also
agreed that the United Kingdom ‘“undertakes
to pay such carrying and forwarding charges
as may be mutually arranged”. Further:

In determining the prices for these two crop
years, 1948-49 and 1949-50, the United Kingdom
government will have regard to any difference be-
tween the prices paid under this agreement in the

1946-47 and 1947-48 crop years and the world prices
for wheat in the 1946-47 and 1947-48 crop years.

Under the new agreement the price is $2,
though today the world’s market price is
about $2.28. We are losing again. No con-
sideration is had for the losses of 1946 and
1947. We have now accepted $2 flat. And
they are not paying us cash; we are giving
them the money to buy, and we shall never
get it back.

Hon. Mr. Lamberi: Does my honourable
friend not think it would be only fair to say
that at present all these arrangements are
subject to a final accounting? The difference
is still to be determined.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That is not what the agree-
ment says.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: I know what is in my
honourable friend’s mind; but I am asking
him if it would not be better to suggest that
judgment in this matter be deferred until the
time comes for the final accounting?

Hon. Mr. Haig: My honourable friend
asked me practically the same question when
the bill first came to this house, and we
were told that when the 1948 or the 1949
crop agreement was negotiated the question
would be considered. Now we have nego-
tiated both, and this matter has not been
considered. Great Britain has not got the
money for any adjustment. She cannot make
it. We are providing her with the money to
buy our wheat this year, and everybody
knows it, and everybody knows too that she
will never pay it back. I have no criticism

to make of Great Britain because of the
position she is in; but what I have said, and
what I repeat, is that the people of Canada
should pay to the farmers of Western Canada
at least $480 million which, by virtue of this
agreement, they have stolen from the farmers
of the three western provinces. That, and
nothing less, is the cold hard fact.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: My honourable friend
claims that the farmers of Canada have been
deprived of $480 million. May I ask my
honourable friend where he gets his figures?
Are they all from the Searle Grain Company?

Hon. Mr. Haig: No. Fortunately, as I
thought my honourable friend would ask
just that question, I wrote to the chairman
of the Wheat Board and asked him for
details of all the prices. I have them here,
and from the calculations I have made I find
that the losses for the two years amount to
$500 million. I challenge anybody to prove
the contrary.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: My honourable friend
quoted the figures for 1946. Did he cite the
figures for 1947?

Hon. Mr. Haig: They are higher. I can
quote them if my honourable friend wishes
to have them.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: I would like to know

what you have calculated as being the world
price for 1947.

Mr. Haig: The price in 1948 was

Hon. Mr. Burchill: And in 19472

Hon. Mr. Haig: For 1946-47 the price was
$2.44. For 1947-48, which is really the 1947
crop, it was $2.88%. These moneys are
completely lost.

Hon. Mr. Sinclair: The honourable gentle-
man mentioned $500 million as the loss in
two years. Does he include in that figure 99
cents per bushel on the 75,000,000 bushels
which were used in Canada?

Hon. Mr. Haig: The Canadian people paid,
by reason of the regulations, only $1.55 a
bushel for their wheat in 1946-47, whereas
they should have paid $2.44. That is a
difference of 89 cents per bushel.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: That is what the farmer
lost.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, the farmer lost that
money.

Hon. Mr. Sinclair: Who got it?

Hon. Mr. Haig: You did, and anybody who
bought bread.

Hon. Mr. Sinclair: That is part of the $500
million?
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Hon. Mr. Haig: Certainly. I live in a city:
why should I not pay a reasonable price for
the wheat from which my bread is made?
Why should the farmer out in the country
pay for my bread? Will you, as a farmer,
tell me why he should do it? One has as
much right to go to your province and say,
“Mr. Senator, I will not buy your potatoes
for $1 a bushel for seed, I will pay only
50 cents, because Haig needs potatoes for
seed in Manitoba and wishes to get them
cheap.”

Hon. Mr. Sinclair: I am not arguing the
point; I am just asking how your figures are
arrived at.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Well, I am telling you.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: May I ask another
question, because I am very much interested.
The honourable senator claims that the
farmers have lost $500 million on wheat. Is
he basing his opinion on the assumption that
there is no money in the hands of the Wheat
Board today to be distributed to the farmers?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Having figured the amount
which the Wheat Board sold on the world
market, and the price they received, I say
that the total money in their hands is $78
million. That is all there is. In the first
year they paid $1.35 a bushel and they got
$1.55; the difference of 20 cents per bushel is
in their hands too, but it is the farmers’
money. I have allowed for every cent that
the farmer will now get or has ever got.
The only item of which I am ignorant is
what was left over in 1945, and I have no
way of getting that information.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: My honourable friend
will admit that we do not know what the
farmer is going to get when the final winding
up of the contract takes place.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That has all been taken into
account.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: It would reduce his
loss.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I have considered all that.
On the 77-8 million bushels they sold to the
world, the government granted the farmer
only $1.35; but I took into account the value
of that wheat—$2.44 in 1946 and $2.88 in
1947. I have covered all that. I know there
is money in the pool to that extent. I know,
as the commissioner says that they sold so
many millions of bushels, but the whole thing
boils down to this: The people ask me “Wasn’t
it a good thing to sell wheat to Britain for
$1.55?” and I answer “Yes, certainly.” But
if the farmers of Manitoba, Saskatchewan and
Alberta sell their wheat to the British people,
why should the rest of us boast and say:
“Didn’t we do well by Great Britain?”. We
would be entitled to take the credit if we

paid back to the farmers of Western Canada
—and we know who they are, because the
government has a record of every one of
them—the losses they suffered. First, for the
75 million bushels sold to the people of
Canada we should certainly pay what the
wheat was worth, and second, we should pay
the difference between $1.55 and $2.44 in 1946
and $1.55 and $2.88 in 1947.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: May I ask the honour-
able senator another question? Would he
explain to the house why organizations repre-
senting western Canadian wheat growers—
pools and elevators—have endorsed these
contracts?

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: They are the ones that
told the government to do it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, and they listened too.
I would not be speaking here today as I am
if I did not believe that the farmer will wake
up in about three or four months—

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Who is going to wake
him up?

Hon. Mr. Haig: He is waking up now. He
is disturbed because the 1949-50 wheat con-
tract does not take into account the losses
he suffered in other years. Let me tell you
that he is “hollering plenty”. My honourable
friends opposite would have laughed at me
had I told them that the money the govern-
ment was squandering in Digby-Annapolis-
Kings would not bring them good returns. I
did not think it would, and I do not think
this will. I am persuaded that the farmers
of western Canada will bitterly resent the
blind alley into which Mr. Gardiner and his
cohorts have led them through the years.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: May I ask the honour-
able senator another question?

Hon. Mr. Haig: You have asked enough
questions already. You had an opportunity
to air this thing in Portage la Prairie, but the
people did not listen to you; and you will
have exactly the same experience next
summer.

I had planned to say something more about
the grain situation, but perhaps I have said
enough. I want to apologize to the house for
taking up so much time. With the exception
of the members from the Prairie Provinces—
I do not say this in an insulting manner—
honourable senators do not understand the
importance of this problem to our people. I
will admit, of course, that I cannot become
very enthusiastic about the potato situation
in New Brunswick. Likewise, I do not under-
stand the many details of the various prob-
lems affecting Ontario and Quebec, and I do
not fully appreciate the difficulties encount-
ered by the lumbermen of British Columbia.
But I do know something about wheat, and
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I realize how vital this problem is to our
western people. My honourable friend from
Medicine Hat (Hon. Mr. Gershaw) has talked
about irrigation, and I entirely agree with
him. But what is irrigation for?—Ilargely to
enable the cultivation of more grain.

Hon. Mr.

cattle.

Gershaw: And the raising of

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, but it is for the grow-
ing of grain too. Honourable senators, there
is something wrong in Denmark if at a time
such as this, when prices are good for the
farmer, the government can say to him: “No,
you cannot get the world price; you must
take what we propose to give you”.

There is one more topic that I wish to
discuss before concluding. I was given the
high honour of being one of four delegates
sent by Canada to Bermuda last November.
The other members were Mr. H. B. McCul-
loch, ML.P. for Pictou, leader of the delegation;
Mr. J. W. Burton, M.P. for Humboldt, Saskat-
chewan, and my honourable friend from
Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse). I do not believe my
distinguished and good friend from Essex
paid as much attention to Mr. McCulloch
or myself as he did to a certain person, but
aside from that he was very helpful to us.

Scme Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.
Hon. Mr. Euler: Explain.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I shall not say any more
than that. The people of Bermuda proved
to be most gracious hosts, and we had a most
memorable time. The weather was absolutely
perfect, and if ever there was a paradise on
earth it is Bermuda in the month of Novem-
ber. The verandah of the Eagle’s Nest Hotel
was quite a spot with the moon shining on it.

The delegation from the United States was
quite a distinguished one. Senator Alex-
ander Wiley of Wisconsin, a Republican, was
chairman of one of the delegations. Other
members were Senator Bourke Hickenlooper
of Iowa, Chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy; Senator Elbert Thomas of
Utah, a Democrat, and Senator William Ful-
bright of Arkansas, who, incidentally, is a
Rhodes Scholar. I never knew whether being
a Rhodes Scholar would mean anything in
the United States, but when we came to grips
in private meetings and delegates from
Canada and the United States were hitting
the United Kingdom pretty hard, Senator
Fulbright, remembering that he was a Rhodes
Scholar, let us go just so far and then called
a halt.

Hon. Mr. Farris: The President of the
American Bar is also a Rhodes Scholar.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Then there was Senator-
elect, Estes Kefauver of Tennessee, and two
members from the House of Representatives,
Talle of Iowa and Corbett of Pennsylvania.
The British delegation consisted of four mem-
bers of the Labour party and two opposition
members. Australia had one delegate present,
New Zealand two and South Africa one.

The conference was held for the purpose
of discussing the international situation, with
special reference to defence and economic
affairs. The future of parliamentary govern-
ment was discussed, but not too much, because
we all agreed that it was the best form of
government, as far as we knew, for the
people of the world.

The meetings at the Parliamentary Con-
ference were behind closed doors, and I
must be. careful not to go too far in what I
say. But I can at least express my personal
opinion that from what I heard at the meet-
ings and from contact with the various dele-
gates at the hotel and elsewhere, the
American representatives were just as keen
as we for freedom of speech, freedom of
religion and democratic government. They
were bitterly opposed to communism. I was
delighted to see how keen they were to ensure
that their strong opposition to communism
was made clear to the United Kingdom dele-
gates. I am not one of those who say that
we are going to have war with Russia. I do
not think there will be war if the Russians
realize that Canada, Britain and the other
nations of the commonwealth, together with
the United States, France, Holland, Belgium
and all the other free nations of the world,
are united for the defence of freedom and the
rights of man.

I was delighted with the whole of my
experience at the Parliamentary Conference.
One thing I was convinced of there is that
Canada’s reputation abroad is pretty high. I
was prouder of being a Canadian after I got
home than I was before I went. The Cana-
dian delegates were given a very warm
reception, and in general there was indicated
a very friendly attitude towards this country.
I will say further that we Canadians could
speak in a language that the American dele-
gates understood, and they would take more
from us without getting ruffled than they
would from anybody else. Aware of our
responsibility, we all were very anxious not
to overstep the mark by taking any stand
that we were not sure would be fully sup-
ported by our people as a whole. I wish to
state here that I never had more pleasant
companions in my life than my three fellow
delegates from Canada. Perhaps I may be
permitted to tell one little story concerning
two of us. The delegates were of course
invited to many functions, and one of these
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was a reception at Government House. Mr.
Burton, the member for Humbolt in another
place, asked me when the reception was to
be held, and I said it was Tuesday at six.
On that day we arrived at Government House,
perhaps five minutes early, and to our surprise
found that no other delegates were there. A
page-boy happened to come along and I told
him who we were, so he notified an aide de
camp. When the aide came it was five minutes
after six, and I remarked to him that we
appeared to be a little early, although our
invitation was for six o’clock. He said, “Yes,
the reception is at six o’clock, but it is not
until Friday evening.”

Hon. Mr.
just before?

Aseltine: Where had you been

Hon. Mr. Haig: Anyway, we were at the
reception on Friday, and among the persons
whom I had the pleasure of meeting there
were some of the officers of the British cruiser
Achilles, which played such a wonderful part
in the battle of the River Plate, when the
German battle ship Admiral Graf Spee was
chased into harbour. I feel that gatherings
such as the Parliamentary Conference do
much to foster friendship between nations,
and certainly between representatives of
various nations. I know that I personally
benefitted by my attendance at the Bermuda
conference, and I am sure that the honourable
senator from Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) and
our fellow delegates from the House of Com-
mons would say the same for themselves.
There are some stories that I could tell about
my honourable friend from Essex, but I
promise to keep them a secret so long as he
does not tell stories on me. Seriously, we had
a profitable as well as a most pleasant time
and were proud to be able to do what we
could there on behalf of Canada.

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, I was in London at the time of the
news that the illness of His Majesty made it
necessary to postpone the projected tour of
the King and Queen to Australia and New
Zealand; and I was in Glasgow when the
birth of a son and heir to the Duke and
Duchess of Edinburgh was announced. On
each occasion I sensed the deep interest and
concern of the people of the United Kingdom
in the welfare of the Royal family. This
interest and concern is shared by the people
throughout the commonwealth, in whose
hearts the Royal Family holds an intimate
place, and I am sure we all concur in the
sentiments so well expressed along this line
by the honourable leader opposite.

I had intended to follow my honourable
friend today in this debate, but if I carried
out this plan I might not be able to do justice
to some of the points that he has made; there-

fore, after dealing with one or two matters,
I may ask permission of the house to adjourn
the debate until next week.

I am sure we all listened with the greatest
pleasure to the speech of the mover (Hon. Mr.
Farquhar) and that of the seconder (Hon. Mr.
Comeau) of the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne. I heartily concur
in their references to Mr. Mackenzie King,
who for so long has occupied the position of
leader of the Liberal party and Prime Min-
ister. I heartily concur also in the remarks
of the leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig) with
respect to the new leaders of the Liberal and
Conservative parties in Canada. Whatever
difference of opinion there may be as to their
respective policies, I am sure we all agree
that Canada is very fortunate in having men
of such high calibre occupying these prom-
inent positions in our public life.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: The arguments of the
mover of the Address (Hon. Mr. Farquhar)
were exceedingly well marshalled and clearly
stated. As a free trader I had much pleasure
in listening to his plea for lower tariffs and
freer trade. But I know he will understand
me when I say that my heart was especially
touched by the speech of the seconder, the
honourable gentleman from Digby-Clare
(Hon. Mr. Comeau), whose constituency is -
so close to my own. He has had a long exper-
ience in public life and he represents one
of the minorities in Nova Scotia. As I lis-
tened to him it struck me that his presence
here was further proof of the wisdom inher-
ent in our system of parliamentary represen-
tation, of which system we have a good
example in the Senate. For instance, there is
no statute providing that any particular sec-
tions or any particular groups in Nova
Scotia shall have senatorial representation,
yet there is what amounts almost to an
unwritten law that all the various sections
and groups shall be represented, and in the
result we have a very happy arrangement.
When I was in Europe last year I realized
how true it is that racial questions are at the
base of a great deal of the bitterness and
dissension troubling that continent and indeed
much of the world, and I was more than ever
impressed by the successful way in which we
have handled our problem here. Canada has
by common sense and fair dealing on the
part of different groups that have been in
power at various times, set an example to
the world. The Senate was created for the
protection of minorities, and is a living
example of fair dealing. But there has rarely
been a time since confederation when this
house has had to exercise its power in that
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respect. Because of the innate good judg-
ment of the people of Canada, few minority
problems have arisen.

I come from the province of Nova Scotia, as
does my honourable friend from Digby-Clare
(Hon. Mr. Comeau), and I agree that the rela-
tions between the majority and the minority
there are of the happiest. I frequently visit
the province of Quebec, and in Montreal
where I have many friends, I have never
heard of one person of English descent being
discriminated against by the French maj-
ority. This too, is a living example of the
good judgment and the common sense of the
Canadian people in dealing with racial
problems.

I am happy to welcome my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Comeau) as a colleague from
the province of Nova Scotia. I am a very
much more recent arrival on the political
scene than he is, with his forty-two years’
experience. My experience is about half
that. He has had a most creditable career.
He, the honourable senator from Queens-
Lunenburg (Hon. Mr. Kinley) and I were
elected members of the legislature of our
province in 1928.

I have one or two matters to which I should
like to refer this afternoon, and then, with
deference to my honourable friend the leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig), it is my intention
to adjourn the debate until Tuesday evening
next, when I shall deal more fully with some
of his arguments.

In passing, I wish to point out that my
friend is a little out in his chronology of
events. He took considerable pride in saying
that the subject of the trans-Canada highway
was mentioned at the recent Conservative
convention in Ottawa and that the Liberal
party acted accordingly. I would point out
to him that two months before the Conserva-
tives met there was a very well-attended
convention of the Liberal party in Ottawa
and that the Conservative group paid us a
compliment by copying in almost every
detail, improving where it was possible, our
convention scheme. I have no doubt that my
friend’s party read carefully the report of our
convention proceedings, and then advocated
the completion of the trans-Canada highway.
I attach no great importance to the point, but
one must remember that there is no difficulty
in spending money as long as our finances
make the spending possible.

The honourable leader opposite expressed
himself most emphatically on what he believes
to be an injustice to the wheat growers of
the West because they were not allowed to
sell their product at the highest market price.
I am not prepared to answer fully my friend’s
arguments this afternoon, but it appears to
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me that the conditions he referred to do not
apply only to wheat growing. For instance,
the Dominion Steel and Coal Company of
the province of Nova Scotia felt that the
government had done them a great injustice
in not permitting them to sell on the best
markets at home and abroad. The company
contended that they should be compensated
by the Dominion Government for the differ-
ence between the price for which they sold
their product and the price which they at one
time could have sold it. I do not know that
their claim would have involved the astrono-
mical figures conjured up by my honourable
friend as applying to wheat, but the principle
is the same. I am quite sure that my friend
from Northumberland (Hon. Mr. Burchill)
would feel that the same argument could be
made on behalf of the lumbering industry.
The price of lumber both on the local and
export markets has been constantly controlled.
In fact, I scarcely know of a single article
of commerce in this country that has not
been affected by government regulation for
the purpose of keeping down the price to
the consumer. Should the party of my
honourable friend opposite come into power,
and should they attempt to settle the proposed
claims of the Western farmers, they would
find a great many other people making claims
for losses sustained by reason of the fact
that they could not take advantage of the
best markets. It should also be pointed out
that on the basis of need, the farmers in
western Canada, in fact all the Canadian
people, are better off today than when wheat
was selling at $3 and $4 a bushel. Never in
the history of our country has business been
on a sounder basis than it is now.

My honourable friend has been consistent
in his opposition to rental controls. I am not
sure that he speaks for his party in that
respect, but I have no doubt that if the
claims of the wheat farmers were met, every
landlord in the country would claim from
the government the difference between the
rent he was permitted to charge and that
which, under the circumstances, he could
have obtained. Such claims would be just as
legitimate as those of the wheat farmers. My
honourable friend from Peterborough (Hon.
Mrs. Fallis) shakes her head, but I say that
without controls the whole price structure
would move up thirty or forty per cent. It
must be remembered that we are all con-
sumers and are all interested in what is best
for the economy of Canada.

I do not think the argument advanced by
the leader opposite on behalf of the western
farmer is very sound. It may appeal to the
people in his section of the country, but I
would remind him of what happened during
and after the first World War—the farmers
received top-notch prices for wheat during the
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war, but had to suffer all the evils that
followed. Perhaps conditions during the
recent World War and since have not been
ideal; but we are today in a much sounder
financial condition than we were after the
first World War.

Hon. Mr. Horner: But we have gone in debt
to an amount of §14 billion. Anybody can be
prosperous while he is spending the mortgage
money!

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I am going to deal
with that point, my friend. I refer to the par-
ticular mentality of the Conservative party
with respect to finance.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Would the honourable
leader give us some figures on our debt? I
should like to know the amount of Canada’s
debt at the commencement and at close of
World War I and World War II.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: My honourable friend
has asked a specific question which I am
unable to answer. There is a point of view
which may be expressed in this way: “Admit-
ted that we are better off than we ever were;
admitted that your business, my business, the
business of the country as a whole is more
flourishing than ever; still, we want more—
more—more”. This brings to mind what I
read long ago in the history of ancient Rome.
When the conquerors came back laden with
the spoils of war, as the plunder was unloaded
from the ships the populace cried out “Let us,
too, share the spoils”, and great was the tur-
moil when they got down to making a
division.

On my last visit overseas I was in old Lon-
don, and marked the terrific devastation that
had taken place through the destruction of
so many buildings. Unlike some honourable
senators, I was unable to visit the refugee
camps in Germany, but I visited the head-
quarters of various organizations and heard
something of the tremendous problems inci-
dental to the war, and learned to some extent
how national economy in many countries had
been upset for years to come. We do not
realize how little we know of war and its
destructive effects. Considering the wonder-
ful progress which this country has made,
there is to my mind something painful and
unbecoming in the argument that though we
have all this we should have more and more.
I wonder whether, if an attempt were made
to assess and compare the contributions of
various elements of our population, and their
share in the war, my honourable friend would
advance his claim for the wheat farmers and
for the landlords.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I did not mention landlords.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: My honourable friend
did not, but I took his argument to mean that
because of government action they had
obtained less that they otherwise would have
got. I suppose the honourable senator from
Medicine Hat (Hon. Mr. Gershaw) could claim,
on that basis, that had the market in the
United States been opened earlier, the cattle
raisers would have made more. Arguments
of this kind raise very grave questions and,
contemplating on one hand the views of my
honourable friend, and on the other the
devastation of the war, I am moved to think
of the boy who gave his life in battle, or per-
haps in the torture chamber, and of his com-
rade who will be the inmate of a hospital for
the rest of his days. Then I ask myself how
these sacrifices can be valued, how these con-
tributions can be assessed. Nothing in this
world is perfect. You cannot have a perfect
equality of sacrifice in war, or an exact and
equitable sharing of the spoils and rewards.
But I say this to you, that in no other country
has the administration of this most difficult
problem been dealt with more equitably, so
far as there can be anything equitable con-
cerned with war, than in this country; and I
suggest to my honourable friend that he has
made better arguments than the one he pre-
sented this afternoon.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: Would the honourable
senator permit a question?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Certainly.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: In contending that the
claim of the wheat farmers stands on the
same basis as that of the lumberman or those
engaged in any other business, is he not over-
looking the fact that the growing of crops is
in a rather different category; that the wheat
farmer may have a good crop this year and
be without a crop for the next five years;
that while he may work hard and do every-
thing in his power, he is at the mercy of the
elements? For that reason, we think that
when there is an opportunity for him to make
a profit on his crop he should be permitted
to do so. In some parts of Western Canada
four or five years may go by before the
farmer will get another crop; but so far as
other businesses and other crops are con-
cerned, conditions are more uniform from
year to year.

Hon. Mr. Rokertson: That is a fair point.
It might be the basis of an argument by the
honourable senator from Northumberland
(Hon. Mr. Burchill); and I would admit that
the lumber business is subject to mischances
of one kind and another. Sometimes we have
speculated whether the Maritime provinces
would become the Florida of Canada. When
the lumberman’s logs are in the woods and
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he cannot do anything with them, his busi-
ness collapses. One can make many sorts of
arguments to prove a particular point. But
they do not affect my basic contention. I do
not suggest that our record was perfect, or
that if we had to go to war again—which
God forbid—we would not improve on the
general program which followed the begin-
ning of the last war. But I say to the honour-
able senator from Peterborough that no
future government, be it Liberal, Conserva-
tive, or any other, will again enter upon a
major war without controls over prices. Any
government which permitted vicious elements
in this country to fleece the people left and
right would not last a moment: public
opinion would drive it out of office. As to
accusations of unfairness, it is impossible,
human nature being as it is, that everything
shall be absolutely right. I have always felt
that something must be wrong in a system
which drags a boy from his home and throws
him into the vortex of war and leaves some-
body else at liberty to make any amount of
money he can.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Nobody is advocating
that.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I repeat, no system is
perfect; the question is what degree of weight
should be attached to such a contention as
that raised by my honourable friend.

I do not intend to deal with all the ques-
tions involved in this discussion: some I feel,
should be left to be dealt with by my many
talented colleagues around me. But I wish to
give some attention to one matter to which
my honourable friend has referred, and
which has received considerable notice in
the press, and that is the severe criticism
of the government because it has a surplus.
It would be over-stating the facts to say that
I belong to another age, and am old fashioned,
but I find it difficult to become horrified at
a government for being possessed of a sur-
plus. I lived in the county of Shelburne,
which formed part of the constituency of
the Honourable Mr. Fielding, and, perhaps
for that reason I was trained to think that
surpluses and the careful administration of
finances were things to be proud of and a
good omen for the future of the country. So
it is difficult for me to understand why there
is so much surprise that a Liberal govern-
ment has had these surpluses, or why it is
so viciously attacked on that ground. I have
given a good deal of thought to the subject,
and it is my belief that the attitude of my
honourable friends opposite arises from the
fact that they do not know what surpluses
are. If I should happen to be wrong, I should
like to be corrected by the statistically-minded
leader of the opposition, who juggled so many

figures today that he had me dizzy, and who
is such a financial expert that I will give him
the opportunity of checking me up. In going
carefully through the records, I have dis-
covered that although Canadian confedera-
tion has lasted for over eighty years, and
although, particularly during the last century,
my honourable friends governed the country
a good part of the time, there were only two
years in which a Conservative government
had a surplus.

Hon. Mr. MacLennan: That explains it.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: The first occasion was
earlier than anyone in this house can remem-
ber. Apparently in 1871 there was a surplus
of $30,000. The second time was in 1913,
earlier than either of the lady members of
this house can recall. I am not sure that the
Conservatives were to blame for the surplus
in that year. True, they were in power, but
the surplus related to the year that ended
in March, 1913, and I think the Fielding
tradition still carried on. It took them more
than a year to get clear of the surplus. From
that day to this there is no record of a Con-
servative government in Canada having a
surplus. I shall stand corrected if the statisti-
cally-minded leader of the opposition states
otherwise.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I should like to ask my
honourable friend a question. If what he says
is true, why did the people of Digby-
Annapolis-Kings vote the way they did? What
was the reason they changed their vote? My
honourable friend has been discussing sur-
pluses, and that was one of the issues.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: There were a good
many issues to be considered. One of the
strangest things I have found in my entire
political career is the fact that a good many
of our hard-headed leading businessmen have
chosen to follow the Conservative party. They
are represented in the other place by sound
businessmen who feel that it is wise in their
own affairs to spend less than they take in.
They declare that that policy is part and par-
cel of good business, and I agree with them.
In their individual businesses these men are
scrupulous about this doctrine, but when it
comes to government finances they throw it
out the window. They rather seem to delight
in dedcits, and they hold up their hands in
holy horror at the prospect of a surplus.

My honourable friends opposite would like
to see the income tax reduced. I find no
fault with that, but I can tell them that the
prospects of reducing income tax are much
better if there is a surplus instead of a
deficit. You can try to fool the public by
saying, “Oh, we will cut the income tax
whether or not the finances of the country
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warrant it”. But this just does not work in
this day and age. We Liberals were never
supposed to have the business judgment of
the Conservatives, but we have always
believed that sound government finance is
the basis of all prosperity, and that only when
your house is in order can you recommend to
parliament that they reduce taxes. I think
it is a curious hangover that causes my Con-
servative friends to adopt an attitude towards
government finances which is different from
the one they adopt in their own private busi-
nesses. It is not that they do not know
better. My honourable friends opposite have
keen minds, but they are still thinking of
days gone by, when the Conservative party
thought that the public would listen to almost
anything. That does not hold true today. T‘k.le
government can only reduce the taxes with
public approval, and government ﬁnz-mce:s
must first indicate that a reduction is justi-
fied. If you want proof of this look to the
United States. When Mr. Truman auto-
matically became the President of the United
States he was sneered at by the master-
minds of the American business world as
being quite incapable of grasping the great
problems of public finance. Honourable sena-
tors will recall what happened a year or two
ago when he recommended to Congress that
no reduction be made in the income tax. The
Republican party, which represented the
business interests of that country, held that
there must be a reduction in taxation. Mr.
Truman’s answer was that although the coun-
try was in a prosperous condition it was going
to be faced with heavy expenditures, and that
because of the demands that would be made
on the treasury in the future it was undesir-
able to reduce taxes. As honourable senators
know, the majority of the members of Con-
gress at that time were of a different political
faith from that of the head of the govern-
ment—a situation that could not exist under
our system—and they vetoed his measure on
one, or perhaps two, occasions. Then when he
made a third attempt to prevent a reduction
in taxation, the Republicans and certain
Democrats united to override him, to show
what they thought the country wanted, no
matter what the financial consequences might
be. Let me tell my honourable friends that
they should not underestimate the people’s
knowledge of public affairs. No government
should. I believe that public opinion will sup-
port you in a reduction of taxation if finances
justify it. But if you adopt an indifferent atti-
tude, as the Republicans did in the United
States, you run the risk that the public will
know as much as or more than you do about
finances, and will treat you accordingly.
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Hon. Mr. Horner: President Truman se-
cured the farm vote because he did not give
away their wheat. They receive double the
price our farmers get.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: At any rate in order
to balance the budget, President Truman has
now asked for increased taxes.

I have taken the greatest pride in the pres-
ent government’s record of financial admin-
istration both before and since I became a
member of it. During the war we elected to
pay for half the cost of it as we went along.
That was hard to do, but the Minister of
Finance predicted that we would enjoy the
benefits of this policy later. We are, indeed,
reaping the benefits today, and shall continue
to do so for some time. We must not forget
that we have to pay for our wars. Those who
believe otherwise are not realistic thinkers.
Because of the business-like handling of our
finances by the Liberal government during
the war, we are now in a position to boast
that, despite the income tax reductions made
in the United States, our taxes today are
lower than those in that country and infinitely
lower than those in Great Britain, two
countries where the situation is most com-
parable with ours.

I quote the following from the budget
speech made by the Minister of Finance on
May 18 last year:

Despite the common conception of lower taxes in
the United States, it is clear . . . that at many points
the Canadian tax is lower. Indeed, taking into
account the number of taxpayers at various income
levels, I am able to make what is to me the striking
statement that three out of every four Canadians
would pay more income tax on their present income
if they lived in the United States ratner than in
Canada.

So that there may be no misunderstanding
I quote from the same speech the assump-
tions on which the comparisons between the
Canadian and United States taxes were made:

Canadian Tax

1. No allowance made for medical expenses, pen-
sicn ccntributions, charitable donations, or other
deductions. Taxpayers claiming such deductions
would pay less tax than shown.

2. Family allowances for children taken into
account as being in lieu of income tax relief for
children.

United States Tax

1. Deduction of 10 per cent of income up to a
maximum of $1,000 claimable by every taxpayer in
licu of deductions for medical expenses, charitable
donations, states taxes, ete.

2. All taxpayers assumed to take full advantage of
the provisions for splitting incomes between husband
and wife.

3. New York State income tax included in calcula-
tion.

As honourable members know, in the United
States there is also a state income tax.

I place these facts on record to emphasize
the happy position that the people of Canada
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are in today as a result of careful administra-
tion during the war. Our house has been
kept in order, and for two successive years
we have had surpluses on a large scale, which
could be used—I put it in this way, for of
course I am not in a position to make any
definite statement on the matter—which could
be used, with the approval of the sound
business people of this country, for reduction
purposes without injuring the country’s finan-
cial condition. I say that is a most com-
mendable position, and my honourable
friends are wrong in choosing to be so indif-
ferent to it. Let me remind them that at the
corresponding period after the last war, when
they were administering the affairs of the
country, there was no surplus.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: And no high income taxes.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: There were no sur-
pluses at that time; make no mistake about
that. I repeat that we are today in a sound
and happy position. Despite very heavy
increases in expenses of one kind and another
there is a surplus, and our tax on incomes up
to the $2,500 bracket is lower than that in
any comparable country. In case any of us
in the higher income brackets are inclined to
feel sorry for ourselves, let me point out that
there is no capital gains tax in this country
such as there is in the United States.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: But there is a luxury tax
and an 8 per cent sales tax.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: There are other taxes
in the United States also, but at the moment
I am discussing income taxes, which my
honourable friends are so concerned about.
It is difficult to understand the indifference
of my honourable friends to our surpluses;
the only way I can account for it is that my
honourable friends have had so little experi-
ence with surpluses that they do not under-
stand what they are.

Honourable senators, I have already taken
more time than I intended to take this after-
noon. There are a number of points brought
up by my honourable friend that I have
not dealt with, but I am surrounded by a
great deal of talent on this side and I do not
want to discuss every question that is raised.
I hope to have an opportunity later to say
something of my experiences overseas as a
delegate to the United Nations Assembly.
Therefore I shall not detain the house longer
at this time, nor shall I ask permission to
inflict myself further upon the house when
the debate is resumed.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Honourable senators, I
move adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Febru-
ary 8, at 8 p.m.
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Tuesday, February 8, 1949

The Senate met at 8 p.m. the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

FRANKLIN DIVORCE PETITION
REFUND OF FEES

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

1. With respect to the petition of Albert Franklin,
of the city of Montreal, in the province of Quebec,
for an Act to dissolve his marriage with Mary Helen
May Leclair Franklin.

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

The motion was agreed to.

BOURNE DIVORCE PETITION
REFUND OF FEES
Hon. Mr. Aseltine presented and moved
concurrence in the third report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce, as follows:

1. With respect to the petition of Rita Louise
Windsor Bourne, of the city of Montreal, in the
province of Quebec, for an Act to dissolve her
marriage with Norman John Bourne.

2. Application having been made for leave to with-
draw the petition, the committee recommend that
leave be granted accordingly, and that the parlia-
mentary fees paid under Rule 140 be refunded to
the petitioner less printing and translation costs.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Campbell presented Bill H, an
Act respecting the Globe Printing Company.

The bill was read the first time.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Bishop presented Bill I, an Act
to incorporate Canadian Home Assurance
Company.

The bill was read the first time.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Campbell presented Bill J, an Act
respecting Chartered Trust and Executor
Company.

The Bill was read the first time.
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BANK BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson presented Bill K, an
Act to amend the Industrial Development
Bank Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

INDIAN AFFAIRS LEGISLATION
INQUIRY

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members,
about a year ago I had the honour of being
elected a chief of the Sarcee Indian tribe.
The tribe has inquired of me, as one of their
chiefs, when the legislation dealing with
Indian affairs will be brought down.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: In reply to the illus-
trious chief of the tribe, may I say that at the
moment I have no definite knowledge on the
point, but I shall endeavour to obtain an
answer to his inquiry.

CHEESE AND CHEESE FACTORY
IMPROVEMENT BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison moved the
second reading of Bill B, an Act to amend the
Cheese and Cheese Factory Improvement Act.

He said: I have asked the honourable
senator from King’s to explain this bill.

Hon. J. A. McDonald: Honourable sena-
tors, this bill, if passed, will amend section
8 of chapter 13 of the act of 1939. Honour-
able members who were here when that
measure was passed will be pleased to know
that it has accomplished its purpose, namely
to encourage the improvement of the quality
of Canadian Cheddar cheese. It was a matter
of great importance to improve the quality of
this important export product of our great
dairy industry.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Does my honourable
friend not think he would be more correct if
he added the word ‘“former” when referring
to the great dairy industry of Canada?

Hon. Mr. McDonald: It is still a great dairy
industry.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: It is the great “oleo” indus-
try now.

Hon. Mr. McDonald: As I think honourable
members know, the producers did a great job
during the war years in not only enhancing
the quality but materially increasing the
quantity of cheese which we supplied to Great
Britain. In the last two years the quantity
exported amounted to about 50 million
pounds, and the price was 30 cents per pound
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f.o.b. factory. At this point I would like to
say a word of compliment to Mr. John F.
Singleton, former Dairy Commissioner and
chairman of the Dairy Products Board, re-
cently retired, who did outstanding work,
especially during the war years, and to his
successor in office, Mr. W. C. Cameron.

This bill would make two amendments in
section 8 of the act. The first would add the
words ‘“for distribution amongst producers
in accordance with regulations”. This is for
purposes of clarification. The second amend-
ment proposed by the bill is a new subsection
of the nature of a penalty clause. As first
enacted, the act provided no penalty. It was
later found that a penalty clause was neces-
sary to ensure the receipt by the producers
of the bonus or premium payable to them by
the government. Such a clause was pres-
cribed under the authority of the War Meas-
ures Act, but that measure, enforced during
the war years, is no longer operative. That
is why this provision is to be added to section
8 of the Act. I do not know that anything
more need be said by way of explanation,
but if detailed information is required which
cannot be given tonight, the bill might be

referred to the Committee on Natural
Resources.
Hon. Mr. Leger: Would the honourable

senator say whether “producers” is defined
in the Act?

Hon. Mr. McDonald: No, “producer” is not
defined.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Does the word as used in
the section mean the person who produces
the milk or the cream for the cheese, or the
manufacturer of the cheese?

Hon. Mr. McDonald: “Producer” here means
the person who produces the milk for the
cheese factory. He is paid a bonus of one
cent per pound on cheese made from his milk
which grades 93, and two cents per pound
bonus on cheese made from his milk which
grades 94.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Is that provided for in
the Act?

Hon. Mr. McDonald: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Leger: It occurs to me that the
word ‘“producers” should include the manu-
facturer as well as the person who delivers
the milk. A factory produces cheese.

Hon. Mr. McDonald: If the section is
amended as set out here, it will read:

The governor in council may grant to cheese fac-
tories, for distribution amongst producers in accord-
ance with regulations, out of moneys appropriated
by parliament for the purpose, the sum of one cent
per pound on all cheese that scores 93 points on
grading or scoring by a dairy produce grader, and

the sum of two cents per pound on all cheese that
scores 94 or more points on grading or scoring by
a dairy produce grader.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Will the honourable
senator please explain how these points are
determined? How is the grading done?

Hon. Mr. McDonald: The dairy produce
graders grade the cheese in the factories and
award points according to texture, moisture
content, flavour, and other qualities of that
nature. The points are added up.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine:
93?7

Hon. Mr. McDonald:
Hon. Mr. Aseltine:
Hon. Mr. McDonald: Out of 100.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I must confess that I
am in a haze with respect to this bill. It is
stated here that a penalty is necessary to
ensure that money appropriated by parliament
shall be distributed to the parties for whom
it was appropriated. What has been going
on that such a penalty is required? It would
scem to me that it is a matter for the Crim-
inal Code, if money that has been approp-
riated by parliament for somebody has been
appropriated by somebody else.

Hon. Mr. Hayden:
riated.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Yes. It becomes an
offence under the Criminal Code. No penalty
would be required under this bill to carry out
an Act of parliament. I do not understand
this.

Hon. Mr. Hayden:
go to committee.

Hon. Mr. McDonald: Soon after the Act
went into effect it was found necessary to
impose a penalty to make sure that these
bonuses were passed on to the producers.
The government paid the bonuses to the
treasurer at the cheese factory, and he in
ttrn was tc pay them to the producers.

What do you mean by

Ninety-three points.
Out of how many?

You mean misapprop-

That is why it should

Hon. Mr. Farris: He would be a trustee.

Hon. Mr. McDonald: Yes. Under the War
Measures: Act the government was able to
provide a penalty; but now it is necessary to
write the penalty into the Act.

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

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Natural Resources.

The :notion was agreed tc.
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NATIONAL TRADE MARK BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison moved the second
reading of Bill C, an Act respecting the
application of a National Trade Mark to
commodities and respecting the true descrip-
tion of commodities.

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

Hon. G. P. Campbell: Honourable senators,
this legislation will amend certain provisions
of the Dominion Trade and Industry Com-
mission Act, 1935. Its purpose is to continue
the use of a national trade mark, to establish
commodity standards, and to provide for the
accurate labelling of commodities. The pres-
ent law has never been satisfactory, and
questions have been raised from time to time
about the constitutionality of its provisions.
Under the present law there is provision for
the establishment of a commission to admin-
ister the Act, but that commission has never
functioned. In an attempt to make the Act
effective, certain powers were transferred to
the Director of Standards of the Department
of Trade and Commerce, while other powers
were transferred to the minister.

The government feels that this bill in its
present form, which has been carefully con-
sidered, is intra vires of this parliament. It
will establish the words “Canada Standard”
or the initials “C.S.” as a national trade mark.
Under the existing law the minister has
power to regulate the manner in which this
trade mark may be used, and the Governor
in Council has authority over all national
trade marks. It is now felt that all regula-
tions should be within the jurisdiction of the
Governor in Council. The use of the trade
mark is not restricted to commodities which
already have met recognized standards
approved by the department, but it is pro-
posed to limit it to commodities meeting
standards or specifications established under
this Act or other statutory authority. Under
the present law, once permission is granted
to use the trade mark, there is no provision
for cancellation for infringements of the
regulations. The proposed legislation author-
jzes the Governor in Council to make regula-
tions for such cancellation, and contains
adequate provisions for proper enforcement.

It may be of interest to honourable mem-
bers to know something about the develop-
ment of legislation of this kind. The British
North America Act vested in the Dominion
Parliament certain powers with respect to
standards of weights and measures, and from
time to time there have been requests from
industry for standards relating to goods that
are sold on domestic and foreign markets. The
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purpose of the present bill is to set up facili-
ties which will be available to persons who
wish to take advantage of a national trade
mark. Use of the trade mark will not be
compulsory, but any goods on which it
appears must comply with the standards that
will be laid down in regulations.

As honourable senators will realize, the use
of standards of measurement has been very
extensive in this country. For instance,
provision has been made for the inspection of
gas meters, electrical meters, elevator scales,
and so on. Similarly it is proposed to keep a
close check on the manufacture of goods bear-
ing the national trade mark, in order to see
that they comply with the requirements as to
standards. In this way the public can be
assured that an article which bears the words
“Canada Standard” is what it purports to be.

Hon. Mr. Farris: How is that check to be
carried out?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: That has not yet been
determined, but regulations will be made by
the Governor in Council. This whole question
is being carefully studied by the Department
of Trade and Commerce in conjunction with
the National Research Council. It is expected
that a manufacturer who wishes to use the
national trade mark on commodities which
he is offering to the public will be required
to submit his goods to the National Research
Council for investigation and opinion, and
that the council will then advise the minister
whether representations made regarding the
goods are true. Once permission has been
given to a manufacturer or distributor to use
the words “Canada Standard” upon his goods,
he will be under obligation to see that those
goods are in accordance with the required
standards.

The bill itself is a short one, but perhaps
there are one or two comments that I should
make about it. It provides for three things:
first, for the use of a national trade mark,
“Canada Standard”; second, for the establish-
ment of standards of commodities to which
such trade mark may be applied; and third,
for the accurate labelling of goods.

I have already said that there have been
some requests from industry for standards
relating to certain goods. It may interest
honourable senators to know that the only
specific request of that kind dealt with so
far came from the furriers. Coats made of
dyed rabbit, for instance, were being offered
for sale as “Hudson seal”, and there was a
request that the manufacturers of these gar-
ments be required to label and advertise their
goods as such, so that the public would not
be deceived. As a result, standards were
agreed upon, and since then advertisements
of “Hudson seal” coats have contained, in
brackets, the words “dyed rabbit”.
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Under the existing law the Minister of
Trade and Commerce has the power to regu-
late the manner of using the national trade
mark, but no power to prescribe the terms
and conditions of its use. The Governor in
Council has that power under the present
law, but has no authority over the national
trade mark itself. Thus there has been a
divided authority, which did not work out
well. This bill empowers the Governor in
Council to make regulations prescribing com-
modity standards.

At present the right to use the national
trade mark is not restricted to commodities
for which standards or specifications have
been prescribed, but this bill provides that
the use of the mark shall be limited to com-
modities which comply with the regulations
as to standards, the purpose being to give the
mark some clear significance and value.
Also, under the present law, once the right
to use the trade mark had been granted and
the manner of applying it had been pre-
scribed, there was no provision for cancelling
that right, even though it had been abused.
The bill remedies this situation by providing
that in the event of failure to comply with
the regulations the right to use the mark may
be cancelled.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I should like to ask my
honourable friend if the bill would apply to
oleomargarine.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I asked that question
when I was being informed about the bill,
and I was told that it was not intended that
the measure should apply to oleomargarine.
I suppose, however, that under the law
regulations could be passed to make sure that
oleomargarine was properly labelled, so that
the public would not be deceived.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Only if the national
trade mark “Canada Standard” were used on
the oleomargarine. Is that not so?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: There is provision in
the bill for labelling, to ensure that true
statements are made with respect to ingredi-
ents, weight, quality and so forth.

Hon. Mr. Farris: And colour?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: There is nothing about
colour. For the purpose of preventing public
deception—this may apply to oleomargarine
as well—the Governor in Council has had
authority to prescribe the wording appearing
on the commodity or the package to describe
the material content. This power is con-
sidered inadequate, and the bill would amplify
it by enabling the Governor in Council to
provide that commodities and containers shall
be marked in such a way as to indicate not
only the material content but the quality,
size, quantity and properties of the com-

modity. To date the labelling regulations,
so far as the department is concerned, have
been confined to the fur garments to which I
have referred. But there has been consider-
able demand from manufacturers for the
adoption of regulations requiring an accurate
representation of articles offered for sale.

I do not think I need take more time to
discuss the details of the bill. Although the
subject is not new, it is an important piece of
legislation. Its purpose is to make workable
the provisions of the law now in force, and
to make sure that those provisions are not
ultra vires.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Would my friend permit
a question? Is it intended that the provisions
of the bill should apply only to cases where
the national trade mark, “Canada Standard”
is being used? For instance, section 5 would
appear to be broader in scope than section 4,
which is limited by regulations relating to the
national trade mark. Is it intended that
section 5 be so limited?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: The bill, as I under-
stand it, falls into two parts. The first has to
do with the national trade mark, for which
regulations will be passed providing the
conditions under which it may be used. The
second part relates to further regulations
which will be passed to provide for proper
labelling of goods, in order to prevent decep-
tion of the public. There are several pieces
of legislation now in existence, such as the
Food and Drug Act, under which the federal
parliament has passed regulations requiring
a standard of labelling and description of
contents.

The bill requires careful study and con-
sideration. Therefore, when it receives
second reading, I intend to move that it be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Canadian Trade Relations.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: May I ask my honour-
able friend whether this requirement as to
the use of the national trade mark is to be
mandatory in character? For example, would
a sawmill operator manufacturing and selling
lumber for domestic and export trade be
required by this legislation to attach the
Canada Standard mark to his product?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: No. I thought I had
made it clear that the use of the national
trade mark was purely optional, but that
once a manufacturer had decided to use it
he must then comply with the regulations.
I also said that the proposed legislation seems
to go further with respect to certain other
conditions; but they do not relate to the use
of the trade mark. There are also provisions
in the bill which will require careful study
to avoid conflict with provincial rights or
interference with present trade practice.
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Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I notice that in section
3 of the bill the word “Canada” is substituted
for the words “Dominion of Canada.” Is
there any significance to be attached to that
change?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I do not think so.
“Canada” is shorter, and is thought to be a
better trade name.

Hon. Arthur W. Roebuck: Honourable
senators, I quite agree with the suggestion of
the honourable senator from Toronto (Hon.
Mr. Campbell), that this bill should be care-
fully investigated in committee. It appears
to me to be a most useful piece of legislation,
and one may well compliment those who have
developed it thus far. It may bring about
high standards which will maintain and
increase the status of Canadian goods in for-
eign markets. There is, however, a very
grave danger connected with this kind of
legislation. It seems to place the Dominion
of Canada alongside the vendor of commod-
ities, and to make the government and the
nation responsible for the quality of his goods.
When the standard is abused in those circum-
stances the matter is more serious to Canada
and her reputation abroad than where a
private seller stands alone behind his goods.

Hon. Mr. Haig:

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I have been consistently
opposed to the government entering into
business deals, making monopolies of certain
trades, and selling on the one hand and buy-
ing on the other for distribution among the
people. One reason for my opposition is that
when disagreements arise, as they so often
do between parties to commercial transac-
tions, the matter then attains a national
importance. It is no longer a quarrel between
a buyer and a seller, which can be decided in
the courts; it becomes an international ques-
tion, with both sides taking their revenge,
not by going to court, but rather by black-
guarding one another from Dan to Beer-
sheba. That is the difficulty we encounter
when we make the government the dealer.

I agree that this measure is different from
some others, but it savours of placing the
Dominion of Canada in the position of
guarantor of the goods of some private pro-
ducer or trading company. I would warn
those who undertake the administration of
this Act that they must be vigilant, lest
damage be done to Canada. I believe that
a great deal of checking up will be necessary
to prevent some of the difficulties to which
I refer.

Hon. J. W. de B. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I have not studied this proposed legis-
lation, but my honourable friend from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) has

Hear, hear.
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raised a question which makes me realize
that there are certain provisions in the bill
which require serious consideration. Having
listened to what the honourable member has
just said, it appears to me that there are two
distinct matters which require recognition
before we decide whether what we are doing
is right or wrong.

I refer first to paragraph (b), subsection (1),
of section 4, which I read along with para-
graph (b) of section 5.

Paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of section
4 is as follows:

(b) prescribing the terms and conditions on which

the national trade mark may be applied to commodi-
ties or packages or containers thereof;

That means that, once a national trade mark
has been prescribed, it has the endorsement
of the Dominion government and can be
advertised as such.

Then look at section 5:

The Governor in Council may make regulations...

(b) prescribing the implied warranties that mark-
ing or labelling in accordance with a regulation
made under this section shall represent;
The converse of that is that, once those war-
ranties have been prescribed, and the vendor
or manufacturer has conformed thereto, he
is entitled also to broadcast to the world that
he has conformed to the requirements of the
law under the dominion government regula-
tions. That may be highly advantageous and
desirable, but in assuming these regulatory
functions the Government of Canada is taking
on a grave responsibility, and I think that in
committee we must check very carefully to
ascertain the extent to which the department
has realized the magnitude of the task it has
undertaken.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: And we should inquire
as to the machinery it has for its purpose.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, how far it has the
machinery, and is prepared to take the res-
ponsibility of permitting vendors of com-
modities to give purchasers the guarantee
that the Dominion Government is behind the
products which they produce.

Another question which is raised by this
bill, and one which—again speaking rather
“off the bat”—would raise doubt, I believe,
in the mind of any lawyer, arises under para-
graph (a) of section 5:

The Governor in Council may make regulations. ..

(a) prescribing the form and manner in which
any commodity designated by him or any package
or container thereof shall be marked or labelled,
or described in advertising, in order to indicate the
material content, quality, size, quantity or properties
of such commodity, or to indicate whether or not
the commodity conforms to a prescribed standard
or prescribed specification

The question to my mind is, what section
of the British North America Act confers
this authority? Is it section 91, dealing with
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trade and commerce, or section 92, relating
to property and civil rights? On this point the
honourable member from Toronto (Hon. Mr.
Hayden), who has recently been a party to a
case in the Supreme Court in connection with
oleomargarine, can speak with more author-
ity than any other member of this house. I
can recognize that considerations of health
may be involved, and that even colouring
matter might be within the federal jurisdic-
tion if it affected the nutrition or health of
consumers of the commodity. But how far is
it permissible for the federal authority to
designate, by virtue of section 5, paragraph
(b), the label to be used on a commodity which
is manufactured or sold in a province and
does not go outside that province? If the sec-
tion dealt expressly with interprovincial or
international trade, one could understand that
there would be some right in the Governor in
Council to deal with the matter. While I have
not the least intention, upon the brief con-
sideration I have been able to give it, to say
whether this section is ultra vires, I do assert
that it raises questions which should be given
most serious consideration by the appropriate
committee of the Senate, and, I believe, by
every lawyer in this house who is interested
in and feels some qualification to consider
these matters. I do not know of any bill in
a long time that has raised questions of
greater and more vital import, and I suggest
that this bill be remitted to the Banking and
Commerce Committee.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved that the bill be
referred to the Banking and Commerce Com-
mittee.

The motion was agreed to.

NATIONAL RAILWAYS AUDITORS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson moved the
second reading of Bill E, an Act respecting
the appointment of auditors for National
Railways.

He said: Honourable senators, section 13 of
the Canadian National-Canadian Pacific Act,
1933, chapter 33, 1933, as enacted by section
3 of chapter 25, 1936, provides as follows:

(1) A continuous audit of the accounts of Na-
tional Railways shall be made by independent audi-
tors appointed annually by a joint resolution of the
Senate and House of Commons and annually report-
ing to Parliament in respect of their audit. Their
annual report shall call attention to any matters
which in their opinion require consideration or
remedial action. They shall be paid by the National
Company such amounts as the Governor in Council
shall from time to time approve.”

SENATE

The reason the present Bill is as follows:
“Notwithstanding the provisions of section 13
of the Canadian National-Canadian Pacific
Act”, is that the provision that the auditors
be appointed annually by joint resolution of
the Senate and House of Commons has been
found to be too complicated and cumbersome
for practical purposes. In consequence, the
simpler method of appointment by act of
parliament has been adopted.

This is an annual bill and is in the same
form as in previous years. It provides for
the appointment of George A. Touche and
Company as independent auditors.

Although bills similar to the present one
have been before the Senate for several
years, and most honourable senators are
familiar with their terms and purposes, it
may be well, for the benefit of those who are
less well informed, that I repeat what I have
said on previous occasions with reference to
the appointment of these auditors and the
scope of their work.

The auditors’ report to parliament for 1947
outlined briefly the general scope of the
audit of the national system as follows:

(a) Examination of major expenditure authorities
in conjunction with the recorded resolutions of the

directors, which in turn are related to corporate
by-laws, orders-in-council and acts of parliament;

(b) Audit tests in the offices of regions, separately
operated properties and system headquarters, limited
to a cross-section of the major expenditures so
authorized;

(c) Examination into the adequacy of the internal
audit control in general as exercised by the account-
ing staff of the system. In this connection we work
in collaboration with the executive accounting officers
at headquarters having as a common objective
the securing of maximum internal protection to the
system in the control of cash receipts and expendi-
tures, securities held, material stores, accounts re-
ceivable, etc., and through the carrying of fidelity
bond insurance with outside underwriters, and

(d) Audit and certification of the consolidated in-
come account and consolidated balance sheet for
presentation to parliament, which body is thus
placed in possession of facts upon which conclusions
can be reached as to the stewardship of the duly
appointed administrators of the system.

In respect of Trans-Canada Air Lines and
Canadian National (West Indies) Steamships,
Limited, the scope of the audit is similar to
that of the national system and may be out-
lined briefly as follows:

(a) Examination of major expenditure authorities,
embracing mainly the recorded resolutions of the
directors, corporate by-laws, acts of parliament and
orders in council;

(b) Audit tests covering a cross-section of the
major expenditures so authorized;

(c) Examination into the adequacy of the internal
audit control in general by the accounting staffs of
the companies covering cash receipts and expendi-
tures, securities held, material stores, accounts re-
ceivable, etc., and

(d) Audit and certification of the balance sheets,
income and profit and loss accounts for presentation
to parliament.
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Prior to 1938, the fee paid George A. Touche
and Company for audit of the above men-
tioned accounts was $50,000 per year. Com-
mencing in the year 1938, the fee was
increased to $51,800 by reason of the inclu-
sion of the Trans-Canada Air Lines and the
Canadian National Railways Securities Trust.
In 1946 the fee was increased to $55,000 per
year, principally due to the increased work
imposed upon the auditors as a result of the
substantial growth of the Trans-Canada Air
Lines. The fee is fixed by the Governor in
Council.

In addition to this fee the auditors are
compensated for disbursements in certain
cases, such as those made for travelling for
audit purposes and at hotels on such occa-
sions, at all audit points, except the city of
Montreal, and also for special disbursements
made in the preparation of extra copies of
reports, in both English and French, to Par-
liament as required by the government.
These expenditures average about $4,500 per
annum. The fee and disbursements are paid
by the Canadian National Railway Company
and Canadian National (West Indies) Steam-
ships, Limited, in such amounts and at such
times as approved by the directors of the
railway company and steamship company.

Since the inception of the Canadian
National Railway System in 1923 George A.
Touche and Company have been the auditors,
with the exception of the year 1935 when
Clarkson, Gordon, Dilworth, Guilfoyle and
Nash of the city of Toronto were the
appointed auditors. Prior to the formation
of the Canadian National Railway system in
1923 George A. Touche and Company were
the auditors of the Canadian Northern Rail-
way Company.

The Canadian National Railway system
comprises a large number of subsidiary com-
panies and operates railways and other
facilities in Canada and the United States.
For this reason it is necessary to have
accounting firms to do the auditing with con-
nections in the United States. Also, owing to
the diversified operations of the Canadian
National Railways, it is considered necessary
to have experienced auditors. The firm of
George A. Touche and Company have the
connections in Canada and abroad, and by
reason of their long association with Cana-
dian National Railways’ accounts, have the
experience, and it is considered good busi-
ness for the railway to have a continuous
audit made by the same firm.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: It is proposed to use
the same auditors as were used last year?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Moraud: Is it a Canadian or an
English firm?
29091—5

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I believe it is a Cana-
dian firm.

Hon. Mr. Haig: No, it is an English firm.
Its headquarters are in London under Mr.
Touche. There are partners located in Mont-
real, Toronto and Winnipeg.

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

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from Thursday, Feb-
ruary 3, the consideration of His Excellency
the Governor General’s Speech at the opening
of the session, and the motion of Hon. Mr.
Farquhar for an address in reply thereto.

Hon. F. W. Gershaw: Honourable senators,
may I first of all congratulate the mover and
seconder of the Address upon their eloquence
and the subject-matter of their speeches. I
should also like to extend my humble welcome
to the newly appointed senators. Although
they have certain responsibilities to carry out,
like their predecessors, they will find in this
chamber a spirit of good will and good fellow-
ship which I am sure they will appreciate.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Gershaw: Honourable senators,
I wish to take advantage of the latitude
extended to speakers in this debate to refer
briefly to three subjects, none of which, per-
haps, is closely related to the subject-matter
of the Address.

May I say that those engaged in the live-
stock industry are grateful to the Canadian
government for the action it took in their
behalf during the past year? Ranching is
now carried on in a much more scientific
manner than in the days of the open ranges,
but the stock-raising industry is still subject
to periods of depression and disaster. Storms
may destroy whole herds of cattle, food may
be in short supply, and prices may vary
widely. But 1948 will long be remembered
as the year when the embargo against our
cattle entering the TUnited States was
removed, and when the prices for fat cattle
reached and exceeded the twenty-cent mark.

When it became known that the embargo
had been removed, cattle cars came into
Alberta from Chicago, St. Paul, and from as
far south as Los Angeles. Buyers appeared
at the feed lots and the ranches in great
numbers. The Americans were anxious to

get our fat cattle, our stockers and feeders.
When it was learned that cars might be in
short supply and that some of the cattle might
not reach the market, the old method of trail-
ing them across the prairies was adopted.
At one place close to where I live some 800
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cattle were gathered and started on the long
overland trip to the United States. As they
slowly progressed, at six to eight miles a day,
other cattle were purchased and added to the
herd. They were corralled for veterinary
inspection, and then the cowboys drove them
south to the American shipping points. It was
a revival of the old trailing method which
was in vogue before the open ranges were
criss-crossed with fences and railway tracks.
More than 240,000 cattle have been shipped
into the United States, and they would supply
about one and a half per cent of that
country’s consumption of beef.

The lifting of the embargo brought a real
supply of American dollars into Canada.
Furthermore, statistics show that there was
no decline in the use of meat by Canadians.
On the contrary, more meat than ever was
consumed in this country. The increased
revenue received by the industry was a great
help also to the income tax department. Most
important of all, it gave the people engaged
in the ranching industry an opportunity to
pay their debts, to meet their costs of produc-
tion, to undertake certain improvements, and
to get back on the trail which they were
travelling before the embargo was imposed.
It is fondly hoped that this natural market
will never again be closed, and that ranchers,
who are noted for their hospitality and
neighbourliness, will not in future be handi-
capped by artificial trade barriers.

I also wish to say something about the
development of oil production in Alberta.
That province at the present time is having
the greatest oil boom in its history, and great
. -credit is due to the private oil companies
“which have invested so much of their risk
capital in the search for oil on the western
prairies. In 1948 the expenditures on oil
development were about $50 million, or an
average of roughly $1 million a week; it is
expected that this year they will run to about
$100 million, or about $2 million a week.
Credit is also due to the technical men who
went into the remote and relatively inacces-
sible districts. Travelling by canoe, pack-
train or airplane, in groups of three or four,
they spent months in the lonely wilderness,
making observations and charting the way for
other specialists, who predicted to the best
of their ability where oil might be found.
Eventually there was a lot of drilling, and
in spite of many discouragements this has
paid off. In 1948 the number of wells drilled
in Alberta was 366, of which 210 proved to be
oil producers, 23 were gas wells and 133 were
dry holes.

The daily output of crude oil has been about
35,000 barrels, and the average during one
week in the middle of November was 39,572
barrels. Oil men hope and expect that by

1950 the wells will be producing 65,000 barrels
a day. The oil production has been of great
benefit not only to Alberta but to the whole
country. Rentals and royalties have brought
millions of dollars to the provincial treasury,
and four to five thousand persons are em-
ployed directly in the oil industry. As the
Canadian consumption of oil is about 250,000
barrels daily, we have had to depend upocn
imports for about 86 per cent of our require-
ments. Every barrel of oil produced in
Alberta saves from $3 to $5 of our American
exchange.

There is one other matter to which I wish
to refer at this time, and that is divorce.
Ever since confederation parliament has had
to deal with a number of applications for
divorce, and it seems that at almost every
session some honourable members have
spoken of the undesirability of the procedure.
In a book written by Gemmill it is stated
that not only is there no jurisdiction in Que-
bec to deal with divorce but that a pre-
confederation law, which was continued by
the British North America Act and will con-
tinue till parliament chooses to repeal it—as it
has power to do under section 91 of that act—
declares that marriage is dissolved only by
the death of one of the spouses. As nothing
has been done by the various parliaments
down through all the years to repeal that
law, it seems likely that divorce applications
will continue to come to parliament for a
long time yet.

Partly owing to the war, the number of
divorce cases has increased; but altogether
aside from that cause it seems that divorce
is greatly on the increase. It has occurred to
me that it might be possible to appoint a
King’s Proctor or some such official whose
duty it would be to inquire into every divorce
application right on the ground and try to
reconcile the parties, and where that is not
possible, to send a report to the body hearing
the application. If it is not practicable to
employ such an officer, perhaps a system
could be developed whereby some reliable
official, such as magistrate or police chief,
would endeavour to bring about reconcilia-
tion in certain cases and forward a report in
every case where attempts at reconciliation
were unsuccessful.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Is my honourable friend
referring only to cases coming from Quebec
or to cases from the whole of Canada?

Hon. Mr. Gershaw: I should think it would
be well if some such system could be worked
out for the whole of Canada, for divorce is
on the increase in every province.

The following statement by the Chairman
of our Divorce Committee (Hon. Mr. Asel-
tine)—who, by the way, deserves great credit
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for the work he has done in that position—
appears on page 558 of the Senate Hansard
for 1947:

South Carolina, South Ireland—that is Eire—and
Quebec are the only places in the world where
divorce cannot be obtained. In Canada, except in
Nova Scotia, where cruelty is a ground for divorce,
the only ground on which a divorce can be obtained
is adultery. It is my opinion that this restriction
to one ground has resulted in the wholesale commis-
sion of adultery by people seeking freedom from
unhappy marriages.

Witnesses appearing before the committee
are informed that they need not answer any
question if, thereby, they would incriminate
themselves or involve themselves in an
admission of adultery; but it is rather shock-
ing to find that men and women will boldly,
brazenly and apparently without shame stand
up and admit that they have been guilty of
this moral crime.

Marriage is a sacrament and also a legal
contract, and I urge this parliament, as a
means of reducing the number of cases, to
make the breaking of the marriage contract
a crime under the laws of the land. Divorce

is based on adultery, and it seems reasonable
to think that if adultery were a crime under
the law there would be fewer applications
for divorce. Why is adultery not a crime?
In some countries it is so regarded, but here
it is generally considered to be a personal
affair.

Every divorce case is a domestic tragedy
in which the innocent parties meet shame and
disaster, and the stigma clings to the children
particularly in all their activities. When mar-
ried life becomes intolerable and unendur-
able, let the injured parties go to the provin-
cial courts or come to the High Court of
Parliament and have their cases heard; but
let not the commission of a crime be the only
ground for escape from an unhappy union.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: Honourable senators, I
move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 pm.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 9, 1949

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NATIONAL RAILWAYS AUDITORS BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison moved the third read-
ing of Bill E, an Act respecting the appoint-
ment of auditors for National Railways.

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

PENSION FUND SOCIETIES BILL
SECOND READING POSTPONED

On the Order:

Second reading of Bill D, an Act to amend the
Pension Fund Societies Act.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Honourable senators,
I had asked the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) to ex-
plain this bill, but through no fault of his own
he has been unable to secure some of the
information which he requires. I would
therefore ask that the order be allowed to
stand until tomorrow.

The order stands.

GAME EXPORT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved the second read-
ing of Bill F, an Act to amend the Game
Export Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable member from Northumber-
land to explain this bill.

Hon. G. P. Burchill: Honourable senators,
the purpose of this bill is simply to revise and
clarify existing legislation. When the Game
Export Act of 1941 was drafted, it contained
a section providing for the appointment of
dominion game officers to enforce the Act.
Parliament deleted that section, and it now
becomes necessary to pass legislation repeal-
ing other sections which refer to those game
officers, who were never appointed.

Section 2, paragraph (¢) of the bill refers
to dominion game officers. Section 5 of the
Act also refers to those officers, and describes
their powers. The present subsection (1) of
section 5 of the Act, which prescribes the
form of oath to be taken by game officers,
and subsection (2) of the same section, which
refers to the powers of game officers, are both
unnecessary and confusing. The enforcement
of the Act is in the hands of the provincial

authorities—the provincial game officers and
the provincial police—and of customs officers
and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. For
the reasons I have mentioned, and at the
request of the 1948 Ottawa conference of the
dominion and provincial wild life officials,
the government is asking for the repeal of
these sections.

Hon. Mr. Leger: If the federal parliament
has no jurisdiction to appoint game wardens,
has it jurisdiction to declare that so and so
shall be a game warden? It seems to me it
goes without saying that, if the dominion
authorities cannot appoint, they cannot, in
conformity with the Act, declare that some-
body shall be a game warden.

Hon. Mr. Moraud: Then why debate the
point?

Hon. Mr. Leger: I do not know why the
bill is before us. The Dominion Government
is without jurisdiction in the matter.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: Section 6 of the Act
makes provision for the officers who shall
enforce it. All we are asking parliament to
do today is to repeal the sections which have
reference to dominion game officers, who
were never appointed.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Yes, but paragraph (¢) of
section 2 of the bill states:

“Game officer” means a person declared by this
Act to be ex officio a game officer.

According to the explanatory note:

The proposed amendment makes it clear that
there is no authority to appoint dominion game
officers under this Act.

I repeat that I cannot see how, if there is
no authority to appoint game officers, there
can be any right to declare that so and so
shall be a game officer.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: The reference is to
dominion game officers.

Hon. Mr. Leger: To declare that so and so
is a game warden ex officio is equivalent to
appointing him.

Hon. Mr. Howden: The mounted police are
game officers ex officio.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Those are my views.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Natural Resources.

He said: The point raised by the honour-
able senator from L’Acadie (Hon. Mr. Leger)
is beyond the scope of my knowledge, since
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I am not versed in the law, and I think the
bill might well be referred to a standing com-
mittee at which officials of the department
concerned could attend to clear up any points
of difficulty. I do not believe the matter is
one of urgency: in any event, the Committee
on Natural Resources will meet tomorrow
morning.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I point out that the
Committee on Natural Resources has nothing
to do with the legal question raised by my
honourable friend? While I have no objection
to the bill being referred to that committee,
I believe it could be more appropriately
remitted to the Committee on Banking and
Commerce, which is the legal committee.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I may point out that
the meetings of the standing committees of
the Senate are open to all honourable sena-
tors. I am calling a meeting of the Commit-
tee on Natural Resources tomorrow morning
at 10.30, and those senators who are not mem-
bers of the committee but who are interested
in this bill may attend. I think, too, that
honourable senators will find many members
of the legal fraternity at the meeting.

The motion was agreed to.

CULLERS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved the second read-
ing of Bill G, an Act to repeal the Cullers
Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable senator from Grandville to
explain this bill.

Hon. P. H. Bouffard: Honourable senators,
this legislation is not of a serious nature. Its
object is to repeal an Act which has not been
in operation for the past thirty years. The
Cullers Act was passed by the parliament of
United Canada in 1842, to provide for the
measurement and inspection of lumber for
export. The Act was limited in its scope,
applying only to Quebec and Ontario, and
further, it applied only to waney pine and
square lumber to be exported. The measure-
ments were made in Montreal and Quebec,
and in some parts of Ontario.

Since 1867 both Ontario and Quebec, the
two provinces mainly concerned with the
Cullers Act, have passed legislation of their
own for the measurement and inspection of
all kinds of timber cut on Crown lands, which
still includes the bulk of the cut in these
provinces. This meant a double inspection
and measurement. As a matter of fact, from
1894 to 1920 the amount of lumber measured
under the Cullers Act in Quebec and Mon-
treal was so small that the department closed
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its offices in 1921. At the present time in
Quebec and Ontario, lumber, whether or not
it is for export, is measured and inspected by
cullers appointed under the respective Acts
of the two provinces. This method has proved
satisfactory, and there is no complaint what-
soever as to the ,measurement and inspection
of lumber. Exporters who fail to have their
lumber inspected by federal cullers are sub-
ject to fines and penalties; yet there are no
cullers to make the inspection. I suggest to
honourable senators that the only course to
take with respect to an Act that has not been
operative for the last thirty years is to
repeal it.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Can the honourable gentle-
man inform me whether there are still any
annuitants under the act?

Hon. Mr. Bouffard: In 1921 every officer
and man employed on this work was placed
on an appropriate annuity by the Department
of Trade and Commerce, and I understand
that in the meantime all but one of these per-
sons have died.

Hon. Mr. Leger: If we repeal the Act will
that man’s annuity cease?

Hon. Mr. Bouffard: My information from
the Department of Trade and Commerce is
that there is no annuity that will cease on
account of the repeal of this Act. The man
referred to was retired under the Super-
annuation Act, not under the Cullers Act, and
so would not be affected at all by repeal of
the Cullers Act.

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

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE .
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
consideration of His Excellency the Gover-
nor General’s Speech at the opening of the
session, and the motion of Hon. Mr. Farquhar
for an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. Iva C. Fallis: Honourable senators, in
rising to participate in this debate, I should
like first to join the speakers who have
preceded me in paying tribute to the mover
(Hon. Mr. Farquhar) and the seconder (Hon.
Mr. Comeau) of the address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne. It was my privilege
to be for three years a member of the Joint
Committee on the Indian Act, of which the
mover of the Address was also a member. I
found him there to be an able and hard-
working parliamentarian, and I know he will
be a valuable acquisition to this house. Un-
fortunately it was not possible for me to be
present when the seconder of the address was
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speaking, but on reading Hansard I realized
that I had thereby suffered a distinct loss,
for I am sure the speech was a most interest-
ing and unusual one.

I should like to speak for a short time on
one paragraph in the Speech from the Throne,
but before doing that I wish to refer to two
or three statements that were made by the
honourable leader of the government (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) on Thursday last. The first
is in reference to the wheat agreement with
Britain. That subject was fully and ably
covered by the honourable senator from
Winnipeg, the leader on this side (Hon. Mr.
Haig), and I do not purpose to go over any
of the ground which was covered at that time.
However, just in passing, I should like to
remind the leader of the government that
when he chides so severely those of us who
belong to the Progressive Conservative party
for our stand on this wheat agreement he
should not overlook the fact that many
members of his own party share our opinion.
1 have a distinct recollection of listening to
a very fine speech that was made here last
session by an able and experienced parlia-
mentarian who knows the conditions and
problems of western Canada as well as any
and better than most of us. I refer to the
honourable senator from Churchill (Hon. Mr.
Crerar), who took exactly the same stand as
was taken by the honourable senator from
Winnipeg.

I should like to briefly repeat that stand, so
that it will be clear in our minds. All of us,
no matter whether we liked the terms of the
agreement or not, were in favour of Britain
receiving the wheat at $1.55 a bushel. How-
ever, some of us thought that the $300 mil-
lion loss that was sustained should have been
borne by the taxpayers of Canada and not
by a few wheat growers in the West. That
is the only point upon which there was any
difference of opinion. In answer to that
point the leader of the government said that
the wheat growers of Canada were in exactly
the same position as the Dominion Steel and
Coal Company, the lumber industry and other
industries which had to submit to a certain
degree of price control during the war. To
that statement I must take exception.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: In the first place, there is
no greater gamble on earth today than grow-
ing wheat in western Canada. But it is a
gamble that must be taken by men who have
the courage to do it, because the world must
be fed. Those of us who are familiar with
the West, and particularly with the greatest
wheat growing province, Saskatchewan—I
know something about this, for I lived on a
wheat farm in Saskatchewan for many years
—are aware that very few districts out

there have not at some period in their history
suffered destruction of their crops by hail,
drought, rust or grasshoppers, sometimes for
one year, sometimes for two years and some-
times for as long as six years in succession,
until farmers who formerly had been in a
very prosperous condition were forced to go
on relief.

The honourable leader of the government
said in his speech last Thursday that the
western farmer is more prosperous today
than he ever was before. That may be true
in some districts, but I would call the atten-
tion of the house to a press dispatch from
Regina, dated February 4, which says this:

Prairie farm assistance headquarters today an-

nounced 51,878 praiire farmers will draw $12,792,951
in assistance benefits for 1948.

The Saskatchewan share—by far the largest—is
$11,112,671, with 44,660 of the province’s 120,000 farm-
ers receiving “grocery and clothing” money to tide
them over until the next crop.

That means that more than one-third of the
farmers of Saskatchewan will be receiving
assistance from the prairie farm assistance
fund. I simply leave this thought to the good
judgment of honourable senators: Did you
ever see in any paper a similar item in con-
nection with the Dominion Steel and Coal
Company?

In discussing the points made by the leader
on this side (Hon. Mr. Haig) with regard to
the government’s financial surplus, the leader
of the government (Hon. Mr. Robertson) used
these words:

They—

That is the members of the Progressive
Conservative party.

—rather seem to delight in deficits, and they hold
up their hands in holy horror at the prospect of a
surplus.

My honourable friend is not usually so
extreme in his language, or so prone to
exaggerate. Perhaps he was carried away on
the tide of his own eloquence and just did '
not realize what was the subject under dis-
cussion. Certainly, I know of no one in our
party who has ever been opposed to the
government having a surplus. We do, how-
ever, strenuously oppose the size of the sur-
plus and the methods by which it was
obtained. That is an entirely different mat-
ter. We are agreed that, if possible, it is
sound financing to have a comfortable sur-
plus of revenue over expenditures. That
applies to both government and private
financing. I submit that today the Minister
of Finance finds himself in possession of an
uncomfortable surplus. I think my honour-
able friends will find great difficulty in
justifying to- the taxpayers the taking by
way of taxation of more than $1,200 million
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in excess of the amount needed to carry on
the business of the country.

It is all very well for supporters of the
government to get up and point with pride
to the tremendous surplus. But I submit,
honourable senators, that if there is to be
any pointing with pride, it should be in the
direction of the Canadian taxpayers, who
have made the necessary sacrifice to bring
about this surplus. Certainly it is not due
to any sacrifice on the part of the govern-
ment.. Last year when the Minister of Fin-
ance was trying to find an excuse for having
taken $700 million in taxes more than was
required, he said, “But the government needs
that for a rainy day.” But what about the
individual taxpayer in this country? Has he
no right to have enough of his earnings left
to provide for a rainy day in his household,
or for emergencies that may arise? I sub-
mit that the people in the low-income
brackets in Canada today, through being
squeezed between the high cost of living and
the excessive income tax, have not enough
left to meet emergencies as they arise.

In the Speech from the Throne the unpre-
cedented step was taken of telling what was
coming in the budget: a tax reduction was
forecast. But from what I hear, the tax-
payer simply regards that as a death-bed
repentance that was made only because of
the pressure of public opinion.

Concerning the question of expenditures, if
at the end of the war the government had
given any indication of practising the same
economy in its national housekeeping as it
expected us as individuals to do in our
private housekeeping, there would have been
fewer complaints. I know that all govern-
ments, when asked to reduce expenditures,
have given the age-old excuse: ‘“The greater
part of the expenditure is uncontrollable, and
so cannot be reduced.” The Dominion Bureau
of Statistics has, unfortunately for the gov-
ernment, rather swept away that excuse.
Only yesterday I received a report from the
Bureau which reads as follows:

During the first eight months of the current fiscal
year, the total ordinary expenditure of the govern-
ment increased from 847 million dollars to 928-8
million dollars.

In analyzing this, we find that the so-called un-
controllable expenditures were able to reduce them-
selves from 375:6 millions to 316-2 millions—a saving
of 15-5 per cent, while the expenditures over which
the government has control jumped from 471-4
millions to 612:6 millions or an increase of 30 per
cent.

I do not profess to be an economist; I am
just one of the ordinary taxpayers; but it is
my opinion that if since the close of the war
the government had undertaken a strict
economy in controllable expenditures and a
corresponding policy of progressive reduction

of the taxes which are now falling so heav-
ily on the lower-income groups, renewed
demands for wage increases might have been
avoided.

There never was a truer statement made
than the one made by the honourable senator
from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) a few days
ago, when he said that men and women who
work for wages and salaries are not so
much concerned about how much they make
as they are about what is in their pay envel-
opes when they take them home on Friday or
Saturday night. The more the government
takes, the less the worker has to take home,
and the more likely he is to ask for increased
wages so that he may have more in his pay
envelope. This condition is again reflected in
higher prices for manufactured commodities.
I believe that by withholding so much more
money from the people than was necessary,
the government is directly responsible for the
continuance of the vicious circle.

With the indulgence of the house I should
like to refer briefly to one paragraph in the
Speech from the Throne. It has to do with
what has come to be known as the ‘“cultural
omnibus resolution”. As honourable senators
may not have the Speech before them, I shall
read the paragraph:

It is the view of my ministers that there should
be an examination of the activities of agencies of
the federal government relating to radio, films, tele-
vision, the encouragement of arts and sciences, re-
search, the preservation of our national records, a
national library, museums, exhibitions, relations in
these fields with international organizations, and
activities generally which are designed to enrich our
national life, and to increase our own consciousness
of our national heritage and knowledge of Canada
abroad.

Well, it hardly seems enough for one com-
mission! Perhaps, if anyone thinks of some-
thing else, it may be added. It sounds to me
less like proposed legislation than the con-
fession in the Prayer Book: “We have left
undone those things which we ought to have
done.” No wonder the Ottawa Journal in
commenting on the proposal very aptly said:

Next in permanence to a senatorial appointment
will be membership in this Royal Commission It
ought to be made up of young men in no hurry.

Let me at once say that I am entirely in
accord with the objective set out in this
recommendation; every part of it is important
to our national life, and I am in favour of it;
but I am entirely opposed to the method by
which it is to be attained. I agree that
matters of national importance which are
controversial and very difficult of solution,—
for example the freight rates question—are
fit subjects for investigation by a royal com-
mission; but to put into the hands of a royal
commission all the matters contained in the
list I have read savours too much of an
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evasion of government responsibility. Be-
cause our country is so scattered and contains
few great centres of population, the matter
of television might well be remitted to a com-
mission; but to clutter up its proceedings
with a multitude of other references is likely,
in my opinion, to very largely destroy its
effectiveness.

This proposed commission is to investigate
the activities of agencies of the government
relating to radio and films. Well, I suppose
that is one way, although it may be a very
expensive one, of shutting off discussion of
these things in the house. Then we are to
have an investigation of research,—‘“re-
search,” the broadest word in our language.
It can include anything and everything. Has
anyone the faintest idea what is meant, or
how far it will extend? Also, “the preserva-
tion of our national records, a national
library”. For years the press and the people
of this country have been urging the govern-
ment to establish a national library. About
two sessions ago, I believe, the matter was
discussed in this house, and at that time it
was stated, and the statement has not been
challenged—I have checked the truth of it
by reference to the librarian—that Canada
and Siam were the only two countries in the
world without a national library, or its equi-
valent in the form of state libraries which
supply the people with material. It is too
bad that since that discussion little Siam
decided to establish a national library, so
that today, in this respect, we find ourselves
alone in the world. And now we are told that
we have to set up a royal commission to
decide whether we ought to have a national
library or not. Can it be possible that Canada
is so far behind all other countries in initia-
tive that we find ourselves placed in this
position.

I could go on, but I do not wish to bore
you or take up the time of the house.

Some Hon. Senators: Go on.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: I could go on to speak of
the activities designed ‘“to enrich our national
life, and to increase our own consciousness of
our national heritage”—presumably by con-
tact with organizations abroad. What lovely
vistas are opened up of extensive travel to
find out how we may enrich ourselves cul-
turally, because of course we shall have to go
abroad to see what other nations are doing
in a cultural way. Possibilities of that kind
are almost unlimited. I ask honourable sena-
tors: Has anyone the faintest idea how long
this commission would have to sit to fulfil

these functions, or what the cost to the
country would be?

I hope that when I have finished, nobody
will rise to read me a lecture, such as was
read in another place, on the theme that
“man shall not live by bread alone”, and on
the necessity of enriching and encouraging
the cultural and educational life of this coun-
try; because, as I said at the beginning, with
all these objectives I am in complete accord,
and would support anything within reason
which would achieve them. But I do not
consider that this proposal is within reason.

Honourable senators, what is parliament
for? For what do we, or the members of the
other place, receive our indemnities from the
people of this country? Is it not that to the
best of our ability we shall grapple with and
solve the problems of this country as they
arise from day to day? To me, this proposal
is nothing but an evasion of a responsibility
which ministers and members of parliament
should assume. I except, as I have said, one
or two outstanding and far-reaching ques-
tions. But some of the matters to be referred
to this commission are, I believe, purely the
responsibility of the ministers and of parlia-
ment, and should be dealt with as such.

If the government does not feel equal to
the task, perhaps a Senate committee could
be set up to deal with them. The member-
ship of this chamber includes persons out-
standing in their particular lines of activity,
men of experience, of vision and of love of
country. We have in this house honourable
senators who are second to none in the legal
profession of this country. Is there any rea-
son why the Senate should not use some of
its spare time in helping to solve these prob-
lems—with the exception, as I have said, of
two or three more difficult, far-reaching, and
perhaps more controversial questions, which
could be left to a royal commission? I sub-
mit to you, honourable senators, that if we
took a stand in conformity with this prin-
ciple, we would help to justify the existence
of parliament, we would be carrying out some
of the duties for which parliament was con-
stituted, and we would save the already
overburdened taxpayers of this country from
having more and more burdens heaped upon
their shoulders.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Honourable senators,
I move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 pm.




THE SENATE

Thursday, February 10, 1949

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Acting
Speaker (Hon. A. B. Copp) in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CHEESE AND CHEESE FACTORY
IMPROVEMENT BILL

REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Crerar presented the report of
the Standing Committee on Natural Resources
on Bill B, an Act to amend the Cheese and
Cheese Factory Improvement Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the com-
mittee have, in obedience to the order of
reference of February 8, 1949, examined the
said bill, and now beg leave to report the
same without any amendment.

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: When shall
this bill be read the third time?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: With leave of the
Senate, now.

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

GAME EXPORT BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Crerar presented the report of
the Standing Committee on Natural Resources
on Bill F, an Act to amend the Game Export
Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the commit-
tee have, in obedience to the order of refer-
ence of February 9, 1949, examined the said
bill, and now beg leave to report the same
without any amendment.

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Acting Speaker:
this bill be read the third time?

Hon. Mr. With leave of the
Senate, now.

When shall
Roberison:

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

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Lambert presented Bill L, an Act
respecting the Corporation of the City of
Ottawa, Ottawa Transportation Commission
and the Ottawa Electric Railway Company.

The bill was read the first time.
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The Hon. the Acting Speaker: When shall
this bill be placed on the Order Paper for
second reading?

Hon. Mr. Lambert: Wednesday next.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. McDonald presented Bill M, an
Act respecting the Dominion Atlantic Rail-
way Company.

The bill was read the first time.

HON. CHARLES L. BISHOP

ELECTION AS HONORARY LIFE PRESIDENT OF
PARLIAMENTARY PRESS GALLERY

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. Mr., Burchill: Honourable senators, I
read in this morning’s newspapers that a most
distinguished member of this chamber, the
honourable senator from Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Bishop) has been elected honorary president
of the Parliamentary Press Gallery. I am
sure that all honourable senators join with
me in congratulating our colleague upon the
honour paid him.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
Hon. Mr. Bishop: Thank you.

CULLERS BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison moved the third read-
ing of Bill G, an Act to repeal the Cullers Act.

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

PENSION FUND SOCIETIES BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved the second read-
ing of Bill D, an Act to amend the Pension
Fund Societies Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable senator from Toronto-Trinity
to explain this bill.

Hon. Arithur W. Roebuck: Honourable sen-
ators, this bill, entitled an Act to amend the
Pension Fund Societies Act, is just an inci-
dent, perhaps a small incident, in one of the
important trends of our times—the trend
towards social security. There is nothing that
a human fears more in life than an age of
penury or poverty under disability. Stark
want in old age or sickness with disability is
something we all fear, as I think we are ready
to confess. So welfare schemes, pension plans
and things of that kind are in the air today as
never before in our lifetime, and I take it
that we shall hear more of them as the years
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go by. I know that labour is turning its
thoughts in this direction at the present time,
and the collective bargaining during this com-
ing year will centre more around welfare
schemes and pension plans than around pro-
posals for advances in wages. I have some
personal information in connection with
exceedingly important and far-reaching
movements for social security in line with our
general proposal to make life in old age and
under disability less drastic than it has been
in former generations.

Just incidental to what I propose to say
about the bill, I should like to call attention of
honourable senators to the fact that we are
budgeting for the expenditure of a very large
proportion of our national income on security

services. In 1948 our expenditures on such
services were as follows:
Unemployment insurance...$ 12,500,000
Family allowances......... 260,000,000
Veterans’ benefits ......... 363,000,000
Old age pensions........... 48,000,000

$ 683,500,000

That is, last year we spent more than $683
million for taking care of people in their old
age, of families with children, of veterans, and
of people who were unemployed.

The Pension Fund Societies Act, which it
is now proposed to amend, is a very old
statute. It was first enacted by 50-51 Vic-
toria, chapter 21, and was assented to on the
23rd of June, 1887. It has stood unamended,
so far as I know, during the intervening sixty-
one years; certainly it has not been amended
since it was put into the Revised Statutes of
Canada, 1927, where it appears as chapter
155. The Act provides a simple and inexpen-
sive procedure whereby any two or more of
the superior officers ‘“of any corporation
legally transacting business in Canada, under
any Act of the Parliament of Canada” may
establish a pension fund society which shall be
designated as the pension fund society of the
particular corporation in question.

“Honourable senators will observe that the
legislation is for corporations brought into
being by the Dominion of Canada rather than
for foreign corporations or companies incor-
porated under the laws of the provinces.

The procedure, as I have said, is very
simple. It requires only that the officers file
with the Secretary of State, and in the office
of Registrar of Deeds of the locality in which
the chief place of business shall be located,
a declaration of their intention to form such
a society. The filing shall be followed by a
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notice of incorporation appearing in four
weekly issues of the Canada Gazette. That is
all that is necessary to bring into being a body
corporate with very important functions. The
original incorporators are the provisional
directors, whose duty it is to call a meeting
of the society when the directors, who shall
be at least five in number, are elected. All
those who contribute to the funds of the
society, including the parent corporation,
shall have the right to vote, subject to the
by-laws passed by the directors and approved
by the shareholders.

Such a pension fund society has the power,
by voluntary contributions or otherwise, to
form a fund, and to hold, invest and admin-
ister it for the following purposes: First to
“provide for the support and payment of
pensions to such officers and employees . . .
incapacitated by age or infirmity”’—honour-
able senators will observe how broad the
provision is, leaving details to be covered by
the by-laws—and, second, upon the death of
such officers or employees, to “pay annuities
or gratuities to their widows and minor
children or other surviving relatives in such
manner as by the by-laws of the society
may be specified.” We have, therefore, pro-
vision for a welfare fund and a gratuity or
pension fund.

The society has power to pass by-laws
defining the rights of all the interested parties,
including the beneficiaries, and concerning
the formation, management and distribution
of the fund. These by-laws are filed with
the Secretary of State. The parent corpora-
tion, by a vote of either its directors or its
shareholders, is given power to make contri-
butions to the fund out of the moneys of the
corporation. The interest of any member in
the funds of the society are not transferable;
and I take it that they are not attachable.
When required by the Governor in Council
to do so, the directors of the fund must file
with the Secretary of State a return showing
their assets, receipts and expenditures.

In view of the simplicity and apparent
inexpensiveness of this procedure, and the
accompanying benefits, it is remarkable that
the machinery has been so little used over the
long period in which it has stood on the
statute books of Canada. One would have
expected that it would have been made use
of on many occasions. But that is not the
case. As a matter of fact, since 1887 only
thirteen companies have filed declarations of
intention under the Act. The action taken
by these concerns is creditable and, therefore,
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I should like to name them and give the year
in which they took action. They are as
follows:

1. Eastern Townships Bank ...... 1889
Z2=Bank of :Torombto: - .- 120 i 1889
3. La Caisse d’Economie de Notre-

Dame de Quebec. ............ 1912
4. La Banque Nationale ......... 1915
h.2Bank of Hochelaga . ....... . 1916

(Name changed to Banque

Canadienne Nationale)

6. Royal Bank of Canada ....... 1935
7. Canada Packers, Limited....... 1939
8. Canada Steamship Lines,

Brmited s e e 1940
9. Consolidated Mining and Smelt-

ing Co. of Canada, Limited .. 1940
10. Barclays Bank (Canada) ..... 1940
11. Canada Starch Co., Limited .. 1941
12. National Breweries Limited .. 1941
13.. Bank ‘of : Meontreal .. ... vis 1948

It will be observed that great banking
institutions make up about fifty per cent of
the lis*.

I am particularly surprised that so little
advantage has been taken of this legislation in
view of the fact that pension funds, when
approved by the department, enjoy certain
benefits and exemptions under the Income
Tax Act. Most corporations and individuals
spend a good deal of time studying methods
of exempting their funds from the exactions
of income tax law. Section 11 (1) (g) of the
Income Tax Act exempts from tax:

Amounts contributed by the taxpayer to or under

an approved superannuation fund or plan not ex-
ceeding in the aggregate $900 in the year.

Paragraphs (f) and (o) of subsection 1, of
section 57, exempt the taxable income of the
following organizations:

(f) a labour organization or society or a bene-
volent or fraternal benefit society or order.

(o) a trust or corporation established or incor-
porated solely in connection with, or for the ad-
ministration of, an approved superannuation fund
or plan.

A good many plans have been and are
being submitted to the income tax authorities
for approval. By no means all of them are
approved, because one of the requirements is
that they be sound from an actuarial point
of view, and another, that they qualify as real,
genuine superannuation or pension funds. But
if a society incorporated under this legisla-
tion satisfies the material requirements of the
income tax officials, it is in line to obtain
exemption in respect of its payments, and
many other benefits as well. It may be that,
notwithstanding the maturity—shall I say the
old age maturity—of this legislation, corpora-
tions in Canada are only now awakening to
the use which may be made of it.

29091—63
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Hon. Mr. Campbell: Are the benefits of the
Act limited to a company incorporated by the
Parliament of Canada, or do they extend to
companies incorporated by letters patent?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The Act applies to com-
panies incorporated under any Act of the
Dominion Parliament, which means incorpor-
ated under the Companies Act or by special
Act of the Dominion Parliament.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: It does not cover pro-
vincially incorporated companies?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: No, it does not apply to
provincial corporations at all.

Hon. Mr. MacLennan: I understand that
the Canadian National Railways have a pen-
sion fund. I understand also that upon the
death of the pensioner the pension ceases.
Under this legislation would the widows and
children of a pensioner receive any benefit
from the pension fund?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: That would depend
entirely upon the bylaws of the society.
Under this legislation the society is empow-
ered to establish a fund for the payment of
pensions to widows of the members of the
society. The society may have other pur-
poses, such as the payment to its members
of sick benefits or annuities, which might
expire with the death of the annuitant. All
that depends upon the society itself. The
power to extend the benefits does exist, if
the society wishes to exercise it.

I was saying that perhaps only now are
Canadian corporations waking up to the
potentialities of this legislation. However
that may be, the present amendment is
brought about by the desire of a very large
company in Canada, having some 8,000 em-
ployees, to form a pension fund society which
will apply to all its employees. The difficulty
is that the enterprise is carried on by a
parent company and six subsidiary com-
panies, all engaged in carrying on what is
one business. I do not think the identity of
the corporation is any secret; it is the
Imperial Tobacco Company. This company
has found that under the existing legislation
it would have to incorporate no less than
seven societies, and the directors could not
be the same for all because the personnel
would not be the same. Unless a man were
an employee of all of the companies, he
would have to be the employee of each one
in turn. In any event, as the law stands,
the company’s pension operations would
involve the keeping of seven different sets
of books, seven different sets of bylaws,
seven different annual meetings and so on.
Such a division is not desirable. On the other
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hand, it is desirable that one society, with one
board of directors, one plan, and one fund
shall function for the entire body of 8,000
employees. So the company has asked for
the amendment which we are considering
today. If the bill should pass—and I am
fairly sure that it will, for I know of no rea-
son why it should not—the Imperial Tobacco
Company will probably be the first of several
companies, many, I hope, having subsidiaries
—many, I hope—to use this legislation to
cover its entire force, whether that force be
employed directly by the main company or
by its subsidiaries.

I hope the bill will pass, because in my
judgment it is highly in the public interest.
The more people who are cared for by private
plans of this kind, the fewer the demands
that will be made upon public old-age pen-
sion funds and municipal relief funds, and
so on all down the line; and the greater, too,
will be the security, the comfort and the
self-respect of our citizens of advanced age
in Canada—something highly to be desired.
One must not overlook the fact that, accord-
ing to the statisticians, the age of Canadians
is increasing. We are becoming an older
nation because our people are living longer
and there are fewer deaths in infancy. I
speak for all, I think, in expressing the hope
that this trend will continue.

The amendment itself is before you; it is
very simple. A pension fund society estab-
lished under the Act may admit the officers
and the employees of subsidiary corporations
and entitle them to the same benefits and
rights as are provided under the Act for the
officers and employees of the parent corpora-
tion. The subsidiary corporation, by vote of
the directors only, or by vote of the share-
holders, is empowered—as is the parent
corporation under the original Act—to make
contributions from its funds to the funds of
the society. The last section of the bill con-
tains a definition of the subsidiary company:

In this act, “subsidiary corporation” means a cor-

poration legally transacting business in Canada,
under any act of the Parliament of Canada, the
majority of the shares of which that have under
all circumstances full voting rights is owned
or controlled directly or indirectly by or for the
parent corporation.
Both the parent corporation and the subsid-
iary corporations must be doing business in
Canada and be incorporated under federal
law. If these two conditions are satisfied, the
officers of the main corporation may, by way
of resolution, bring in the officials and
employees of the subsidiary corporations and
give them the same rights, privileges and
duties as its own employees enjoy.

Honourable senators, in my judgment this
is excellent time-tested legislation which, as

far as I know, has never been abused. It is
in keeping with the modern trend of facili-
tating plans and enterprises of this kind. It
is certainly in line with Liberal policy and I
think it is not out of line with Conservative
policy.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Do not cover too much
territory.

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

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. G. P. Campbell moved the second
reading of Bill H, an Act respecting the Globe
Printing Company.

He said: Honourable senators, this bill pro-
vides for the amendment of the Act of
incorporation of the Globe Printing Company,
authorizing it to increase the annual value of
real estate which it may hold from $30,000 to
$100,000.

It may interest honourable senators to
know something about the organization
which publishes the Globe and Mail. The
Globe Printing Company was incorporated
by an Act of the Legislative Council and
Assembly of Canada, assented to on August
15, 1866. Under the Act of incorporation the
annual value of the real estate to be held at
any time was restricted to $5,000. In 1892 an
amending Act increased the annual value to
$30,000.

The Act of incorporation of 1866 speci-
fically provided that the corporation was con-
stituted for the purpose of purchasing and
acquiring, from George Brown, the printing
establishment and business owned and car-
ried on by him in the city of Toronto. It
gave the company power ‘“to carry on the
said business of printing, publishing, stereo-
typing, engraving, wood-cutting, lithograph-
ing, and bookbinding, and to deal in and
vend all articles of merchandise connected
therewith.” The capital stock of the corpora-
tion was to be divided into 600 shares of
$500 each. In 1911 the capital stock of the
company was increased to $1,000,000, divided
into 10,000 shares of the par value of $100
each. No change was made at that time as
to the value of the land that the company
could hold. In May, 1938, a bill introduced
in the Senate of Canada, and eventually
passed by both houses of parliament,
increased the capital stock from $1,000,000 to
$6,000,000.

In 1936 the Globe Printing Company
acquired the Mail Printing Company by pur-
chasing its shares. At that time the Mail
Printing Company owned a parcel of land
at the corner of King and York Streets in
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Toronto, and it is upon this site that the
present Globe and Mail building is situated.
The Globe Company advanced to the Mail
Company the moneys necessary to construct
the new building, and it has been leased by
the Mail Company to the Globe Company
since.

The purpose of this bill is to give the Globe
Printing Company authority to hold land
having an annual value of $100,000.
This will give the company the power to
acquire the title and ownership of the build-
ing it now occupies. If the bill is passed and
authority is granted to the company to
increase its real estate holding, it is proposed
to transfer the property in question to the
Globe Printing Company. The Mail Printing
Company still carries on business but, so far
as I know, does not hold any other land.

Hon. Mr. Buchanan: Did you say the Mail
Printing Company?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: Yes, that is the print-
ing business. The publishing business is all
handled by the Globe Printing Company,
and, as you know, the publication is distrib-
uted under the name of the Globe and Mail.

I do not think I can say anything further
in explaining this legislation. The bill is a
simple one, having just one paragraph. If
I may take the time, I should like to read
it. It may be that honourable senators may
see fit to pass the bill without referring it to
committee.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Why is it necessary to
limit the value of the real estate which the
company may own? Has it been getting any
special privileges from the government?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: There is no special
privilege or condition. The present Act
restricts the annual value of the real estate
which may be held by the corporation to
$30,000.

Hon. Mr. Euler:
value?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: That is a legal term.
It is defined in Stroud’s Judicial Dictionary.
It may be taken as the total value of the
land, less carrying charges, cost of repairs
and so forth.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine:

Hon. Mr. Campbell: The net annual rental
value, I suppose, is a fair definition of it.
There is a restriction in the company’s Act
of incorporation providing that the company
may not hold real estate having a greater
annual rental value than $30,000.

What is meant by “annual

It is the rental value.

Hon. Mr. Léger: Why was that restriction
imposed in the first place?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: Nearly every com-
pany that is incorporated nowadays is given
ancillary powers to enable it to hold sufficient
lands for its requirements, and no restriction
is placed on the value. But at the time the
Globe Printing Company was incorporated it
was probably the practice to impose a restric-
tion. At any rate, originally the company’s
real estate holdings were not permitted to
exceed an annual value of $5,000. This was
later increased to $30,000, and the present bill
would raise the limitation to $100,000.

Hon. Mr. Léger: Why not strike out the
limitation altogether? I cannot see the pur-
pose of it.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I do not suppose the
company would object very much to a dec-
laration that it could hold real estate without
restriction as to value, but I should think it
would be proper to continue the practice that
has been followed in this case by simply
increasing the amount mentioned in the
proviso. The bill is a short one, and I will
read it:

The proviso to section one of chapter one hundred
and twenty-three of the statutes of 1866 of the late
Province of Canada, as amended by section one of
chapter seventy-five of the statutes of 1892, is re-
pealed and the following substituted therefor:

Provided always that the real estate held by the
said corporation at any time shall not exceed, in
annual value, the sum of one hundred thousand
dollars.

Hon. Mr. Léger: I could understand the
placing of a restriction of that kind on com-
panies receiving some special privilege from:
parliament, such as exemption from taxa-
tion, but why should the restriction be:
imposed on a purely commercial company,
any more than on a private individual?

Hon. Norman P. Lambert: Honourable
senators, I notice in the explanatory note
appended to the bill that the increase in the
annual value of real estate which may be
held by the corporation is necessary for the
carrying on of the business of the corpora-
tion. No doubt the honourable senator who
is sponsoring the bill (Hon. Mr. Campbell)
would be quite willing to have some of the
broader aspects of the matter presented to us
in committee. I happen to be much interested
in the bill for the reason that the name of the
Globe Printing Company brings to my mind
some very close and intimate associations,
and I had not realized so fully before that
the institution which is operating under that
name today bears in many respects very
little resemblance to the institution to which:
the name was originally given. But, apart
from that, I am quite well acquainted with
the properties that are held today under the
name of the Globe Printing Company, and
I find it difficult to relate the sum of $100,000/
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to the real value of those properties. In the
circumstances I should like to know how
this bill relates to the necessity of carrying
on the business of the corporation. That is a
point which I think should be made clear
to us.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: It is not the value of
the company’s properties that the bill refers
to, but their annual rental value. I asked
specifically whether the amount was large
enough to cover the properties, and I was
assured that it was. The explanation given
to me was that the amendment is sought for
the specific purpose of enabling the Globe
Printing Company to acquire the title to and
ownership of the building it occupies, from
the Mail Printing Company. At present the
Mail Printing Company owns the building,
which has been financed by a loan from the
Globe Printing Company.

Hon. Mr. Euler: What objection is there to
wiping out this limitation altogether and
allowing the company to hold as much real
estate as it may wish?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I do not suppose there
would be any objection to that, but I think it
would be far better to follow the practice
that has been adopted in the past, particu-
larly since the petitioner has asked that that
be done. If honourable members wish to
discuss the bill in committee, I am quite
willing that it should be referred to the Com-
mittee on Miscellaneous Private Bills,
although I had hoped that my explanation
here would be sufficient. The amendment
strikes me as a very simple one. A similar
amendment has been made on previous occa-
sions, and there is nothing sinister about it.
I do not think anyone can give a fuller
explanation than I have given this afternoon.

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

Some Hon. Senators: Third reading?

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Lambert: Honourable senators,
I move that this bill be referred to the Stand-
ing Committee on Miscellaneous Private
Bills.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators,
this is not a complicated bill, and I do not
think the eminent wisdom of the Private Bills
‘Committee is needed to decide whether we
should increase from $30,000 to $100,000 the
amount which is set as a limit to the value
of the real estate that this company may
hold. I doubt whether $100,000 is worth as
much today as $30,000 was in 1882 or $5,000
was in 1866. The explanation of the hon-
wurable junior senator from Toronto (Hon.
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Mr. Campbell) has satisfied me at least—and
I am considered a very stupid fellow in money
matters—that what the bill seeks to do is to
empower the company to hold real estate of
greater value than it is permitted to hold
under the present Act. The only sinister pur-
pose that I can imagine for doing this would
be to avoid income tax, though I do not know
how that could be done. My honourable
friend from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert) may
remember the old adage: “While the light
holds out to burn, the vilest sinner may
return.” Perhaps the Globe and Mail can be
said to have returned, and has decided in the
past ten or twelve years to change its view
on life.

I am quite willing to let the bill go to
committee, but it seems to me that we should
try to get some bills through the house
promptly and over to the other place. We
should show the other house that we can
pass legislation without holding it up for
three or four weeks. I recall that a few
years ago a bill to amend the divorce laws
was introduced in this house, and a senator,
now gone to his reward, refused to move its
adoption for a month, with the result that
it reached the other place when parliament
was about to prorogue, and the bill was not
considered there. Had the honourable
gentleman taken the action he was urged to
take, the proposed legislation would have
reached the other house in plenty of time, and
probably would have been passed.

It makes no difference to me personally
whether this bill goes to committee or not.
I only read the Globe and Mail once in a
while, but I would say it is a very good pub-
lication; in fact, it is one of the best news-
papers in Canada; it ranks with the Montreal
Star, the Winnipeg Free Press—

Hon. Mr. Beaubien:
Free Press.

No, not the Winnipeg

Hon. Mr. Haig: The Winnipeg Free Press
agrees with me on the wheat question, and
any paper that goes along with me on that
point is a great paper. Certainly there are
honourable members on this side of the house
who would be delighted to have the Globe
and Mail investigated. I would go with my
friend from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert) right
back to the time of George Brown. Mr. Brown
has been dead for a good many years, and I
thought a fellow by the name of George
McCullagh was doing a pretty good job with
the paper. I am informed that he has bought
out another publication.

I do not believe that it would help any to
refer the bill to a committee but as far as I
am concerned I do not wish to divide the
house on that point. When the bill has been
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fully discussed, I believe the honourable
member from Ottawa will be prepared to
move its adoption.

Hon. W. D. Euler: Honourable members, I
do not wish my position in the matter to be
misunderstood. His Honour the Speaker has
named me—I suppose automatically—as sec-
onder of the motion made by the senator from
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert). I have no par-
ticular desire one way or the other on this
question, and I have no criticism to offer. My
point is that from my seconding it might be
inferred that I believed a limit, $100,000 or
$1 million should be imposed upon any
corporation. I know of no such restriction on
any other commercial organization in this
country.

I do not quite appreciate why this bill need
be referred to a committee. It may be done
only for sentimental reasons. I agree with
the leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig), that
there appears to be no sinister purpose behind
this measure. I have nothing against the
Globe and Mail.

Hon. Mr. MacLennan: But I have.

Hon. Mr. Euler: For one thing, that paper
always supported me in my campaign against
the ban on oleomargarine. Probably that is
why I am friendly towards it. I have no par-
ticular objection to the bill going to commit-
tee, but I wish to explain that it was not my
intention to second the motion.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: Honourable members,
if I may speak briefly to my motion, I should
like to make it quite clear that I think the
Globe and Mail is at present a good news-
paper. I do not agree entirely with its editor-
ial policy, but that has nothing to do with the
point which has come up in connection with
this bill. As I understand it, the Globe Print-
ing Company is a corporation owned and
operated by the Globe and Mail, which owns
not only the property at the corner of King
and York streets in Toronto, where the news-
paper is presently published, but the property
at the corner of Melinda and Yonge streets,
where it was formerly published and also the
old Mail and Empire property at the corner
of King and Bay streets.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: Honourable members,
I believe my friend is misinformed. The
Mail property at the corner of Bay and King
Streets was never acquired by the Globe.
The ownership of that property remained in
Mr. Killam. The Globe and Mail acquired
only the printing and publishing business.
The property at the corner of York and King
Streets upon which the Globe and Mail build-
ing now stands, is owned by the Mail Print-
ing Company. It is in the anticipation of

acquiring this property that an amendment
to the Act is now sought.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: May I ask my friend if
the property at the corner of King and York
Streets is not now operated under the name
of the Globe Printing Company? I under-
stand that it is.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: The title is owned by
the Mail Printing Company, and the building
and real estate are also owned by that com-
pany. The business is carried on by the
Globe Printing Company, which occupies the
property as a leaseholder.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: Then the only property
that has been owned by the Globe Printing
Company is the old Globe property at the
corner of Yonge and Melinda?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: That is correct.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: And it is that property
which is being limited to the annual value
of $100,000?

Some Hon. Senators: No, No.

Hon. Mr. Euler: They could acquire more
property if they wanted to.

Hon. Mr. Lamberi: There seems to be some
ambiguity about this question because of the
involved titles in the names of the Mail
Printing Company and the Globe Printing
Company. If there is to be a limit placed
on the value of the real estate acquired by
the Globe Printing Company, I assume that
the same limit might apply to the Mail Print-
ing Company. The purpose of the bill is not
clear in relation to the carrying on of the
business, which is that of publishing a news-
paper.

As to the purpose of the proposed amend-
ment, the income tax feature had not occurred
to me; I should think the purpose would be
the opposite—having to do with the operating
profits of the business. If I am correct in
that conclusion, it is most important that
this house scrutinize carefully any device
which may be made use of by a corporation
in connection with earnings from its opera-
tion. That is the real reason I should like
to have further light on the matter.

Hon. Mr, Campbell: Honourable senators,
in order to keep the record straight I shall
attempt to make the matter of the ownership
of the titles perfectly clear.

The Globe Printing Company owned the
building on the corner of Yonge and Melinda
Streets, referred to by the honourable senator
from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Lambert), on which
was constructed a printing plant. That build-’
ing was torn down and the land was sold;
therefore the Globe Printing Company does
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not now hold title to that land. The property
on the corner of King and Bay Streets,
formerly occupied by the Mail Printing Com-
pany, was retained by Mr. Killam. It has
since been sold to the Bank of Montreal,
which has erected a new building on the site.
The property, that is, the real estate now
occupied by the Globe and Mail Publishing
Company at the corner of King and York
Streets, was owned by the Mail Printing
Company, and when the present building
was erected the Globe Printing Company
advanced a sum of money to assist in finan-
cing the building, but the title to the real
estate remained in the Mail Printing Com-
pany, and the property was leased to the
Globe Printing Company.

The purpose of this bill is to enable the
Globe Printing Company, who are occupants
of the building and are using it in the publish-
ing business, to acquire ownership of the
title.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Would they not have been
just as well satisfied if, instead of lightening
the restriction, we had wiped it out
altogether?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I would think so.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I cannot understand why
that was not proposed.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourable
senators, this is a very interesting discussion,
but I must draw attention to No. 117 of our
rules:

Every private bill, after its second reading, is
referred to one of the Standing Committees on
Private Bills; and all petitions before the Senate, for
or against such bill, are considered as referred to
such committee.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Charles L. Bishop moved the second
reading of Bill I, an Act to incorporate Cana-
dian Home Assurance Company.

He said: The Canadian Home Assurance
Company has been doing business for 22
years in the province of Quebec, under the
provincial insurance law. It needs a dominion
charter to bring it under Dominion law, and
when it gets a Canadian charter it will acquire
the assets and assume the obligations of the
provincial company.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Bishop moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on Bank-
ing and Commerce.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. G. P. Campbell moved the second
reading of Bill J, an Act respecting Chartered
Trust and Executor Company.

He said: Honourable senators, after an
explanation of this bill I shall move that it
be referred to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Private Bills.

This is a simple amendment to change
the name of the company by dropping ‘“and
Executor”, so that the company’s title will
be “Chartered Trust Company’ instead of
“Chartered Trust and Executor Company”.
The sole purpose is to enable the company to
operate under the shorter name. The amend-
ment does not in any way change the powers
or rights of the company.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Does its new name con-
flict with any other name?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I understand that it
does not.

Hon. Mr. Haig: After reading over this bill
I am doubtful whether the words of the
amendment would cover a situation where
the company under its existing name had
been named an executor.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: I think it does. The
bill effects no change in the company’s
powers; there are many precedents for a
change of this kind; and it will be noticed
that section 1 provides that:

Such change in name shall not.in any way impair,
alter or affect the rights or liabilities of the com-
pany, nor in any wise affect any suit or proceedings
now pending, or judgment existing, either by, or
in favour of, or against the company, which, not-
withstanding such change in the name of the com-
pany, may be prosecuted, continued, completed and
enforced as if this Act had not been passed.

The fact is that it continues to be the same
company.

Hon. Mr. Haig: My honourable friend does
not get my point. Suppose that by my will
I have appointed Chartered Trust and
Executor Company the executor of my estate:
if this bill is passed have I appointed the
company or not?

Hon. Mr. Campbell: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Well, I am not so sure.

Hon. Mr. Campbell: It is the same legal
entity.

Hon. Mr. Haig: It would be well to make
sure, because the question came up in con-
nection with the United Church of Canada
Act, and the question of whether or not it
affected the Presbyterian Church in Canada
went to the courts.
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Hon. Mr. Campbell: That would not be the REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

case here. Hon. Mr. Campbell moved that the bill be

3 referred to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Hon. Mr. Haig: It would be better to be Pprivate Bills.

SHEES The motion was agreed to.

The motion was agreed to, and the bill was The Senate adjourned until Monday,
read the second time. February 14, at 8 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Monday, February 14, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEWFOUNDLAND-CANADA UNION BILL
FIRST READING
A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 11, an Act to approve the
Terms of Union of Newfoundland with
Canada.

The bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall the bill
be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Copp: With leave of the Senate,

next sitting.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Copp presented Bill N, an Act
respecting bankruptcy.

The bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this
bill be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Copp: Next sitting.

PENSION FUND SOCIETIES BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Roberison)
moved the third reading of Bill D, an Act to
amend the Pension Fund Societies Act.

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

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BANK BILL
SECOND READING

Hon, Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Robertson)
moved the second reading of Bill K, an Act
to amend the Industrial Development Bank
Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the honour-
able member from Cariboo has kindly con-
sented to explain this bill.

Hon. J. G. Turgeon: Honourable senators,
in rising to support the second reading of this
bill, which is designed to amend the Industrial
Development Act, I realize that it is a type
of legislation which could provoke a great
deal of discussion. I feel, however, that the
major part of such a discussion would be in
the form of questions and answers, followed

by whatever suggestions might be justified
by the information elicited. The honourable
the acting leader of the government (Hon.
Mr. Copp) has informed me that when the
bill has received second reading he will move
that it be referred to the Standing Committee
on Banking and Commerce. For that reason
it is not my intention to explain the bill at
length tonight or to make any urgent appeal
for its passage.

While there may appear to be a conflict
between the bill and the preamble of the
Act which was assented to in August 1944
in reality there is none. The objective of the
Act was to assist business enterprises of a
certain nature which could not secure from
ordinary sources the capital necessary for the
commencement of operations. This bill is
designed to help smaller industries and has
particular reference to them.

The proposed legislation seeks to amend
section 15 of the Industrial Development
Bank Act by deleting the words “fifteen mil-
lion dollars” and substituting therefor the
words “twenty-five million dollars.” Section
15 of the Act now provides that the aggregate
amount of the loans or liabilities of the bank,
as respects individual loans of more than
$200,000, must not exceed $15 million. This
bill proposes to increase this aggregate to
$25 million.

The increase in the capital cost of construe-
tion constitutes almost the entire reason for
requesting this amendment. But in addi-
tion there is the fact that of the $30 million
currently authorized by the bank, $13 million
represent applications for loans, each of
which is in excess of $200,000, and $17 mil-
lion represent requests of less than $200,000
each. By reason of payments, the figure of
$13 million was reduced to $11 million; but
it has recently gone back to approximately
$12 million. I would point out that as the
bank is authorized to grant at any time $100
million by way of assistance to industrial
operations, under this bill $75 million would
remain to be applied completely to the smaller
enterprises whose applications for credit are
found to be justified and who are seeking
less than $200,000 each.

To bring the record up to date I may say,
speaking merely in round figures, that up to
September 30, 1948, after approximately four
years of operation, 1,640 applications had
been made to the Industrial Development
Bank for assistance. Of these applications,
586 were granted, 519 were rejected as not
justifiable, and approximately 500 were with-
drawn, mainly because the applicants found
that they could secure assistance elsewhere.
In respect of the 586 applications which were
approved, advances were made to the extent
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of $39 million, an amount which has been
reduced by repayments to approximately
$30 million.

There may be those who will question
whether such a bank as the Industrial
Development Bank, which is a subsidiary of
the Bank of Canada, is needed. I believe that
a study of the business of the bank in the
last four years provides the right answer.
Let me point out in this regard that it was
not the purpose of parliament to make this
bank a competitor of other banks or of any
sort of financial institution which is prepared
to give credit to industrial projects, particu-
larly new ones. However, so many applica-
tions have been received, and so many mil-
lions of dollars advanced, that it has been
found necessary to increase from $15 million
to $25 million the aggregate of loans, liabili-
ties and expenditures in respect of individual
amounts larger than $200,000. These facts in
themselves are a sufficient answer to any
doubt as to the advisability of having started
a bank of this nature and put it in a position
adequately to carry on its functions.

I will not detain you longer. I would
simply add that it gives me great pleasure to
say these few words in favour of this bill,
which is designed to amend the Industrial
Development Bank Act in such a manner as
to permit the bank to lend an aggregate of
$25 million in loans of over $200,000 each,
instead of being restricted to $15 million, as
it is now. As a member of the Senate I
appreciate the statement of the leader of the
government (Hon. Mr. Robertson), and the
honourable senator who is acting for him this
evening (Hon. Mr. Copp) that when the bill
has received second reading a motion will be
made to refer it for further study to the
Committee on Banking and Commerce.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators,
I am not at all sure that this bill should be
passed. What we are doing is, in effect,
pledging the people of Canada to lend new
businesses about $100 million. Anybody start-
ing in business who wishes to borrow money
and who is a good risk can go with reason-
able confidence to the chartered banks. I
should think that the chartered banks would
be among the foremost to welcome legisla-
tion of this kind. I am neither a director
nor a shareholder of any bank, nor am I in
the confidence of one; but were I the presi-
dent, a director or a shareholder of such a
bank I would hold up both hands for this
bill. Human nature being what it is—and it
is always the same—when a man or woman
who wants to borrow money for capital
investment cannot get it for lack of assets to
justify the loan, how convenient it will be for
a bank official to be able to say, “Just cross

the street to the government bank, and they
will give you all you want.”

Hon. Mr. Copp: Are you sure of that?
Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, that is human nature.

Hon. Mr. Copp: But will they lend all the
money anybody wants?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Well, they have done pretty
well along that line. Remember, we have
been passing through the most prosperous
times this continent has known for many
years: at any rate we have been disposing of
our goods to people who are willing to buy
them to any amount so long as we lend them
the money, although as soon as we stop lend-
ing the jig will be up. High income taxes in
this country are drying up the pool of private
funds available for investment, and will
reduce it more and more in the future. Heavy
taxation of corporations has made it very
difficult for them to expand. An accumulated
reserve of a hundred thousand dollars, a half
million dollars, or any other amount was
really income, but the minute it was dis-
tributed it became taxable in the hands of
the shareholders.

The government recently amended the law
to limit the taxation on distributed reserves,
and thereby admitted that the existent heavy
taxation was drying up investment funds.
Today, although frantic attempts are made
to obtain money for new industries, individual
investors will not respond. They put their
money into well-established dividend-paying
industries whose assets represent many times
the money needed, but other enterprises can-
not get new capital. Look at the trend of
the stock market in the last six months. Con-
solidated Smelters has fallen from 128 a
month ago to 105 or 106 today; Hudson Bay
Mining, which sold at 58 a few weeks back, is
now quoted at 47, and so on all down the
list. What largely accounts for this decline
is our heavy taxation, which has prevented
or discouraged the influx of new money into
capital investment, and thus has created the
condition which is sought to be met in this
legislation.

It is also to be remarked that in spite of
the long experience of our chartered banks,
and their practice of engaging men of high
ability, who understand the principles of
investments and loans, they invariably suffer
tremendous losses in times of depression. I
know of one bank that lost millions of dollars
in the province of my honourable friend from
Rosetown (Hon. Mr. Aseltine) through the
failure of investments which, when they were
made, were believed to be sound. The Indus-
trial Development Bank will find itself taking
over what I may call the “left-overs”’—advan-
cing money to beginners in business. Of
course, one always hopes they will succeed,
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but they will not; they never have done.
Only one boy in a hundred who have gone
to school in any village, town or city in Can-
ada has ever succeeded in business, the rest
have fallen by the wayside. Those who have
fallen by the wayside are the ones who come
under this regulation. And who is running
the business? Untrained men are in charge

of it. It is the Bank of Canada and its
directors. Anybody can run the Bank of
Canada. A junior in a chartered bank could

handle that job. All the bank does—I have
always suspected that it was one man—is to
decide what the trend is. During the last
year the Industrial Development Bank lent
$39 million and it now has only $30 million
out. Why does it need authorization to lend
more money? I predict that within the next
five years we will hear honourable members
of this house explaining—and I expect to live
long enough to hear them—just what hap-
pened and why we lost money. For six or
seven years the Manitoba government, claim-
ing that the farmers were the backbone of
the country, lent them money. I was one of
those who stood up in the legislature and
challenged what was proposed. I said it
was all a mistake, and we lost everything
because the cost of collection was greater
than the amount collected. There was no
profit at all, and the government was forced
out of the business.

We have a farm-loan system in Canada, and
the only reason the country has had no
trouble yet is that the lending started when
money values were low. That is, loans of $10
an acre were made on lands valued at, say,
$20 an acre. Today those lands are worth
$30 or $35 an acre. But wait until values start
to go down, as they always do eventually. The
Americans, who are authorities on ups and
downs of real estate, will tell you that every
eighteen years real estate climbs in value and
then descends. That is the cycle. This has been
true in my fifty years’ experience in Mani-
toba. If you are wise, a bit lucky and buy at
the low point, and then sell at the high point,
you make a lot of money. But the money to
be lent under this bill will be lent at a high
point, caused by the billions we have loaned
to the world. The United States have done
the same thing and are commencing to howl
already. They say that the minute any com-
modity is surplus, they will not buy it. What
will we do with our wheat, flax, potatoes,
honey, eggs and all those commodities? We
will not be able to sell them, and the begin-
ner who borrowed money will be bankrupt,
and the government will lose its dollars.

Hon. Mr. Lamberi: Will the honourable
senator permit a question? By what remote
connection can he trace the price of eggs,
honey, and so forth, to the Industrial Develop-
ment Bank?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Because the industrialists
sell their goods to the people who produce
potatoes and eggs and honey, and to nobody
else. I put it to my honourable friend from
Blaine Lake (Hon. Mr. Horner): Is it not so
that you pay twice as much for farm imple-
ments now as you paid thirty or thirty-five
years ago.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I pay three times as much
now.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I was not going that far,
but I remember my father buying a Massey-
Harris machine for $153 which costs about
$400 today.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: It is a better machine
now.

Hon. Mr. Haig: It is not a bit better.

Hon. Mr. Horner: It is not nearly as good
now.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I shall not argue whether
it is better or worse. Those are the facts.
When farmers cannot sell their commodities,
industry must cut down its production. That
has happened before, all over the world. The
minute the buyers, who are usually the pro-
ducers, stop purchasing, industry fails. This
legislation is to build and hold up enterprise,
but we do not need it at all. If our chartered
banks will not lend the money, then it is
our duty to legislate to compel them to
do so, if it is safe; but I have never heard of
anybody who wanted to invest his money for
very long in the kind of institution that this
bill is to help.

Honourable senators, I am quite willing
that the bill go to committee, because there
is no sense in dividing the house; but I am
definitely opposed to the government getting
involved in private industry and private
business—and that is what it is doing here. I
believe in private enterprise in all its
branches, and in regulating industry so that
it will benefit everybody. Under this measure
the government is taking the place of the
banks which should lend the money. Every
time this is done more of the country’s assets
are written off. Manitoba is a perfect illus-
tration of this, and I venture to say that every
province which has entered into the money-
lending business will tell the same story in
time.

Hon. J. J. Kinley: Honourable senators, it
is not often that I agree with the honourable
leader of the opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig), but
I recall that I was a member of the Banking
and Commerce Committee of the other place
when it discussed the original bill which my
honourable friends hope to amend. If I
remember correctly, the bill was designed to
help small industries. It provided for the
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lending of money in cases in which an institu-
tion that would not expect to make a loss
would not be justified in making an advance.
I do not like this legislation, because it brings
uneconomic institutions into competition with
sound industry. When it is considered that
the government is the biggest partner in
industry—it takes at least 35 per cent of the
profit in taxes—it seems to me that it is not
in the interest of business or government to
bring uneconomic forces into industry at the
present time. I still feel that the Industrial
Development Bank might help a deserving
person who was short of capital and who
wanted to tide over a difficulty. However,
as I understand it, the proposed bill authorizes
an increase up to $200,000 in individual loans.
Now, will anybody tell me that a loan of
$200,000 to one person is not big business?
If any man in this country is entitled to such
a loan it seems to me that he should be in a
position to stand on his own feet.

Honourable senators, I think
amendment is being introduced
house primarily because it has not gone
through committee in the other house. I
think we should give it careful consideration.
I am told that in Nova Scotia industries that
got substantial loans from the Industrial
Development Bank have been shut down.
Their last condition is worse than their first.
This legislation creates unemployment and
defeats the very object for which it was
intended. I supported the original bill when
it went through the other house, because I
felt that conditions were such that some
provision of this nature should be made for
smaller industries. It seems to me that to
amend the Act now to make it applicable to
big business would tend to destroy the very
thing for which the Act was passed, and
would not be good for financial and indus-
trial stability or the progress of the country.

that this
into this

Hon. Cyrille Vaillancourt: Honourable sena-
tors, the purpose of this legislation is to help
little industries. I recall an incident which
illustrates that. One day after the war there
came into my office a representative of a
small industry near Quebec. As a result of
the war his company was in bad shape and
had applied to a bank for a loan of $50,000;
and although the company’s building was
valued at more than $100,000 the bank had
refused the loan. I believe, although I am
not sure, the reason for the bank’s refusal
was that this little concern was competing
with a big organization, and that some of
the bank’s directors were closely connected
with that organization. The small industry
was helped by the Industrial Development
Bank and is now doing a good business, and
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prosperity has come back to the little town
where the company is located.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: This bill would authorize
loans up to $200,000.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: This amendment is to
help big industry.

Hon. Mr. Vaillancourt: No, it is not.

Hon. Norman P. Lambert: Honourable sena-
tors, I think it is only fair to recall the con-
ditions under which the Industrial Develop-
ment Bank Act was passed. It is a misrepre-
sentation to suggest that the purpose of the
Act is to support big industry. The Act in its
very essence and from the time of its origin
was intended for the support of small indus-
tries commandeered into action during the
war, and which produced large supplies of
very necessary war materials. They had
capital expenditures advanced to them, and
under the regulations of the War Contracts
Depreciation Board were enabled to write off
through depreciation and out of profits the
cost of their plant expansions in three years
or more. I know of several such industries.
When the war ended they were left with
expanded plants and no capital at all on
which to operate. This legislation was intro-
duced for the purpose of supporting justifiable
industries in that class that had done their
part in this country during the war, and there
was never any suggestion at all that it was to
be used for supporting big industries. Under
the Bank Act the chartered banks are not
permitted to make loans on terms suitable to
these small industries, and it was that point
of view which prevailed upon the Banking
and Commerce Committee when this Act was
approved.

Whether or not the bank should be permit-
ted to increase its accumulated loans from $15
million to $25 million is a question that can
be decided after the bill is considered by the
Banking and Commerce Committee. But to
say that this legislation should be done away
with because it is serving the interests of big
business is surely partisan interpretation of
the worst kind, and I resent it, for I was one
of the members of the Banking and Com-
merce Committee who supported the original
measure when it was brought in for the very
legitimate purpose of helping worthy indus-
tries that were unable to get help from the
chartered banks.

Hon. Mr. Horner: If they have a legitimate
basis for a loan, why can they not get help
from the chartered banks?

Hon. Mr. Lambert: My honourable friend
is a good business man, and he ought to
know that the chartered banks are restricted
to making current commercial loans.

The
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loans desired by small industries such as I
have been referring to are of the inter-
mediate type, which extend over a longer
period.

Hon. Mr. Horner: To my mind this is
another piece of socialism. Even our social-
istic government out in Saskatchewan is
closing plants that it started, but the govern-
ment here is still practising socialism. That
is what this is.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: My honourable friend’s
interpretation of socialism is different from
mine, if that is what he thinks about this
bill.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That is what the public
thinks too.

Hon. Mr. Horner: It is giving away people’s
money.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable sena-
tors, the motion is for the second reading of
Bill K, an Act to amend the Industrial
Development Act. Is it your pleasure to pass
the motion?

Hon. Mr. Haig: On division.
The motion was agreed to, and the bill was
read the second time, on division.
REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Copp moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Banking and Commerce.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
SEpans
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Tuesday, February 15, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEWFOUNDLAND-CANADA UNION BILL
SECOND READING—DEBATE ADJOURNED

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Roberison)
moved the second reading of Bill 11, an Act
to approve the Terms of Union of Newfound-
land with Canada.

He said: Honourable senators, I regret
exceedingly, as we all do, the absence of our
leader (Hon. Mr. Robertson), who was pre-
pared to present this bill and explain it on
the motion for second reading. But little
needs to be said about the bill by me, for we
all know what it contains and what is its
object. I am going to try to present as nearly
as I can the statement that our leader had
intended to make in explanation of the bill.

On the 11th of December last an outstand-
ing historical event took place in this very
chamber, when the proposed terms of the
union of Newfoundland with Canada were
signed. It is my honour to ask the Senate
to make these terms of union part of the
constitution of Canada, and to complete the
original geographical conception of this
nation.

These terms of union do not ask us to make
any novel change in our ideas of Canada’s
nationhood. They are a concrete embodiment
of what has long been a part of our historical
hopes for Canada. Ever since we began to
study Canadian history we have hopefully
thought of Canada as ultimately including
Newfoundland.

This inheritance of hope has been passed
on to us by the Fathers of Confederation.
Two members from Newfoundland attended
the Quebec Conference in 1864. Although
they helped to frame the resolution upon
which the British North America Act was
based, they did not go to Westminster to
consider its drafting. They were, neverthe-
less, in the thoughts of the people who were
there, and provision was made for the entry
of Newfoundland in the same terms as those
that provided for Prince Edward Island. In
1869 those people on the Island of Newfound-
land who were interested in union with
Canada, caused an election to be held on
that question. The pro-union forces were
decisively defeated. Again in 1895, with
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Newfoundland in serious financial straits,
negotiations were resumed between the two
respective governments. However, no agree-
ment could be reached by the negotiating
parties, and no recommendations were made
to either side.

Newfoundland’s history flowed with ours
again in 1914, when she became involved in
the first Great War. The island made heroic
sacrifices from her limited resources. The war
saw at least a temporary end to her pressing
financial problems. She was able to carry
on without crisis until the full force of the
depression struck in the 1930°s. Newfound-
land, like ourselves, depends largely on
external trade for her livelihood, and she is
extremely susceptible to any changes in
world markets.

The government of Newfoundland request-
ed the government of the United Kingdom
to make an investigation of the island’s prob-
lems. A commission was appointed on this
recommendation. This commission advised
that the government of the United Kingdom
should assume the financial obligations of
Newfoundland, and that the constitution of
the island be suspended and that a commission
government be set up in its place. A further
recommendation of the commission was that
when the financial difficulties were overcome
the constitution should be restored.

The second Great War again found New-
foundland fighting alongside Canada. She
made great contributions, to the fighting
forces of both this nation and those of Great
Britain. Although Newfoundland’s position
improved greatly before and during the war,
the technicalities of restoring her constitution
had to be forgone in the face of the great
struggle. At the end of the war the com-
mission government was possessed of a sur-
plus of $70 million.

A national convention of Newfoundland
was called in 1946 for the purpose of deter-
mining the wishes of the people of the island
respecting the form of government to be
adopted. Delegates from this forty-five man
convention were sent to interview the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom. A similar
delegation was appointed to approach Canada
as to terms that might be obtained from her
in the event of an overture for union. This
delegation arrived in Ottawa early in June
of 1947. It was headed by Mr. F. G. Bradley,
K.C., and the other delegates were Mr. T. G.
W. Ashborne, Rev. Lester L. Burry, Mr. G. F.
Higgins, K.C., Mr. Charles H. Ballam, Mr.
P. W. Crummey, and Mr. J. R. Smallwood.
The discussions which followed resulted in
a statement of terms being prepared by the
Canadian Government and forwarded to the
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Governor of Newfoundland by the then Prime
Minister, Right Honourable W. L. Mackenzie
King, and these terms were considered by the
convention on the assumption that they were
the terms which the Government of Canada
would recommend to its parliament, if the
people of Newfoundland decided that they
wished to become a partner in our confedera-
tion.

There was a motion placed before the New-
foundland National Convention that the ques-
tion of joining Canada should be placed on the
proposed referendum ballot. The motion was
defeated by a vote of 29 to 16, the delegates
deciding that the referendum should be only
on the questions of responsible government or
the continuation of commission government.
Following this, petitions were circulated about
the island asking that, in addition, the ques-
tion of joining the Canadian confederation be
placed on the ballot. The Government of the
United Kingdom still had the responsibility
for the affairs of the island, and it decided
that the question of joining Canada should
be included as one of the three questions to
be submitted to the electorate of Newfound-
land.

The first referendum was held on June 3,
1948. There was no over-all majority for any
of the questions on the ballot. The registered
electorate numbered 176,297; of these, 3555 e
voted. Responsible government received
69,400 votes, or 44-55 per cent of the total;
union with Canada received 64,066 votes, ot
41-13 per cent; commission government
received 22,311 votes, or 14-32 per cent.

As a result of this stalemate, a second refer-
endum was held, and the question of commis-
sion government—it having previously
received the lowest number of votes—was
dropped from the ballot. In the second refer-
endum the total votes cast numbered 149,657;
of these 71,334 were for responsible govern-
ment and 78,323 for confederation. Thus con-
federation received a majority of 6,989 votes,
or 4-68 per cent of the total. Further, con-
federation received a majority in 18 out of
the 25 electoral districts from which members
had formerly been elected to the Legislature
of Newfoundland.

After the second referendum, Right Hon-
ourable W. L. Mackenzie King, the then Prime
Minister, stated that he and his government
would welcome authorized delegates of New-
foundland to discuss terms of union with
Canada. He stated that the basis for the dis-
cussions would be his letter and supporting
documents which had been sent to the Gover-
nor of Newfoundland on October 29, 1947,
and to which I have already referred.

The Right Honourable Mr. King also stated,
at the same time, that the result of the

referendum was clear and left no doubt that
the people of Newfoundland were in favour
of confederation.

On October 6, 1948, discussions were opened
here on the final terms of union. A delega-
tion was appointed by the Newfoundland
Government. It was headed by Honourable
A. J. Walsh, K.C., now Sir A. J. Walsh, and
the other members were Mr. F. G. Bradley,
K.C., and Mr. J. R. Smallwood—both of
whom had been members of the first delega-
tion in 1947—Mr. Chesley A. Crosbie, Mr.
Philip Gruchy, Mr: J. B. McEvoy, K.C.,
and Mr. Gordon A. Winter. The negotiations
were concluded in this chamber on December
11 last; and it is fitting that the formal signing
of the agreement should have taken place in
this house, which stands as the guardian of
the provinces. At the time of signing, the
Prime Minister, Right Honourable Louis S.
St. Laurent, paid fitting tribute to the efforts
of his predecessor, the Right Honourable
W. L. Mackenzie King, to bring about this
union, for it was he who had most of the
responsibility in starting the Canadian nego-
tiations.

It is the hope of those who have been
actively engaged in these proceedings that
they will be facilitated in order to allow
Newfoundland’s entry into confederation on
March 31 next. The agreement requires, first,
that it be ratified by the Canadian parliament
and the Newfoundland government; only then
can it be confirmed by the Parliament of the
United Kingdom, for it is impossible for that
body to pass a statute affecting Canada unless
it is requested to do so by both houses of the
Canadian parliament. The result of all this
legislation and discussion will be an Address
of this House to His Majesty, which, together
with a similar address passed in the other
place, will request His Majesty to place the
appropriate legislation before the Parliament
of the United Kingdom.

The terms of union provide that the legisla-
tion respecting Newfoundland shall remain in
effect until it is repealed or modified by the
appropriate body under the division of powers
in the British North America Act. It is pro-
posed that the existing laws of Canada shall
not all apply to Newfoundland as soon as she
enters confederation, but will be applied
gradually by proclamation of the Governor
General.

It was originally provided by section 146 of
the British North America Act that upon joint
addresses from both Houses of Parliament of
Canada, and from the Legislature of New-
foundland, Newfoundland could be admitted
into confederation on an order by—as it was
then—Her Majesty the Queen. However, New-
foundland’s subsequent loss of responsible
government has made this impossible.
Further, no longer does His Majesty, on the
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advice of his ministers responsible to the
Parliament of the United Kingdom, exercise
the royal prerogative over Canada. Neither
can we do this ourselves, as the United King-
dom is still responsible for Newfoundland
under the present commission government.

The proposed procedure, which I have out-
lined here, follows generally that adopted
when the western territories of Canada were
admitted as provinces of the dominion. We
have adopted that procedure in this case be-
cause it leaves no doubt that what has been
done is beyond successful contestation before
the courts.

In making this motion, honourable senators,
I feel that we are on the verge of a historic
event which we trust will be advantageous
both to the new province in our confederation
and to Canada itself.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators,
this is an historic occasion and one which was
looked forward to even prior to 1867. When
we come to discuss the resolution, differences
of opinion may arise; but in the meantime I
am going to support the second reading of
this bill, as I hope every member of this house
will do.

Since 1864 our constant ambition as
Canadians has been, irrespective of the diffi-
culties that Newfoundlanders may have seen
in it, that Newfoundland should become part
of Canada. I may say quite candidly that if
I were a Newfoundlander I would find it
difficult to be very enthusiastic about this
legislation. I recall from history that a year
after Nova Scotia and New Brunswick entered
Confederation, their respective governments,
who were responsible for what had happened,
were decisively defeated at the polls. I
remember well that just a year or two ago
the honourable leader of this house (Hon. Mr.
Robertson) said that on July 1 many Nova
Scotians hung out the flag of Nova Scotia
instead of the Union Jack. I can understand
the feelings of Newfoundlanders. They feel
they are now a sovereign people, and fear that
when they join Canada they will become
merely a province. I think they are wrong
in that view. When they join Canada they
will become an even more sovereign people—
they will become part of our people.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: We shall welcome them
with all our hearts. When I look at the map
and think of present world conditions, I feel
that I should like to see Newfoundland a part
of Canada. When we were young men, prior
to 1910 or 1912, it never occurred to us—it
never did to me, at least—that there would
ever be any world trouble involving war.
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Then came the war of 1914-18. Although at
that time a few submarines came close to our
shores the war did not seem very near to us.
Had Newfoundland been a neutral country or
belonged to a nation not involved in the war,
it might have proved a great handicap to
Canada’s war effort in Europe. But because
of the development of the airplane, the war
of 1939-45 brought home to us clearly that
Newfoundland is a vital part of our defence.
In this respect alone Newfoundland becomes
an important adjunct to Canada.

The only criticism I have ever had to make
of Great Britain is that when she negotiated
the boundaries between Quebec and the
United States, she permitted the arbitrators
to put part of the United States away up into
Canada. Ihave always felt hostile about that.
Then, when I go to the Pacific coast and
travel by boat from Vancouver to Skagway,
after passing Prince Rupert I run into a strip
of American land along our coast. That was
another matter of arbitration that went
wrong. Those two things have confirmed me
in the feeling that Newfoundland should be
a part of Canada. I do not want Newfound-
land to be Canadian territory: just because
it is reported that iron and other natural
resources are to be found there. Some of us
may be interested in those natural resources,
but most Canadians really feel that New-
foundland is part of Canada; that her people
think and believe as we do, and cherish the
same love of freedom and religion that we do.
Canadians feel that geographically New-
foundland should be part of this country.

Some Canadians may shake their heads
and argue that we are paying a large sum of
money for something, and shall never get it
back. I do not know, because I have not the
facts. Then, too, many people from New-
foundland may argue that when their natural
resources are developed their island will
become one of the greatest storehouses of
natural wealth in Canada. This may be {rue,
but I really do not think it enters into the
picture. Be that as it may, it is only a small
matter when you consider the life of a nation.
I know a young man who was born in New-
foundland. He graduated from Dalhousie
University, Pine Hill, Divinity Hall, a New
York seminary, and finally with distinction
from the Edinburgh theological university.
He went to a wonderful church in California.
I may tell my honourable friend from
Thunder Bay (Hon. Mr. Paterson) that it was
a Presbyterian church. When they took up
a collection in that church to raise, say,
$20,000, the congregation would put up about
$5,000. Then a certain lady would ask how

much was raised, and when she was told that
$15,000 was needed she would say:

“All
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right, I shall send a cheque tomorrow.” I
am not suggesting that the honourable sen-
ator from Thunder Bay (Hon. Mr. Paterson)
should do that—

Hon. Mr. Farris: Why not?

Hon. Mr., Haig: —but I cannot help thinking
it is possible. That young man left California
and came to a church in the city of Win-
nipeg. At present he is in one of the largest
churches in Toronto. If he is a sample of a
Newfoundlander, Canadians will have to “go
some” to hold their own with them. New-
foundlanders who have received their educa-
tion in the Maritime provinces, and who have
settled there and in other parts of this
country, have proven a credit to themselves,
to Newfoundland and to Canada.

An Hon. Senator:
coming to the Senate.

Some of them will be

Hon. Mr. Haig: We shall certainly welcome
them when they come.

I do not intend to go into the details of
the bill. I want to compliment our present
Prime Minister and his associates on the
time, atiention and care they have given to
the drafting of the agreement. I have read
it, and I am in full accord with the full set-
tlement made. As the leader of the Progres-
sive Conservative party in this chamber, and
as a Canadian, I welcome the people of
Newfoundland to Canada. In twenty-five,
fifty or a hundred years from now the people
of Canada and the members in this chamber
—somebody has said that the Senate is going
to be abolished but I think it will still be
here—will remember the day when New-
foundland joined confederation as we now
remember the confederation of 1867. When
we first started to discuss the problems in con-
nection with Newfoundland joining the
Dominion of Canada we realized what the
Fathers of Confederation had had to deal
with.

I do not think that I should discuss this
matter any further. I am not touching on
—the legal question. If there is a legal ques-
tion, it is involved in the resolution, and I
agree with the procedure that has been taken
in another place. We are dealing here, as
Canadians, with a contract made on behalf
of our country with another country. Do we
agree with that contract? Is it a good con-
tract for Canada? If we look at it from the
money viewpoint, I think it is a good contract
for Canada; and from the most important
viewpoint, the real viewpoint, there is even
more to be said for it. At heart the people
of our country need the people of Newfound-
land to join with them as part of one
dominion; and as a united country we can

offer the young men and young women of the
island opportunities that they have never
had before.

On behalf of the Progressive Conservative
Party in this house, I welcome the people of
Newfoundland. I hope this bill will become
law and that they will become part of Canada.

Hon. J. W. de B. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I am conscious of the fact that there are
senators residing closer to Newfoundland than
I do in British Columbia who may feel that
they should precede me in following the
honourable leader of the opposition. But, I
venture to catch the eye of His Honour the
Speaker, with the idea in mind that it might
not be inappropriate for me to speak at this
time. It was, I think, proper that on this great
occasion—for I agree with my honourable
friend opposite that it is a very important
historical occasion—the motion for second
reading of the bill should have been made by
one who comes from the Maritime Provinces,
down by the sea; and it so happens, by an
accident which we regret but which has this
one fortunate result, that the speech made
in explanation of the bill combines the senti-
ments of both the leader (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
and his associate (Hon. Mr. Copp), the one
from Nova Scotia and the other from New
Brunswick. It was also fortunate, for two
reasons, that my honourable friend the leader
of the opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig) should
follow: one reason being that he speaks on
behalf of the Progressive Conservative Party;
and the other, that he is a representative of
the great central part of Canada. I have
taken it on myself to assume, as I said at the
beginning, that the next word would not
inappropriately come from myself, as a repre-
sentative of the West, so that the sentiment of
the people of Canada from the Atlantic to
the Pacific might be expressed at this time in
unqualified approval of Newfoundland’s be-
coming the tenth province of Canada, this
great dominion which has existed now for
eighty-two years.

Before I discuss some of the general prin-
ciples, as I shall do very briefly, there are
some details which might well be mentioned
at this time. My honourable friend opposite
said that if the bill went to committee the
detailed points could be considered then, but
some of them were discussed in the other
chamber, and as they are in the public mind,
both in Canada and in Newfoundland, there
is no reason why we should not at least touch
upon some of them here. One of the matters
mentioned in the agreement with Newfound-
land has been discussed in the Senate b2fore,
as my honourable friend from Waterloos (Hon.
Mr. Euler) will recall. :
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Hon. Mr. Euler: It has been discussed

several times.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I refer to oleomargarine.
It has been said, apparently on behalf of the
Progressive Conservative party, that the pro-
vision respecting oleomargarine should not
have been in the agreement. It is section 46,
and it provides that while oleomargarine may
lawfully continue to be manufactured in the
new province of Newfoundland, it shall not
be sold in any other province contrary to the
law of Canada. It has been objected that
owing to a decision by the Supreme Court of
Canada this provision should not be in the
bill now, and that its being there will estab-
lish a precedent. I admit, honourable sen-
ators, that as a result of the Supreme Court’s
decision the necessity for this provision is
not so clear as it was before the decision was
given; but I do object to the suggestion that
the progress of the negotiations between the
two countries should be checked by a modi-
fication of this agreement on that ground.
And particularly do I object to the suggestion
that this provision in the bill will create a
precedent. It is now almost thirteen years
since I came into the Senate, and I get very
tired of hearing it said—not merely by my
honourable friends opposite but by depart-
mental officials to whom one has to go on
behalf of one’s constituents, as well as pretty
nearly every minister that one has to consult
about questions where there seems to be
injustice—*“Oh, yes, you have made out a
good case, and we admit the injustice; but
we cannot possibly do anything about it,
because that might create a precedent.” I did
hope, honourable senators, that if the party
of my honourable friends opposite came into
office—I never considered the danger very
imminent—they would change their view-
point with regard to the risk of precedents;
but apparently that viewpoint is going to
stay with us, no matter which party is in
power.

Seriously, honourable senators, looking at
this section on its merits, I cannot see in it
any risk of a precedent. At the time it was
inserted it seemed that failure to insert it
would be a real obstacle to confederation
with Newfoundland. Precedents govern only
when similar cases arise, and I cannot see
how a provision based upon special circum-
stances relating exclusively to a country about
to become a new province could have any
effect on ‘the general law of Canada that
there shall be a free exchange of trade
between the provinces.

Here is another matter which perhaps tech-
nically is a detail that could be considered in
committee, but that nevertheless refers to the
general principle of the bill. In the remarks
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of the honourable leader of the opposition I
detected a suggestion that when the resolu-
tion is moved in this house a legal question
might arise. I take it that he has in mind the
constitutional question of whether or not the
provinces should be consulted before the
request is made to the British parliament to
amend the British North America Act. May
I suggest to my honourable friend that it
seems to me that if that question has any
justification or importance, the time to con-
sider it is right now, when we are dealing
with the agreement itself. I say that if in
the last analysis this matter is shown to be
one about which the provinces are entitled to
be consulted, they should have been brought
into the conference at the very beginning.
When I speak of “the provinces” I mean the
provinces as distinct from the dominion, for
of course both this house and the other house
are composed of representatives of all the
provinces, and those provinces are all being
considered in both houses at the present time.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: The suggestion is made
that the provinces should be consulted separ-
ately as individual units. Well, if there is any
logic in that suggestion—and I do not believe
there is—they should have been called in on
the negotiation of the agreement. If the
provinces should have been consulted as a
matter of constitutional right, and if objection
by any of the provinces would block legisla-
tion by the Imperial Parliament, then it
seems to me that they should have been con-
sidered and brought into the conference from
the very commencement. Of course no one
seriously suggests that this should have been
done.

This criticism is part of a wider campaign
that is being carried on in certain provinces
concerning the constitutional rights of the
provinces. I have heard it suggested that if
the Dominion Parliament asserts the right to
ask the Imperial Parliament to amend the
British North America Act in connection with
matters that are purely national in character,
a precedent is thereby created and that there
is no guarantee that parliament may not go
further and ask for amendments to the con-
stitution that affect the rights of individual
provinces and minorities. I say, sir, that
without any question that is a mischievous
doctrine to preach in the Dominion of Canada.
It is mischievous for at least two reasons.
First, when in the history of the dominion
has any government seriously suggested that
parliament, or the representatives of each and
every province in Canada, would seek to
interfere with the rights in language, religion
or any other matters pertaining to the minori-
ties? Has it ever been suggested by a
responsible party or a group in parliament
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that the Parliament of Canada would ever ask
the Imperial government to pass legislation
amending the British North America Act in
such a way as to interfere with the rights of
minorities? There can be no greater guar-
antee of the preservation of those rights than
the individual honour and integrity of the
people of Canada, of every race and religion.
In addition, should this unthinkable proce-
dure be adopted at any time, I know of no
precedent by which we could expect the
Imperial Parliament—so long as any responsi-
bility is imposed in that body—to heed a
majority voice in this country asking for
amendments that would affect, not matters of
national concern, but only provincial and
minority questions. Honourable senators, it
is unfortunate that any suggestion of that
kind has ever been made in Canada. The
best answer to it is the unity of Canada, the
spirit of the Canadian people, and the atti-
tude of the Imperial Parliament, all of which
show that such a thing has never been
thought of and would never be tolerated.

Question has been raised about the tax
agreement provisions between Canada and
Newfoundland. Apparently there are two
provisions concerning income tax and other
matters—first, that Newfoundland may accept
an offer from the dominion on the same terms
as those on which the other provinces have
accepted; and second, that when the special
offer has been made to Newfoundland it may
enter into a contract for a period of, I think,
eight years. If Newfoundland chooses to
enter into that contract it will be binding for
that term, regardless of any deal made with
any other province. The question has been
asked: Why discriminate against Newfound-
land? Honourable senators, there is no dis-
crimination against Newfoundland. There
are provisions today whereby the provinces
have agreements with the dominion for three
years, and if a change is made with any one
province the others are entitled to the same
consideration. Newfoundland also is entitled
to that same consideration. She will have the
opportunity of accepting on the same basis
as the other provinces. In addition, another
proposition has been made to Newfoundland.
If she wishes, she may make a special bar-
gain for a longer period of time, but by
adopting this alternative she must expect to
be bound by it. It therefore follows, not that
Newfoundland is discriminated against, but
rather has secured for herself a special offer,
if she wishes to accept it.

Comments have been made in Canada
about the procedure by which that country
has been authorized to enter into this agree-
ment, and we are not unmindful of remarks
made about it in Newfoundland. But that
matter does not immediately concern us in
Canada, except to this extent. My honour-

able friend from New Brunswick (Hon. Mr.
Copp) has referred to the province of Nova
Scotia, and we all know that that province
was rather hustled into confederation against
her own wishes. But it has not turned out
to be such a bad arrangement. The Liberals
no doubt seriously criticized Sir Charles
Tupper for what has been said to be his high-
handed method of bringing Nova Scotia into
confederation. I think that all Canadians
will now agree that if Nova Scotia could not
have been brought in any other way, it was
a good thing that that method was taken. I
am sure that all of Canada is today very
glad and proud that Nova Scotia is part of
the Canadian confederation.

I believe, however, that we would be most
reluctant at this time to feel that any high-
handed measures were taken by this country,
or by any group in Newfoundland or the
British Government, to force that ancient
colony, the oldest of all the North American
colonies, into confederation. By a free and
uncontrolled vote of all the electors of that
British community, a substantial majority
have declared their wish to join with Canada,
and I think that we can feel entirely free to
accept them on that basis.

My honourable friend mentioned some-
thing about the new senators that are to come
to this house, and indicated that they would
be six in number. Speaking as one from
British Columbia, I may say that we are very
glad to learn that there are to be six senators
from Newfoundland. We have not the least
criticism of that proposal, but there will come
a time in the affairs of this country when
British Columbia will have something to say
about her small Senate representation in com-
parison with her population, and the repre-
sentation of other provinces, entirely apart
from Newfoundland.

Those, honourable senators, are the only
observations I wish to make of a special
nature. I do feel that every senator who
speaks should take advantage of this occasion
to comment on the great and historic signifi-
cance of the use of parliament in bringing
about this confederation. It is eighty-five
years since, in 1864, the representatives of
the British Colonies on the North American
continent met in the city of Quebec at the
Quebec Conference. As my honourable
friend from Westmorland (Hon. Mr. Copp)
has reminded us, Newfoundland was repre-
sented at that conference. It was as a direct
outcome of that meeting that the British
North America Act was passed three years
later. At that time only four provinces,
namely Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec
and Ontario joined Confederation; but the
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latchkey was hung outside the door for the
entry of others. I call attention to section 146
of the British North America Act:

It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and with the
Advice of Her Majesty’'s Most Honourable Privy

Council, on addresses from the Houses of the Par-
liament of Canada,

Not from the provinces of Canada, but from
the two houses of parliament.

and from the Houses of the respective Legislatures
of the Colonies or Provinces of Newfoundland,
Prince Edward Island and British Columbia, to admit
those colonies or provinces, or any of them . . .

So, in the British North America Act itself
it was recognized that Canada looked forward
to other provinces coming into confederation,
and that the procedure by which that should
be accomplished, so far as Canada was con-
cerned, would be on an Address of the two
houses of parliament.

Two years later, in the general election
which followed, Newfoundland in its wisdom
defeated the party that advocated confedera-
tion. The whirligig of time has now brought
us to the writing of the final chapter which
will bring Newfoundland into this confedera-
tion, and fulfil the scriptural injunction which
we apply to the dominion—“from sea to sea,
and from the river unto the ends of the
earth”. That is what Canada, geographically
speaking, will be after this bill and the reso-
lution are approved and effect is given to
them in the Imperial Parliament. However,
the responsibility for all those years of delay
does not rest entirely upon Newfoundland.
I have recalled that in 1869 Newfoundland
voted against proposals for confederation. In
1895 the island colony suffered a financial
collapse and, following it, the government
sent representatives to Ottawa with a view to
securing confederation at that time. As all
honourable senators know, the negotiations
were not successful. The then debt of New-
foundland was about $16,000,000. Of this
amount the Canadian government were pre-
pared to accept $11,000,000, and it was sug-
gested that the British Government should
assume the other $5,000,000. That paltry sum
of $5,000,000 stood in the way of acceptance of
the proposal in 1895.

I went to the library and got the House of
Commons Hansard for that year, and to my
great astonishment I found that there was
no debate whatever on the failure of the Gov-
ernment of Canada to effectuate confedera-
tion by taking over the island’s entire debt.
Some debate occurred concerning a complaint
that Mr. Foster had not brought down during
the negotiations a report on those negotia-
tions, although after they had fallen through,
in May, 1895, he did submit a report on the
matter. Other than that I cannot find a single
word of discussion of this subject in the
House of Commons. It is very interesting to

73

note, however, that there was quite a lively
debate in the Senate. I have taken the liberty
of bringing into the chamber the Senate
Hansard of 1895. Honourable senators will be
interested, I believe, in some brief references
to what occurred at that time.

The motion came from Hon. Mr. Wark, a
senator from New Brunswick, who was at
that time ninety-two years of age but whose
faculties appear to have been as bright and
clear as they ever were. His resolution was:

To call attention to the unsuccessful negotiations
with the colony of Newfoundland, and suggest
whether it might not be advisable to open a corre-
spondence with the Imperial Government, and pro-
pose such joint assistance in that colony as would

enable it to enter this Dominion, unembarrassed by
financial difficulties.

Apparently the Senator had pretty thrifty
ideas. He did not go so far as to propose
that Canada take over the entire debt: he
thought there should be further steps to see
if the British Government could not be per-
suaded to give assistance in conjunction with
the dominion. He said at page 342:

It is a great pity, however, that the negotiations
should fall through. It is of very great importance
that the whole of Her Majesty’s Dominions in British
North America should be under one government and

I think we ought to strain a point on behalf of
Newfoundland.

The old gentleman’s idea of “straining a
point” was that we should strain it at the
expense of the British treasury, but not that
of Canada.

Some other very interesting remarks were
made. Senator Prowse, from Prince Edward
Island, said this at page 345:

It appears to me that we are in the dividing of
the ways, as it were, between Canada and New-
foundland at the present time.

Well, his prediction has not come true; and
mighty fortunate it is for both countries
that it did not come true. He continued:

. and unless some extra efforts are made to bring
about the union of that province with the rest of
Canada, the longer it is delayed the more difficult
it will be to accomplish that end ... In my opinion
a few thousand dollars, or possibly a few million
dollars, is only a small consideration compared with
the great advantage it will be to Canada for all time
to come to have that important province a part of
the confederacy.

These are words from the Canadian Senate,
while the House of Commons sat dumb.

Further at page 346, Honourable Mr. Prim-
rose said:

I wish to emphasize what I have already said,
that I think the government of the Dominion should
not hesitate to adopt a course, even at considerable
sacrifice, which would tend to secure so desirable
an end as the introduction of Newfoundland to the
sisterhood of provinces.
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Again, Senator Kaulbach, at page 348:

Let us seize the opportune moment in the spirit
of greater generosity—

Honourable senators will recall that this was
just after the financial collapse of that colony.
—and then, with union accomplished prosperity
must come to that ancient colony, increased lustre
and greatness to Canada and greater strength and
power to the Empire. In the maritime provinces
we consider it almost of vital importance that New-
foundland should come into the Confederation, and
I believe that the people of Canada would say today
that if it were a question of paying $5 million more
to bring Newfoundland into the Confederation, if it
were absolutely necessary they would prefer to pay
that amount rather than leave her as she is now.
This surely is a question of imperial importance.

I emphasize this because I think every honour-
able senator here today voices the same senti-
ment that those honourable senators did in
1895, fifty-four years ago. That is a long
time.

The admission of Newfoundland to the union
would tend largely to the greatness of Canada,
would round off the confederation with the oldest
colony in North America, and, in that way, place us
in a unique position as a dominion of which we
might well be proud.

It is interesting to note that the final speech
was made by the Prime Minister of Canada,
Sir Mackenzie Bowell, who at that time was
a senator. He disposed of it by pointing out
that what Senator Wark had asked for had
already been done, that the Dominion Govern-
ment had already tried to prevail upon the
British Government to furnish the $5 million.
As that was the extent of Senator Wark’s
resolution, the discussion ended at that point.

I think honourable senators will find, as
I did, that the opinions expressed by our
predecessors in this house fifty-four years ago
are the same as our sentiments today. Not
only that; their beliefs are in accord with
those of every Canadian at the present time.

I should like to say something about the
reasons why Canadians are anxious at this
time to see Newfoundland become part of
Canada. But I do not intend to leave it at
that. I do not want our friends in Newfound-
land to think that we have the idea that the
blessings and benefits are all to go one way.
In the first place, the coming into Canada of
the island of Newfoundland, situated where
it is, and including the coast of Labrador,
which is a part of Newfoundland, will com-
plete—perhaps not altogether, because I have
in mind what the honourable leader opposite
(Hon. Mr. Haig) has said—but it will complete
as far as it is possible today, the geographical
integrity of Canada. In this connection I can
speak as a New Brunswicker as well as a
British Columbian, because I was born and
brought up in New Brunswick. To me it
has always been something of an irritation
and of regret when I looked at the map of
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Canada, and recalled the Ashburton Treaty,
to see that long narrow nose of New Bruns-
wick sticking out.

Hon. Mr. Leger: It is called the Ashburton
capitulation.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I was in British Columkia
when the United States was given the pan-
handle of Alaska, that strip which deprives
us of harbours and shuts off our access to the
waters of the Pacific ocean. Although I have
read something about this matter and have
my own private ideas, I do not feel qualified
to make any comments on the justice or
injustice of this treaty. However, I say, as
a matter of the integrity of Canada and possi-
bly, as we grow bigger as a matter of the
future friendly relations between Canada and
the United States, it is a very fortunate thing
that we should have these blots on the Can-
adian map. I know of nothing that could
have added more to the tragedy of this situa-
tion than to have the relations of Newfound-
land with Canada continue in such a way that
some day they would certainly have left
another blot on the map of Canada.

We welcome Newfoundland as a part of
the integrity of this country because of the
added national security it will give to both
Canada and Newfoundland. I need not
develop that because it is obvious and is
recognized.

Mention has been made of the natural
resources of Newfoundland. Certainly no
Canadian is accepting this union with the idea
that we might plunder any one of our prov-
inces of its natural resources. There is no
doubt that Newfoundland, in fish, timber, and
mines, is rich in resources. I think that New-
foundlanders as well as our own people real-
ize that when Newfoundland is part of the
federation of Canada these natural resources
will be utilized to a greater advantage to both
the citizens of Canada and the citizens of
Newfoundland. Union with Canada will pro-
mote what some of us in this house favour
theoretically as freer trade, if not free trade,
with the free exchange of commodities
between this country and Newfoundland. It
may cause some disruption in the province
of Newfoundland at the start. That was the
experience in the Maritime Provinces. There
may be some protected industries in the
colony that are not truly indigenous to it. I
do not know, and I certainly do not pretend to
be an authority. It is my belief and conviec-
tion, though—and we can say this to our
friends from Newfoundland—that if this
union is not profitable to them as well as to
ourselves in trade matters, then it will not be
profitable to either of us. The only way in
which these benefits can be developed to the
use and advantage of either, is by developing
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them to the use and advantage of both.

Perhaps not the least of the reasons why
we seek to welcome our friends from New-
foundland is that we know we are adding to
our population the right kind of citizens.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Newfoundland is the old-
est British colony on the North American
continent. It is a country of sound traditions.
As was so eloquently said in another place,
its people are men of independent spirit; and
they have experienced something that is good
for the souls of men—a hard struggle for
existence.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Thrift and industry are
the basis of success for any people. In some
quarters amongst us today there is a ten-
dency to seek government assistance to the
degree that people rely on the government
when they ought to rely on themselves.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Honourable senators, I
set no limitation to the extent to which society
should go in giving assistance to those who
are handicapped, but I think we must all
agree that the greatest asset of the strong and
vigorous men of a country is their spirit of
independence, their determination to work
and be thrifty, and to succeed by their own
efforts instead of being pap-fed by the state
or by any group in it.

We are conscious of the fact that the men
and women who are joining us at this time
are people of our own kind. They have a
great spirit of freedom, and they are pre-
pared to fight for freedom, as they have done
in the past, when necessary.

But may I say—this may be presumptuous,
though I think it is also fitting—that the union
is not a one-sided or jug-handled affair.
While we know that the union will result in
great benefits to Canada, we would not want
it to be brought about unless it had in it a
reciprocity of benefits to both countries.
When Newfoundland becomes the tenth prov-
ince of Canada it will be joining a country
that in the main has been built up by two
great races—the English and the French.
When I say “the English” I mean to include
of course the Scotch and the Irish, for these
three groups are the outstanding racial groups
among English-speaking peoples. And when
I say “the French” I mean the French Cana-
dians as I have seen them—and I have
mingled with them and learned to like and
respect them. I think they have produced
a greater race than was ever produced in the
Mother Country of France. And, honourable
senators, it is my belief that out of the com-
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bination of these two great races and of other
races that are coming to this country there
will in time emerge a race that will be greater
than any of its component parts, a race that
will be known solely as Canadian, without
any other label whatsoever.

Newfoundland is confederating with a
country that has the same general ideals as
her own, the same regard for British institu-
tions, for the Mother of Parliaments, and the
same loyalty to the King. As citizens of this
country Newfoundlanders will live under two
great systems of law that have promoted
justice and fair play in Canada—the Common
Law of England and the civil law as enjoyed
in the Province of Quebec. They are joining
a land of liberty, of civil and religious free-
dom, and they will become part of a country
having two great languages, whose guarantee
of continuance, as I have previously said of
other constitutional features, is based on the
surest ground that it is possible to have,
namely, mutual respect and a common sense
of public honour and responsibility.

I have made some reference to this union
as if it were a marriage, but I would point
out that the analogy is not quite apt. In the
first place, the marriage ceremony, as I have
heard it, contains a vow that each party will
forsake all others. In this confederation there
is no element of that kind. Neither party is
called upon to forsake anything for which
it has stood. Neither country will have to
give up any of its rights, ideals or traditions.
All the men and women in the greater
dominion will continue to bear allegiance
to His Majesty the King as they did before,
and His Majesty will continue to be to them
that same high symbol of liberty, freedom
and justice that he has been in the past. Also
in the marriage ceremony, as honourable
senators will recall, one of the parties says
“With all my worldly goods I thee endow.”
Well, no party to this agreement is called
upon to take any such action as that. This
is a federal union, and I do not know of any
term that better illustrates what that is than
the words themselves. A federal union means
that for national purposes all the provinces
in the union are associated together as one
nation. It is many years ago since Abraham
Lincoln said that a nation cannot exist half
free and half slave. In my opinion it is
equally true that no nation can exist half
sovereign and half divided into independent
states challenging the sovereignty of the
nation as such. There is in this federal union,
as was recognized by the Fathers of Con-
federation, the fullest ground and the fullest
scope for independence of thought, inde-

pendence of civil rights and independence of
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religion and language, yet all are merged in
the great common purpose of the nation,
which is Canada.

Honourable senators, up till now it has
not been my privilege to take any active part
in these proceedings for confederation. But
looking back over the years and recalling
the work of the Fathers of Confederation,
the men who laid the foundation of the
Canada that exists today, and thinking of
the developments that have taken place since
then and of the efforts that have resulted in
bringing this agreement to its present climax,
we can all be proud to have had any small
share in the general scheme, and each of us
can say, as Virgil the poet said many years
ago, “Of all these things I myself am a part.”

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. W. D. Euler: Honourable senators, in
my brief observations I have no intention of
attempting to emulate the eloquence of those
speakers who have preceded me, and perhaps
more particularly that of the honourable
senator from Vancouver (Hon. Mr. Farris).
Since we have heard from those members
who come from the extreme parts of Canada,
and from the city of Winnipeg, it seems to
me not inappropriate that a humble senator
from the great province of Ontario should
join in welcoming to the federation of Canada
the tenth province, Newfoundland.

It seems to me particularly appropriate
that Newfoundland, because of its geographic
location, should become part of Canada.
Industrially, economically, and perhaps
ethnically—although personally I cannot
claim anything on that score—the Newfound-
landers are similar to the Canadian people.
As Newfoundland is right at the front door
of this country, I believe it entirely fitting
that it should become a part of this great
federation. It would be unfortunate, as has
been hinted, if in the course of time and
through force of circumstances Newfound-
land should become the possession of some
other country, friendly and all as that coun-
try might be.

With regard to the financial arrangements
that have been entered into, I have nothing
to say. I believe they would require a good
deal of time and study before one could
express an intelligent opinion as to their
merits. Probably in the agreement New-
foundland has been treated not ungenerously.
As a matter of fact, I think that the people
of Canada would not be particularly con-
cerned if Newfoundland did, perhaps, secure
some financial advantage.

My chief purpose in rising today is to reply
to some remarks made in the other place.
At this point, honourable senators, may I

say that I see no reason why we should not
refer to the other place by its proper name—
the House of Commons.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: Right!

Hon. Mr. Euler: During my years as a
member of the House of Commons, and cer-
tainly during the regime of the immediate
past Prime Minister, rumours have been
passed and statements made from time to
time, in the press and elsewhere, to the effect
that senators when appointed by the Prime
Minister, were asked to subscribe to a pledge
or in some way to obligate themselves to
support legislation that would come from the
government, especially in the matter of
reforming the Senate. That subject was
again brought up in the House of Commons
only last week. I wish to quote from page
359 of the House of Commons Hansard, where
the honourable Mr. Rowe said:

However, the predecessor of the Prime Minister
stated on one occasion, when asking about reform-
ing the Senate, that no one was appointed to the
Senate by his government except those who were
committed to submit to any reforms the present
party might design. Therefore I should like to ask
the Prime Minister—

That is the present Prime Minister.

—whether in the appointment of these new senators
from Newfoundland he would inflict that obligation
upon them which, I understand, has been inflicted
upon every senator appointed by his government.

I think it is time that insinuation was pub-
licly repudiated and denied. I say most
emphatically that no such request, express or
implied, directly or indirectly, was made to
me upon my appointment to this body by the
Prime Minister.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I wish to say to my honour-
able friends that I am free to do exactly as
I think right and in the interests of this
country, without reference to the government
or anyone else. By that statement I am
making a sort of declaration of independence,
but with all due respect to the government
whose policies we support. I think the Senate
of Canada will never accomplish its true mis-
sion of service if its members do not exercise
a high degree of independence. I have spoken
for myself.

Hon. Mr. Lacasse: That applies to all.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: It certainly applies to
me.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I have spoken to perhaps
half a dozen senators who sit in close
proximity to me, and their experience with
regard to freedom from obligation is the same
as my own. I for one would like the coun-
try to know that when the members of the
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Senate enter this chamber they have com-
plete liberty to act in the best interests of
Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Euler: When a member of the
Commons says that the former Prime Minis-
ter stated that there was an obligation placed
on senators, I think he must be mistaken.
I am putting my observations mildly. I do
not believe that the former Prime Minister
ever asked any prospective senator to sub-
scribe to such a pledge. It would be most
improper for him to do so, and I cannot
imagine that any self-respecting man would
lower himself to the point of undertaking
such an obligation or of giving such a pledge
as a condition to his appointment to the
Senate. Honourable senators, I felt that the
time had come when there should be some
pubiic refutation of this charge made in the
House of Commons.

In conclusion, I wish to say that I hope,
after the experience of a few years, that
even those Newfoundlanders who at the
moment may for various reasons be opposed
to confederation, will come to realize, along
with all the people of Canada, that the con-
tact that is now being arranged will work out
to the benefit of all Canadians.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. L. M. Gouin: Honourable senators, I
wish to corroborate emphatically the testi-
mony given by our colleague from Waterloo
(Hon. Mr. Euler) to the effect that no pledge
was ever imposed upon any senator upon his
appointment to this house. I entered the
senate as a free man; otherwise I would have
refused to accept the appointment; and I
would not continue to sit unless I were per-
fectly free and untrammelled. This must be
clearly understood by all.

We have listened to eloquent addresses by
our colleagues from four provinces. We heard
first from New Brunswick, through our acting
leader (Hon. Mr. Copp); secondly, we heard
from Manitoba, through the honourable leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig); thirdly, we listened
with great interest to the illuminating and
eloquent address of our distinguished col-
league from Vancouver (Hon. Mr. Farris) who
admirably represented our province on the
Pacific coast. Finally, a few minutes ago, the
voice of Ontario was heard through our col-
league who has just spoken. Now I think it
is befitting that you allow me a few minutes
in order that the voice of the good old province
of Quebec may also resound within the walls
of this house in welcoming to our great
Canadian family these brave and valiant
Newfoundlanders.

I wish to support the motion before us for
the second reading of Bill 11, “An Act to
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approve the Terms of Union of Newfoundland
with Canada”, and to quote words so aptly
used in another place by the Right Hon. Louis
St. Laurent. They are as follows:

This session . . . has the historic task of consider-

ing the addition to Canada of the last segment in
the original plan of the Fathers of Confederation.

Thus is fulfilled, honourable senators, the
vision of one great federation or federal
union extending from sea to sea “A mari
usque ad mare”. Thus is that prophetic
vision finally realized.

Let me remind you, as has already been
done by our honourable colleague from Van-
couver South (Hon. Mr. Farris) that the
British North America Act of 1867 provided,
in section 146, for the admission, among other
provinces, of Newfoundland. I{ states:

It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and with
the Advice of Her Majesty’s Most Honourable Privy

Council, on Addresses from the Houses of the Parlia-
ment of Canada, . . .

and from the Legislature of the Colony of
Newfoundland, to admit that colony into the
union which we now commonly call Confeder-
ation. The end of that section contains the
following words:

And the provisions of any order in council in
that behalf shall have effect as if they had been

enacted by the Parliament of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland.

I think it necessary to call attention to that
last sentence because it provides expressly
for the procedure which is to be followed in
the case of the admission of, among other
provinces, Newfoundland.

As you all know, the British North America
Act of 1867 was based upon resolutions which
had been adopted at the Quebec Conference
of 1864. At that conference there were
present delegates from the then existing prov-
inces of Canada, now Ontario and Quebec, as
well as from Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland.
At this conference, where by the way, my
own native province was represented by
Sir E. P. Taché, Sir Georges Etienne Cartier,
Mr. Chapais, father of our late and highly-
esteemed colleague, and Mr. Langevin, resolu-
tions were adopted containing provisions for
the eventual admission of Newfoundland. It
is true at the conference subsequently held
in London, the so-called Westminster Con-
ference, when discussions were held as to the
draft of the bill which finally became the
British North America Act, no representa-
tions were received from Newfoundland.
But Newfoundland through its delegates at
the Conference of Quebec had already voted
in favour of provisions for its eventual admis-
sion into the federal union, so it was logical,




78

and I would say unavoidable, for the United
Kingdom Parliament to insert in section 146
the provision which I have just summarized.

In order to appreciate the situation as it
now is, may I for a few minutes refer again
to the events which hitherto prevented the
entry into our great Canadian family of that
colony by the sea. In 1869 the electors of
Newfoundland decided against entry into our
confederation; but in 1895, as was recalled a
few minutes ago by the honourable senator
from Vancouver South (Hon. Mr. Farris),
after the financial collapse of the island,
negotiations with Ottawa were carried on,
but without success; they failed merely
because of what I would call the unhappy
bargaining which took place.

I pass now to the depression of 1930, which
had tragic consequences for Newfoundland
and resulted in the suspension of its con-
stitution in 1934. Under commission govern-
ment, and due mainly, I believe, to conditions
arising from the war and in the post-war
period, the finances of the island have
steadily improved. At the end of 1945 the
United Kingdom decided that a national con-
vention should be elected by the people of the
island. This convention was entrusted with
the task of investigating and then making
recommendations to His Majesty’s Govern-
ment concerning the alternative forms of
government for the future administration of
the ancient colony. It was stated that the
choice of constitution would definitely be sub-
mitted to the people at a national referendum.
This by the way was a clear affirmation of
the democratic principle of self-determina-
tion in favour of the population of Newfound-
land.

In 1947, as you remember, after its election
the national convention resolved to send a
delegation to Ottawa to ascertain what fair
and equitable terms might exist for federal
union. The delegates arrived in our national
capital in June 1947 and completed their
sessions with the committee of the Canadian
cabinet on September 29. One month later,
on October 29, 1947, Prime Minister King
wrote to the Governor of Newfoundland, en-
closing a statement relating to the terms of
union which the Canadian Government con-
sidered to be fair and equitable for both
countries, and which it was willing to recom-
mend to our parliament. A condition, which
was absolutely essential, provided that:

—the people of Newfoundland indicate clearly and
beyond any possibility of misunderstanding their
will that Newfoundland should become a province
of Canada.

This quotation is taken from the report of the
Department of External Affairs, Conference
Series 1948, No. 2, page 58. Honourable
senators, this historic letter, written by the
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senior statesman of the Commonwealth, is
another formal statement of our democratic
ideals. We Canadians clearly adopted the
attitude that our friends from Newfoundland
were to be given full opportunity to make
their own choice, freely and voluntarily. We
are not responsible for the subsequent events
which took place in St. John’s, and London,
England. It would not be proper for me to
condemn or approve the decision of the
national convention in refusing, by a vote of
29 to 16, to include in the questions to be
submitted at the referendum the alternative
of union with Canada. Neither do I intend to
comment upon the fact that the United King-
dom government decided to the contrary. As
recalled this afternoon, a poll was held in
Newfoundland on June 3, 1948, and 69,400
electors favoured a return to responsible
self-government; while 64,006 wanted to join
our Canadian federation of autonomous prov-
inces. Only 22,311 voted for the continuation
of the so-called commission government for
an additional five years. This latter solution
was definitely discarded, and as there was no
clear majority in favour of either of the
other two forms of government, a second
poll was held on July 22 of last year. Almost
85 per cent of the total eligible electors cast
their votes, but the majority in favour of
federal union was only about 7,000. The
score was 78,323 in favour and 71,334 against.

Hon. Mr. David: The honourable senator
has said that 71,000 were against the union
with Canada. I think he has made a slight
error. 71,000 were in favour of the other
proposition referred to in the referendum.

Hon. Mr. Gouin: I accept the correction.
I only meant, from a practical point of view,
having a choice between the two alternatives.

Hon. Mr. David: It did not mean that they
rejected union with Canada; they just
expressed their desire to continue responsible
government.

Hon. Mr. Gouin: My honourable friend will
have an opportunity to give a fuller explana-
tion later. My understanding is that the New-
foundlanders were first given the opportunity
of joining Canada or of continuing as a self-
governing colony. At all events, after that
verdict, our former prime minister, as one
of the last acts in his long and glorious tenure
of office, invited the duly authorized repre-
sentatives of Newfoundland to come here in
order to negotiate the final terms of the
agreement. The Newfoundland delegation of
seven members arrived in Ottawa on October
5, and on December 11, six of them signed
the agreement which is now submitted for
our approval. Our present Prime Minister
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and the acting Under Secretary of State for
External Affairs were the Canadian signa-
tories.

In all these proceedings the Canadian
government acted constitutionally, observing
faithfully all the fundamental principles of
democracy. They lived up to the tradition
of our democratic way of life. The terms of
union are fair and equitable for both coun-
tries. It was satisfying to me to see that the
honourable leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig)
and the leaders of the opposition groups in
the other house were unanimous in approv-
ing the admission of Newfoundland into
Canada.

I am convinced that the addition of this
tenth province to our beloved land will be
to the mutual advantage of our new fellow-
Canadians and ourselves. As a Quebecer and
a French-speaking Canadian, I say with true
emotion that it is a great privilege to take
part in this epoch-making debate which, as
the honourable leader opposite has said, will
long be referred to by those who come after
us. They will say that the last stone of our
great federal and interprovincial building
was laid where the terms we are now dis-
cussing were finally agreed to. Thus, honour-
able senators, we continue and complete in
a manner worthy of our illustrious predeces-
sors, the task undertaken by Macdonald,
Cartier and other Fathers of Confederation.

Without the enlightened and efficient co-
operation of those statesmen who represented
Quebec and Ontario, and whose names are
always pronounced with great respect, con-
federation would never have been achieved.
Putting aside all our differences of political
opinion we are proud to associate with those
names two other great names of the past,
Tupper and Tilley, as well as the names of
two great present-day representatives of our
provinces of Ontario and Quebec, namely, Mr.
King and Mr. St. Laurent. Rising above
political divergencies and the various and
conflicting policies which sometimes separate
our two great parties—our old parties, as
they are called by some newer schools of
thought—I am proud to record the achieve-
ments of the Conservative party as well as
of my own party, the Liberal party. I am
proud also to record the achievements of all
our great leaders, men who have guided
and are guiding opposite sides in this house
and another place but who have always
been anxious to contribute to the welfare of
our beloved country, and to her development
and expansion.

History will register in golden letters the
date of the admission of Newfoundland as the
tenth of our sister provinces. We are informed
that there still is dissatisfaction among those
in Newfoundland who were opposed to the
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union. We also know that in the province
of Quebec the agreement now before us has
been denounced as imposing upon our tax-
payers an excessive additional burden with-
out their consent having been previously.
obtained. Also a claim was advanced on
behalf of Quebec to a part of Labrador; and it
has been stated in Quebec that Newfoundland
would be a liability to Canada. There have
been various other objections. But, honour-
able senators, I am sure that with time the
people of Newfoundland and of Canada as a
whole, and in particular those of Quebec, will
forget all such complaints and alleged griev-
ances. First of all, they will realize that for
the security, not only of Canada but of all
North America, the union of Newfoundland
with Canada is essential to the efficiency and
the practical working out of the North Atlan-
tic Pact. It is not necessary for me to insist
upon the strategic importance of the Old
Colony; its adequate defence is absolutely
vital to the protection of Canada as well as
of the United States. The last war fully
demonstrated the truth of that assertion. For
all purposes of shipping as well as of aviation,
in peace and in war, Newfoundland holds an
international key pos1t10n which cannot be
over-estimated. It is time to repeat the
ancient and familiar maxim: united we stand,,
divided we fall.

Critics of the proposed union seem fto
believe that we are taking in Newfound-
land as it was in 1934. They systematically
ignore and undervalue its present assets. First
of all, Newfoundlanders are known all over
the world for their unexcelled qualities of
courage, industry and perseverance and their
loyalty to God, their king and their country.
I salute respectfully, with love and affection,
the 330,000 people who will remain forever
good and true sons of their autonomous prov-
ince of Newfoundland, but who will become
also excellent Canadlans, our fellow country-
men. They will bring to us territory which,
including Labrador, has an area of more than
150,000 square mlles The country’s main
resources at present are fish, paper products
and minerals.

When we speak of Newfoundland we of
course think immediately of codfish, because
from the beginning of its four and a half
centuries of recorded history the cod fishery
has been the main industry of the island.
About forty years ago I spent a couple of
summers sailing on the banks of the Old
Colony, fishing and visiting its coasts along
the Straits of Belle Isle, and I shall always
remember those happy days with delight and
pleasant emotion. Then I was able to come
personally into contact with the hardy fisher-
men and their families. I observed the
tragic conditions under which they lived at
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Querpont and at other northern posts when
the fisheries were poor. For their endurance,
patience and generous spirit of hospitality I
have ever since have had the most sincere
admiration. It was my privilege also during
the last war to visit the great airport at
‘Gander, which is indeed one of the most
important airports in the whole world.

But let us be practical and get at the facts.
A few figures will be more convincing and
eloquent than any words of mine. In 1947-48,
the last year for which figures are available,
Newfoundland’s total trade reached $185,522,-
848, the highest figure ever attained. Exports
of domestic goods amounted to $77,838,593.
Revenue from the sale of fish and by-products
was $29,517,514. The production of salt cod-
fish was about one million quintals, and some
12,400,000 pounds of frozen cod fillets were
shipped. Medicinal cod liver oil sold at
approximately $3 a gallon. The total exports
of herring were valued at $2,170,604, and the
exports of lobster amounted to $856,273.
Sealing and whaling operations were also
carried on successfully.

In the same fiscal year domestic markets
absorbed the entire production of about 800
sawmills, whose production for 1948 was
expected to reach a total of 62 million board
feet. The great pulp and paper mills at
Grand Falls and Corner Brook increased their
shipments of newsprint.

We now pass on to minerals. In the ten
months ending October 31, 1948, 1,217,032
tons of ore were mined at the Bell Island
mines, and the Buchans mine shipped ore to
a value of $7,761,249. I wish to add that for
the exploitation of mineral resources, the
gigantic water power of Labrador offers
sound hope for an unprecedented era of pros-
perity for the new province.

I am pleased to notice that more attention
has recently been paid to agriculture in New-
foundland. To particularize, in the develop-
ment of the settlement formerly known as the
Upper Humber, and renamed the Cormack,
considerable progress has been made under
the civil re-establishment program of the com-
mission government.

Finally, I may point out that the govern-
ment revenues for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 1948, amounted to $40,556,541, and
there was a deficit for that period of $463,243.
I believe that in the long run this deficit will
‘be more than offset by the almost unlimited
resources of Newfoundland, in the form of
minerals and water power, and above all, by
the sterling qualities of the Newfoundlanders.
In passing, I may say that the figures I have
quoted are taken from an excellent chapter
devoted to Newfoundland in the report of the

Royal Bank of Canada dated January 13,
1949, on pages 34 and 35 of which further
interesting information may be found.

By way of conclusion, may I quote from the
very eloquent remarks made by the leader of
the opposition in the other house, when he
referred to the glorious record of the Royal
Newfoundland Regiment? He paid a just
tribute to a feat of arms which was almost
incredible, and at the same time both sublime
and terrible. I read from page 292 of the
House of Commons Hansard of February 7:

. On July 1, 1916, [the regiment] fought at
Beaumont Hamel in the tremendous battle of the
Somme. On that occasion the Royal Newfoundland
Regiment was engaged in one of the really Homeric
battles of history. It took part in one cof the most
desperate and tragic attacks of the whole war.
Seven hundred and forty officers and men went over
the top that morning to attack that key position in
the enemy defences, and they suffered 684 casualties.
Of this action, Sir Douglas Haig said in his dis-
patches: “The heroism and devotion to duty they
displayed on the first of July has never been sur-
passed.” Their own corps commander said in his
dispatches: “The assault only failed because dead
men could advance no further.”

Finally, may I be allowed to quote just a
couple of sentences from an address delivered
by that great Canadian, Mr. King, who at the
time was the first citizen of Canada, when he
welcomed the delegates from Newfoundland
on July 25, 1947? He said:

In welcoming you we welcome neighbours and
kinfolk, who, with us owe a common allegiance to
the crown and whose countries are members of the
British commonwealth. History and geography has
given us much in common. We enjoy with you the
heritage of British freedom and the even older heri-
tage of Christian civilization. We have shared
together the perils and sacrifices of two world wars.
Side by side, we face the uncertainties of the post-
war world.

Of course we will be much stronger if we
stand together and are faithful to our great
destiny.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. J. J. Kinley: Honourable senators,
I am sure we have all listened with great
interest to the splendid speeches that have
been made so far in this debate. I should
like first to refer to the remarks of my hon-
ourable friend from Waterloo (Hon. Mr.
Euler), and to say that I think his comments
with regard to the independence of members
of the Senate are timely and good. There is
apt to be some loose talk about this chamber,
but it usually comes from uninformed sources
and does not affect us very much.

I was much interested in the brilliant
speech made by the honourable senator from
Vanceouver (Hon. Mr. Farris), especially the
extracts which he read from Hansard about
senators of other days. I think they were
all senators from the Maritimes. During my




FEBRUARY 15, 1849 81

friend’s remarks he said something about the
Honourable Henry A. Kaulbach, who was
from Lunenburg. I just remember him in
my boyhood days.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: I do not entirely agree
with what my friend from Vancouver said
in relation to the marriage ceremony and the
union of Canada and Newfoundland. It
occurs to me that that portion of the cere-
mony about forsaking all others refers only
to those things that are sacred, and that in
honour and loyalty we are expected to pre-
serve. I do not say that in any critical sense,
but I want to justify what I may say later,
and I do not wish to do it under the shadow
of what the honourable senator had said.

Speaking further about the marriage con-
tract, my friend said that he did not think
the promise made by one party to the mar-
riage, “with all my wordly goods I thee
endow”, applied to the union with New-
foundland. In my opinion it does apply. All
the people of Canada hold in common the
resources of this great dominion, and each
province must share in the dowry. I believe
that this sacred obligation applies to the
nation in the same way as it would apply to
a family.

‘While we are discussing the second reading
of this bill, entitled An Act to approve the
Terms of Union of Newfoundland with Can-
ada, we must feel that we are rapidly bringing
to a conclusion in a most successful manner
something that has been in the making for a
long time. Other honourable senators have
dealt largely with the historical background.
As we know, the recent negotiations with the
authorities of Newfoundland continued for
over a year, and during that period the
people of Newfoundland, through a plebiscite,
expressed individually and collectively their
desire to join the Canadian confederation.
By the passing of this bill the seal of approval
of the Dominion of Canada is placed upon the
terms of the agreement. Then, after Royal
Assent, which we expect will take place
within a week, we can feel that an historic
achievement redounds to the credit of the
Parliament of Canada now in session.

Honourable senators will excuse me if I
take the privilege of reminding them that in
addressing the Senate on March 27, 1946, I
spoke, in part, as follows, as reported in
Hansard, pages 57 and 58:

Hon. Mr. Kinley: I have come to the conclusion,
honourable senators, that in the national interest
and also in the interest of our fisheries we should
try to induce the dominion of Newfoundland to come
into Confederation.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Absolutely.

. Hon. Mr, Kinley: In the Maritimes there is a
feeling that Newfoundland is a compelitor in the

fishing business, and that we should be inviting
trouble by bringing her into Confederation. I do
not think there should be much fear of that, because
her fishing vessels have equal privileges with
our own. True, the fishermen of Newfoundland
have a little advantage in that they have no income
and corporation taxes to pay. But I do think the
very fact that they are producers of the same kind
of goods as we produce, and competitors with us in
world markets, should encourage us to work to-
gether as one great country.

Hon. Mr. Duff: They are our best customers for
manufactured goods.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: I will come to that. The same
sentiment is now becoming prevalent in Newfound-
land: the pecple there feel they should be part of
the Canadian nation. The union would entail some
cost to Canada, but let us not forget that Newfound-
land includes also a considerable part of Labrador.
Newfoundland, now a market for much of the goods
of central Canada, would, I am sure, become a
better market as an integral part of a wealthy and
virile country that now lends financial aid to the
Mother Country.

We in the Maritimes would have a stronger in-
fluence in the Parliament of Canada because we
would have another dominion added to the provinces
of Confederation. From the national standpoint we
cannot afford to do without this frontier dominion.
The result of the union would be a stronger Canada,
and Newfoundland would be raised to the social
and econcmic standards we enjoy so abundantly in
this country.

Honourable senators, from my earliest
memories our part of the country was closely
associated with the colony of Newfoundland.
During many years, we sold them vessels,
our deep-sea fishermen used their ports for
shelter, bait and other supplies, and men
from Newfoundland came regularly to Lun-
enburg to help man the fishing fleet which
sailed out of that port. They arrived in ever-
increasing numbers until, in some years,
upwards of a thousand men came in the
springtime to join the Lunenburg fleet, and
went home in the fall to spend the winter
with their families. Newfoundland was a
base of operations for the Lunenburg fishing
fleet and, in fact, all the fishing fleets of Nova
Scotia. That was particularly true in the
days of sail, when distance meant so much.

During those years there grew up between
the people of Newfoundland and the people
of the south coast of Nova Scotia, especially
of Lunenburg, a warm comradeship. They
learned to know each other; and that com-
racdeship, I know, had a great deal to do with
the vote in favour of confederation. The
comradeship of the sea is liberal and it is
inclusive. We came to regard the warm-
hearted fishermen of Newfoundland as our

very own; and with respect to our own fisher- -

men who went to Newfoundland, I recall that
when I was a boy the only way we had to
get news of their safety was through letters
and messages which came from the ports of
Newfoundland. In the early days my grand-
father went on many voyages to Labrador;
my father went to the Grand Banks and in the
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winter he usually called at the Bay of Islands
for a load of frozen herring. I learned a lot
about Newfoundland in my youth. I was
particularly interested in the way they named
their ports, such as “Harbour Grace”,
“Heart’s Content”, “Heart’s Delight”: it
seemed to be that their hard life upon the
sea and their appreciation of their homes
and families were indicated by the colourful
names they gave the settlements in which
they lived.

~ We have also had much other trade with
Newfoundland. Several factories in my dist-
rict do a large and increasing business with
the island. The Atlantic marine engines made
by the Lunenburg Foundry Company, and
the Acadia engines, made by the Acadia Gas
Company of Bridgewater, in my county, have
a big market in Newfoundland. Newfound-
landers bring their ships to Lunenburg for
refits and repairs; men who came to fish re-
mained as citizens, and more and more are
coming. The honourable senator from Lunen-
burg (Hon. Mr. Duff), as we know, is a
native of Carbonear, in the island of New-
foundland, where his father before him was
an influential man.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: I am told that the majority
for confederation was large in the southern
part of the island, where the ports are located
from which Newfoundlanders came to Lunen-
burg to fish. So we feel that they must have
a good opinion of us, and that their apprecia-
tion of our associations was expressed in their
votes. :

There has been eloquent reference to the
contribution made in the fight for liberty in
two world wars by the people of Newfound-
land, through their armed services and their
association with Canadians during those
periods. Our countries, working as one, have
thus been cemented with ties that are strong
and everlasting.

Newfoundland, as a country, has had good
times and difficult ones—so difficult that
it was obliged to place its affairs in the
hands of a commission government. To us,
looking on from the outside, it seemed to be
doing a very good job, and today New-
foundland is quite prosperous. Thus, the
difficulties having been surmounted, one
could see in recent years that something was
going to happen and that there would be a
change. It was with this in mind that I spoke
as I did in the Senate three years ago.

‘The Newfoundlanders, like most seafaring
people, are religious. All denominations are
represented, and in St. John’s and in the
outports there are beautiful churches. The
churches of Newfoundland are closely con-
nected with Canada: their ministers come to
our churches and ours go to serve with them.
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This year the General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in Canada will meet in
St. John’s, Newfoundland. I am reminded
also, that their ministers are largely educated
in the universities of the Maritime Provinces.
This is true also of the members of other pro-
fessions, which means that the educated
youth of the country have a Canadian experi-
ence that will go a long way towards making
confederation a success.

It seems to me that the Canadian banking
system has done some missionary work in
Newfoundland. The Canadian banking system
stands high, not only at home, but in other
countries. This is a test of their efficiency.
They have long been doing service in New-
foundland and our currency has been in use
there.

These long associations have caused a
ripening of our friendship, bringing about a
marriage, which is the finest fruit of their
labour. Marriage to be successful must be
of the heart as well as of the mind; and I
think we can truly say that this marriage
with Newfoundland is a love match, brought
about by long association and high mutual
regard and affection. There were alluring
alternatives, perhaps, for greater immediate
gain. There was also the appeal of inde-
pendence and standing alone. It is a great
compliment to this country that they so
readily.chose to become a part of the Canadian
nation. I am sure they come to us with our
best wishes, and ‘we can say with Bobby
Burns—

Here's a hand my trusty fiere,

And gie’s a hand o’ thine.

The economic advantages of the agree-
ment are not the real issue. Newfoundland
is our good customer now, and the potential
natural resources of Labrador are already in
the picture of future industrial development.
The big objective is completion and round-
ing out the Canadian nation, because from
a national standpoint Newfoundland and
Canada should be one and the same country.
It would be insecure to leave the matter
unsettled, and world events have made the
present time opportune. Many of us feel
there was a degree of merit in the con-
tention put forward by Newfoundland citi-
zens who demanded as a first requisite that
responsible government should be restored.
However, in 1933, Newfoundland agreed to
setting up a Newfoundland Royal Commis-
sion, and the King’s Warrant sets out the
objective of the commission. The second
recommendation found in the report of that
commission is as follows:

It would be understood that, as soon as the
island’s difficulties are overcome and the country is
again self-supporting, responsible government, on

request from the people of Newfoundland, would be
restored.
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Well, the plebiscite looks like a fulfilment
of that pledge; the people voted against the
return of responsible government. As a
result, Canada’s course was clear and definite.
The inclusion of Newfoundland as a province
in the federation of Canada should bring
strength to the Maritimes.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: It will be a larger area
and will add to the representation in the par-
liament of Canada. This will be an added
strength to the Maritime voice in the
country’s affairs. We have always had a
great influence: Three Prime Ministers—
Tupper, Thompson and Borden, all came from
Nova Scotia. The three maritime provinces
also produced from time to time cabinet min-
isters of outstanding ability. We still like
to think our troubles come from confedera-
tion, but I sometimes wonder what right we
have to complain. In thinking of pre-con-
federation days we talk about the “Golden
Era”, so well described in the Sirois Report.
Those were the days of “wooden ships and
iron men.” Nova Scotian vessels were then
the fastest means of transportation on the
sea. They were built to carry our fish and
products to other countries, and they brought
rich cargoes in return. These vessels were
manned by Nova Scotians. It was a perfect
economy, the country became rich, and the
Nova Scotians became great traders. But
iron ships and steam interfered with this
economy, and Nova Scotia ran into difficult
times.

Then came Sir John A. Macdonald and con-
federation, which was violently opposed in
Nova Scotia. But the Honourable Joseph
Howe led the province into confederation on
receiving what was known as “better terms.”
Nevertheless, confederation was not well
accepted, and to this day there are people
who are prone to blame our troubles on con-
federation, when they were really caused
largely by the march of time. Newfound-
landers, like Nova Scotians, are great traders.
They can look with pride on their great
trading firms and exporters in St. John’s and
other places. We in Lunenburg know that
much of our progress is due to the fine firms
that work in conjunction with the fishermen.
The coasting trade of Canada is always a
matter of importance. In the Canada Ship-
ping Act “coasting trade” is defined as
follows:

Carrying by water passengers and goods from ¢ne
place in Canada to another.

Newfoundland will therefore be brought
into the orbit of our coasting trade. With the
passage of the Statute of Westminster there
was passed concurrently the Merchant Ship-

83

ping agreement. For years our Ministers
of Marine tried to get control of our coastal
trade. The Statute of Westminster was our
emancipation. The Motherland was a good
trader, and she got the Merchant Shipping
agreement.

In the coastal trade I think we should pro-
tect our nationals. The United States pro-
tect theirs, and it is my thought that with the
building of the St. Lawrence waterways, a
reciprocity agreement with the United States
on coastal shipping would be a necessity and
very beneficial to the Maritime Provinces.
This is a matter for the future. The fisheries
are of prime importance to the Maritimes, and
under Section 22 little change will be made in
the rules and regulations for a period of five
years. In the discussions in the other place,
at page 434 of Hansard, I read as follows:

Mr. St. Laurent: As I understand it, there is in
Newfoundland a system for the conservation of bait
under cold storage conditions, which is more effec-
tive than anything we have in the Maritime prov-
inces. The question arose, and I think it is covered
in the statement of the questions answered.

Mr. Coldwell: I heard the minister yesterday but
I did not quite get the explanation I am now
seeking.

Mr. St. Laurent: In the statement of questions
raised by the Newfoundland delegation, one of the
questions was whether or not in taking over the bait
service it would be used exclusively for the New-
foundland fishermen, or would be made available to
the fishermen of the maritimes. The answer to that
question is given on page 9 of the questions raised
by the Newfoundland delegation and reads as
follows:

The Canadian government will seek legislation or
take such other steps as may be necessary to provide
that the Newfoundland bait service will be taken
over and operated without fundamental change by
the Department of Fisheries. If, after the date of
the union, changes are made for the benefit of Can-
ada as a whole, the question of payment will be
discussed between federal and provincial authorities.

And here I quote from a statement by the
Minister of Fisheries:

There is in Newfoundland a bait-freezing service
which I think is a better one than we have in
Canada. We shall have to do something to improve
ours so that it will be equal to Newfoundland’s.

Honourable senators, the situation is such
that Nova Scotia fishermen, largely those
from Lunenburg, get bait in Newfoundland
for their fishing on the Grand Banks. I hope
this practice will be free and unimpaired.
On the other hand, Newfoundland fishermen
will need bait in winter-time on the Nova
Scotia coast. I understand that even now
there is no difficulty in that regard.

I am sure we were all interested in the
discussion that occurred in another place
between Mr. Drewy the leader of the opposi-
tion, and the Prime Minister, on oleomar-
garine. It is quite a passage on constitutional
law. For more than forty years I have
listened to legal arguments and assisted in
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the making of laws in one form or another,
but I think this one stands out. The attack
was timely and good, but the reply of the
Prime Minister showed that he was a bril-
liant and capable parliamentarian. I com-
mend this part of Hansard to the attention of
the provincial premiers.

The “marriage ceremony” will soon be
completed. After the bill is passed Canada
and Newfoundland will be on the road of
progress together—in a disturbed and fearful

world, it is true. We will share each other’s
burdens and continue our part as a strong
and free nation. May we always stand for
justice with dignity, and peace with bene-
ficence.

Hon. Mr. McLean: Honourable senators, I
move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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Wednesday, February 16, 1949

The Senate met at 3 p.m. the Acting

Speaker in the Chair.
Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. Farris presented the report of the
Standing Committee on Miscellaneous Private
Bills on Bill H, an Act respecting the Globe
Printing Company, as follows:

The eommittee have, in obedience to the order
of reference of February 10, 1949, examined the said
bill and now beg leave to report the same without
any amendment.

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Copp. with leave of the Senate,
moved the third reading of the bill.

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

PRIVATE BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. Farris presented the report of the
Standing Committee on Miscellaneous Private
Bills on Bill J, an Act respecting Chartered
Trust and Executor Company, as follows:

The committee have, in obedience to the order of
reference of February 10, 1949, examined the said
bill, and now beg leave to report the same without
any amendment.

THIRD READING
Hon. Mr. Copp. with leave of the Senate,
moved the third reading of the bill.

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

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS
Hon. W. M. Aseltine, Chairman of  the
Standing Committee on Divorce, presented
the following bills:
Bill O, an Act for the relief of Francis
Thomas Joseph Cleevely.
Bill P, an Act for the relief of Jack William
Corber.
Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Mildred Ida
Acres Wells.
Bill R, an Act for the relief of Wilhelmina
Doris Guenette Parkes.
Bill S, an Act for the relief of Anita Phyllis
Ticktin Sacks.
Bill T, an Act for the relief of Sylvia Feld-
man Blant.
29091—8
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Bill U, an Act for the relief of Doris Arvilla
Jackson Legassick.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Rose Klein
Levin.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Thelma
Wilhelmina Wintonyk Colter.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Doris
MacArthur Richards Arnold.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Mary
Matheson Baker.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Vivian
Pauline Davies White.

Bill A-1, an Act for the relief of Helen
Hawthorne Kuhn Ellis.

The bills were read the first time.

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall these
bills be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: With leave of the
Senate, next sitting.

FEEDING OF ROCK SALT TO CATTLE
SUGGESTED INVESTIGATION

Hon. R. B. Horner rose in accordance with
the following notice:

That he will call to the attention of the Senate
the fact that rock salt is being fed to cattle causing
injury to the animals, and will recommend that the
government investigate the practice and devise
means to prevent it.

He said: Honourable senators, my object
in placing this notice on the Order Paper
is to recommend action for the benefit of
stockmen throughout Canada. A number of
practical ranchers to whom I have explained
my objection to the feeding of rock salt to
cattle agree that it seems a very sensible one.
Conditions in warmer countries are somewhat
different from those prevailing here, but even
there, in my opinion, some animals never
receive sufficient salt. The mouth of the
horse it not like that of the cow. The horse
has two firm sets of front teeth, whereas the
cow has only one; and the only way the cow
can get salt off a block is with its tongue. A
cow’s tongue is rough, like a file, and if
through licking block salt it becomes smooth,
it is impossible for the animal to graze prop-
erly. Yet I often see blocks of salt tossed
into the snow for the use of cows—a practice
which is in fact cruelty of a very pronounced
kind. The use of rock salt is one of the
reasons why, in spite of improvement in
pbreeding and in feeding, cattle today are not
being developed to the size or condition of
fifty years ago. As a boy I never saw, or do
not remember ever seeing block salt: we
used to get coarse salt in large sacks.

Anyone who has supplied salt to cattle
knows that their tastes like those of human
beings vary; but some cattle will eat almost.
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any quantity they can get, and a good many
never get enough. Where a block of salt is
thrown into a pasture the animal that requires
a large amount must spend hours every day
to get what he needs, when he should be
either resting or grazing. I seriously believe
that the government, if only for humanitar-
ian reasons, should either prohibit the manu-
facture of rock salt or encourage the manu-
facture of coarse salt.

In Saskatchewan a certain type of fly was
causing the loss of a large number of cattle,
and in conversation with a veterinary surgeon
I was told that he had ordered, in addition to
a smudge, the distribution of a sack of loose
salt among the affected animals in the corral.
There were about fifty head of cattle. They
ate the whole sack of coarse salt and this
saved their lives. I am glad to have had the
opportunity of advertising this fact, and I
seriously think that the government should
take some action in the matter.

VOCATIONAL TRAINING OF MERCHANT
SEAMEN

INQUIRY
On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. Kinley: Honourable senators, I
should like to read a statement which appears
in today’s Ottawa Journal. It says:

Nearly four years after the end of the war, the
government has quietly announced it will pay for
the retraining of merchant seamen with war service
for shoreside jobs.

Wartime sailors who can dig up their discharge
papers may now apply for vocational training that
other veterans have enjoyed since V-J Day.

But for thousands of one-time sailors the move
has come years too late, and for hundreds of others
the benefits fall far short of the mark.

I should like to ask the acting leader of

the government if he will make a statement
about this matter.

Hon. Mr. Copp: I shall be very glad to look
into this and endeavour to secure an answer
to my honourable friend’s inquiry.

NEWFOUNDLAND-CANADA UNION BILL
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday, the
adjourned debate on the motion of Hon. Mr.
Copp for the second reading of Bill 11, an
Act to approve the Terms of Union of New-
foundland with Canada.

Hon. A. N. McLean: Honourable senators,
this bill which admits Newfoundland into full
partnership with all the other provinces of
Canada will, in all probability, prove one of
the most historic pieces of legislation ever

passed by this honourable body. It is now.

many decades since the last billi admitting

provinces into confederation was passed by
parliament. None of our present members
was here at the time, and it is unlikely that
many will be here when a similar bill is again
presented, unless the good people of the West
Indies decide to negotiate a union with us.
When full effect is finally given to this legisla-
tion we will have accomplished the fulfilment
of the great union visioned by the early
Fathers of Confederation. Their dream was,
as we all know, that all of British North
America, stretching from Cape Spear to Vic-
toria, should form one vast nation. The entry
of Newfoundland is the final realization of
that great dream, and by it I believe Canada
becomes the largest country of the world after
Soviet Russia. We are fortunate and privi-
leged to be here in this parliament to play an
important part in giving reality to that dream.

Ever since the confederation of 1867, and
even before, there has been talk from time
to time of Newfoundland coming in with us,
but it is only in the last two years or so that
the confederation movement became an over-
powering force—so much so that last summer
the people of that great island voted, by a
good majority to join our confederation. I
know of no fairer system of voting than a
plebiscite, for it decides public questions by
an over-all majority. This is the true demo-
cratic way, as the people speak.

I have called Newfoundland a great island,
and it is a truly great land, as I know, for
I have travelled over many parts of it. One
has only to look at the map of North America
to realize what an important geographically
strategic position Newfoundland and Labra-
dor hold on our Atlantic seaboard. This great
territory is an outstanding citadel of the
western hemisphere. In addition to this, New-
foundland is rich in real wealth—waterpower,
lumber, metals, fish, and so forth. I consider
it the greatest fishing island in the world. I
know of my own knowledge the great pos-
sibilities which lie in the Newfoundland
fisheries, and I am not going too far when I
say they can be increased and extended to
be worth far more than they are today.

But it is not only the fisheries of New-
foundland that are valuable. At Corner
Brook there is the largest newsprint mill in
the world, manufacturing 1,000 tons of paper
and 200 tons of pulp per day. The paper mill
at Grand Falls is also a large and modern
one. The timber reserves of Newfoundland,
together with those of Labrador, make the
construction of one or two more mills a
practical possibility.

At Bell Island, in Conception Bay, there is
a very remarkable deposit of red hematite
iron ore. This deposit amounts to an esti-
mated 5,000 million tons, and it is said that
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it will take another 500 years to exhaust it.
It is ore from this mine which, as honourable
senators know, feeds the steel mills at Cape
Breton. At Buchans, in the interior of the
country, there is in operation one of the
richest lead, copper, silver, zinc and gold
mines of the world.

But it is Labrador, with its 110,000 square
miles of area, that is bound to be the Klon-
dike of the Atlantic coast. There is good
reason to believe that Labrador’s iron ore
reserves run into billions of tons. I do not
think it is too much to say that Labrador is
the last great undeveloped reserve of mineral
wealth in North America. I am prepared to
believe that Newfoundland’s entry may cost
our federal government a few million dollars
net the first few years, but we realize that
those millions are only “chicken feed” by
comparison when we think of the great fact
that our Confederation is made so much
richer and stronger by the addition of
Newfoundland.

But by far the greatest asset Newfoundland
possesses is her fine people. The noble record
of the sons of this island in the two world
wars is a magnificent page in empire history.
They fought and bravely died for King,
country and freedom. The people of New-
foundland are a proud people, and they have
a right to be. They are also courageous, and
generous almost to a fault. No stranger
within their gates need ever be in want. Many
people from Europe have come and taken
residence with us—and we welcome them.
We know of the background of some, but not
much of that of others. But we are well
informed of the background of the great
people of Newfoundland. They are people
similar to ourselves—hard working and
industrious, honest of heart and purpose.
They have the same ideals as we; they
sincerely believe in the same institutions, and
they have the same blood in their veins.
There are no “isms” in this great island.
“Communism” is like a foreign word.

Nowhere in North America will you find
people who are more industrious, more in-
genuous or stouter hearted. In the early days
of its colonization Newfoundland was no place
for weaklings. It took men of grit and
stamina to survive under the hard and rugged
conditions which obtained in the first three
hundred years of the island’s history, and that
is why today the people of Newfoundland have
such sterling qualities. It took real men and
women to carve homes for themselves out of
the wilderness along the thousands of miles
of coastline in those far off days, and all that
was fine in character and personality was
brought out by the long struggle for survival.

In coming into partnership with the rest of
Canada, Newfoundland, as mentioned before,
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brings a great deal of real wealth, but what
we must realize most, is that a great people,
330,000 in number, are joining hands with us
to help make a greater and more glorious
Canada. This is a partnership of equal terms
and privileges. There are many things that
Canada can and will do for Newfoundland
which the latter, I feel, is fully entitled to
under the partnership: namely, undertakings
and projects such as greater transportation
facilities and more intense development of
the island’s many natural resources, for as
Newfoundland will have all the rights and
privileges of a province, it will be entitled to
an equal economic standing with that of the
other provinces.

The debt of the island is very low. One of
the consequences of this is that Newfound-
land has not undertaken public works on
such a scale as we in Canada have done. On
the other hand, we have a larger per capita
debt here, and a great deal of public develop-
ment work to show for it. However, now that
the per capita debt will be equalized, it is
self-evident that under the partnership the
people of Newfoundland are entitled to have
their federal public works system brought up
on a par with the other provinces in our
confederation. Any aid extended to the
island by way of increased transportation
facilities and development of natural re-
sources will prove to be an excellent invest-
ment, as far greater wealth will flow in and
out of Newfoundland’s fine ports, and this
will react to the great benefit of Canada as a
whole.

The people of Canada, I feel, are happy
indeed over this partnership and desire to
give the people of Newfoundland a royal
welcome. The joining of hands by two
great peoples is a big event in history at any
time, and the passing of this bill is bound to
mark one of the greatest events of Canadian
history. In peace or war—and we hope the
latter is far, far away—we are going to find
the people of Newfoundland great and true
partners of the confederation of which we
are all so proud. They will live up to their
responsibilities, and we must spare no effort,
and even bend backward, to live up to ours.

Now we can raise our sights. The old saying
that Canada extended from Sydney to Victoria
will soon be hopelessly out of date, for shortly
after the passing of this bill we shall be able
to say that Canada extends from Cape Spear
to Victoria.

Hon. W. A. Buchanan: Honourable senators,
I am prompted to speak in this debate largely
because yesterday greetings were extended
to Newfoundland from representatives of all:
or nearly all the senior provinces of the
dominion. I am a representative of what so
far .has been known as one of the newer:
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provinces, a status that will disappear when
this measure is passed and Newfoundland is
admitted as the tenth province. Speaking
on behalf of Alberta, I want to join with those
senators who have welcomed Newfoundland
into confederation. I have no direct acquain-
tance with the island, never having set foot
upon its soil. I have seen it from a steam-
ship, and that is as close as I have come to
it. I have read something of its history and
I know something about its resources, but
probably my most intimate acquaintance is
with the Newfoundlanders who have come
to Canada and been worthy citizens of this
dominion. They have participated in the
development of western Canada; they have
held prominent positions in the professions, in
business and in finance, and wherever we have
found them they have been good citizens and
sturdy representatives of the Newfoundland
stock from which they sprang.

Mention was made yesterday by the hon-
ourable leader of the opposition (Hon. Mr.
Haig) of a Newfoundlander who is a notable
clergyman in the city of Winnipeg. My
thought is that probably the most outstanding
Newfoundlander in Canada is Professor
Edward J. Pratt, of Victoria College, Univer-
sity of Toronto. If we had a poet laureateship
in this country, he would undoubtedly hold
the position, for he is a great poet whose
works have brought distinction to Canada
the world over. While talking with a New-
foundlander in Toronto the other evening I
said, “I suppose Professor Pratt is the only
university professor from Newfoundland in
Toronto?” My friend replied, There are two
or three more on the staff of the University
of Toronto, and I suppose there are others
scattered throughout the dominion.

I know that there are several outstanding
clergymen who were born in Newfoundland
and who have ministered in all the provinces.
One distinguished native Newfoundlander is
the Reverend Peter Bryce, one of the early
moderators of the United Church of Canada.
I believe that his wife also came from the
island. I also know one Newfoundlander who
is outstanding in the medical profession in
Montreal.

We are now bringing into confederation the
birthplace of these people. If Newfoundland’s
contribution to Canada after confederation is
proportionate to her contribution to date, the
relationship will be of even greater value in
the future than it has been in the past.

As I have said, I have read the history of
Newfoundland; I have also acquainted myself
to some extent with the resources of the
island. It has been said that its resources are
not as great as some claim they are. I do not
agree with that viewpoint. After union with
Canada it is entirely possible that because of

the scientific knowledge obtained through the
Natural Resources Council, and from other
sources, there will be a development in New-
foundland surpassing all that has taken place
in the past.

A few days ago, in an article contributed to
the Toronto Star by Watson Griffin, a student
of history and geography, I read a statement
made by Sir William Van Horne, who had
much to do with the advancement of western
Canada in the early days of settlement. He
was not only head of a great railway but was
also interested in scientific agriculture to the
extent that he operated what I would call a
demonstration farm near the city of Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Selkirk.

Hon. Mr. Buchanan: Concerning a visit
which he made to Newfoundland with Sir
William Van Horne in 1899, Watson Griffin
has this to say:

As we went on our way through the island, Sir
William Van Horne examined land which many
visitors have pronounced worthless. He said to me:
“In some parts of the western provinces there were
lands that looked just like this land. Many people
thought the land worthless, but I made experiments
and those lands have since prctiuced great quantities
of fine wheat. This land is all right.”

Up to the present time the soil on the island
probably has not measured up to the hope and
vision of Sir William; however, I feel that
with our scientific knowledge, and our experi-
mental stations located at various places in
the country, it is entirely possible that it may
be developed along the lines foreseen by him.

It is not my intention to speak at length
in this debate, and I am not going to discuss
the terms of the agreement with Newfound-
land, about which much has already been
said. But I have one thought in mind which
may or may not be acceptable to all the
members of this body. Recently we have
heard much discussion about minority repre-
sentation in the Senate. It occurs to me that
we might be making a step in the right
direction if, when Newfoundland comes into
confederation, we recognize the minority in
that country who are opposed to union. If
their country comes into the dominion they
will be part of the confederation, yet they
have disagreed with the proposed annexa-
tion. I believe that by bringing into this body
some representatives of that minority group
we would be bringing into this upper cham-
ber the viewpoint of an important element in
the new province. This would probably be
a departure from the practice followed in the
past, but I think it would be well to make
such a departure in this instance when we
bring into confederation the oldest colony of
the British Empire. I think it is particularly
important because of the sharp division of
opinion in that island, and it would be of
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advantage to all to have in the Parliament of
Canada men who hold a view contrary to
those who supported the movement for
confederation.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Buchanan: Much was said by my
honourable friend the senior senator from
Vancouver (Hon. Mr. Farris) about the vision
of the early Newfoundlanders of participation
in a conference directed towards bringing
about confederation. Those men many years
ago foresaw Newfoundland becoming a part
of Canada. I think this moment is one of
great historical importance because, even
though those men have long since passed
away, members of their families are prob-
ably still living in Newfoundland, and today,
as this measure passes on its way to approval
and eventually brings Newfoundland into
confederation, they are seeing the hopes and
aspirations of their fathers and forefathers
being realized.

I began my remarks by saying that I rose
to greet Newfoundland as one of the partners
in confederation. I also said I spoke as a
senator from one of the newer provinces of
Canada. I emphasized particularly the con-
tribution Newfoundlanders had made in the
past towards the development of this coun-
try. I believe that with the addition of this
tenth province there will be greater develop-
ment in Newfoundland and greater progress
in the rest of Canada, and I hope also that
we will have greater national unity.

Whether Newfoundland will be the last of
the provinces to join confederation, I would
not predict. Some of my friends would say
immediately that no more provinces will be
brought in. That may be so. Yet I wonder
if we may not do in this country as Russia
has done in the development of Siberia. I
read recently of a city of some 50,000 people
within the Arctic circle. I wonder if there
may not come a time when the area known
at present as the Northwest Territories will
knock at the door of parliament and ask to
be brought into confederation. That may
sound ridiculous at the moment, but from
tapping of the resources of the Northwest
Territories we have found that part of the
country to be very rich. We know, for
instance, that the area around Yellowknife is
rich in minerals. There may be other parts
of the northern country which will display
great wealth. I believe there is no doubt
that if we do not make this northern area
another province of Canada, it will clamour
to become part of one of the existing prov-
inces of the West. In world history, and in
the history of Canada, there is probably no
more important area than the arctic region.

Newfoundland, facing out to sea, occupies
a strategic position, and through two world

wars has made great contribution on both
land and sea. The northern part of Canada
is also strategically situated. We must keep
our eyes on these parts of the country and
encourage their development, for we believe
that in the future, with Newfoundland as a
part of this dominion, Canada will be greater
than it has been in the past.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. G. H. Ross: Honourable senators, yes-
terday the honourable senator from Waterloo
(Hon. Mr. Euler) directed the attention of the
Senate to a speech made in the other place by
Hon. Earl Rowe, reported in House of Com-
mons Hansard, 1949, page 359. Mr. Rowe
said:

The predecessor of the Prime Minister stated on
one occasion, when asked about reforming the
Senate, that no one was appointed to the Senate by
his government except those who were committed
to submit to any reforms the present party might
design. Therefore I should like to ask the Prime
Minister whether in the appointment of these new
senators from Newfoundland he would inflict that
obligation upon them which, I understand, has been
inflicted upon every senator appointed by his
government.

During its tenure of office the King govern-
ment introduced a great many reforms, which,
in so far as I considered them to be in the
interests of Canada, I was very pleased to
support. I have no doubt that the present
government under the leadership of the Right
Honourable Louis St. Laurent will continue
the policy of introducing reforms, and I shall
support such measures when I believe them to
be in the interest of Canada. But I have not
been committed to any particular policy; I
have not agreed to support, nor have I been
asked to support, any particular policy; and
I do not believe that such an undertaking has
been required from any other Liberal member
of this house. The people of Newfoundland
have nothing to fear in that regard. Those
who may be appointed from the new prov-
ince will be free to exercise their best judg-
ment on all matters which come before this
house, without any restriction or dictation or
direction from anybody. That is a good Lib-
eral principle, and I have no doubt that it will
be followed in their case.

Hon. Norman P. Lambert: Honourable sena-
tors, I should like to emphasize some of
the international implications of the legisla-
tion which is now before us in relation to the
agreement between Newfoundland and the
Dominion of Canada. But before doing so may
I express my warm appreciation of the inspir-
ing and eloquent addresses which were made
yesterday, particularly those of the honour-
able senator from Vancouver South (Hon.
Mr. Farris) and my friend and colleague from
De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Gouin). They pro-
vided adequately the historical background of
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the negotiations; and my colleague from Van-
couver South was very happily inspired, I
thought, in associating this chamber with the
earlier history of the contacts between this
{country and Newfoundland.

It was my privilege to sit in this very room
on the ceremonial occasion when the agree-
‘ments were signed by the representatives of
Newfoundland and of this dominion meeting
around this table. The occasion was appro-
priately celebrated, there being in attendance
a distinguished audience, composed of friends
of the various delegates, members of parlia-
ment, members of the civil service, officials of
the diplomatic corps. I was impressed par-
ticularly by the fact that four of the signatory
delegates from Newfoundland were graduates
of Dalhousie Law School, Halifax, and three
were gold-medallists of that institution, all
having attended there in their student days
from the Dominion of Newfoundland.

Despite all that has been said about the
economic advantages and the great possibili-
ties, financial and economic, of this union, that
consideration did not weigh very heavily with
this country in the beginning of the last
decade. As is well known, in 1932 a very
depressed condition existed not only in this
country but in Newfoundland. As a result, the
system of government which then prevailed in
Newfoundland was discontinued for the time
being, in favour of rule by commission, under
the Colonial office of Great Britain.

It was not until the war broke out that
interest in the union of Newfoundland with
Canada was quickened. I remember being at
Kingston in 1938 when the late President of
the United States, in a memorable speech,
went out of his way to state that the United
States would not stand idly by and see the
Dominion of Canada or any territory adjacent
thereto invaded by an enemy. Two days later,
at Woodbridge, a similar statement was made
by the then Prime Minister of this country,
who said that Canada would never permit the
portals of the United States to be entered by
a foreign foe through or over this country
or along our coasts. I mention that incident
because it was very shortly afterwards that
a meeting took place at Ogdensburg between
the Prime Minister of Canada and the Presi-
dent of the United States, with the result
that a joint defence board was formed, not
only to discuss the problems and dangers of
the period immediately ahead, but to act as
a permanent organization in relation to the
defence of this continent. The United States
acquired about that time a ninety-nine-year
lease near Saint John’s, at Placentia Bay and
the adjacent district. The meeting of Roose-
velt and Churchill on August 9 to 11, 1941,
took place in the waters adjoining Newfound-
land. I have good reason to believe that, as

from that date, interest—particularly official
interest—in Canada was quickened in solving
the problem of union between Newfoundland
and this country.

Reference was made yesterday by my
honourable colleague from Vancouver South
(Hon. Mr. Farris) to events which, many
years ago, culminated in the Ashburton
Treaty and in what is known as the Yukon
Boundary Award, handed down by Lord
Alverstone. As the honourable senator point-
ed out, those events had a disturbing effect
upon the minds of Canadians, even in those
colonial days. I cannot remember the Ash-
burton Treaty, but I have a definite recollec-
tion of the impact made upon public opinion
by the Yukon Boundary Award. I recall very
clearly an editorial objection recorded by
one of the outstanding editors of the day,
Mr. E. E. Sheppard, in Saturday Night. It
was a leading editorial of that paper, dealing
with Lord Alverstone’s decision. I think in
many ways it crystallized Canadian opinion,
which later became more articulate. In those
days we had nothing to say about those
matters, because they occurred during our
colonial status. If my honourable friend and
colleague from North York (Sir Allen Bristol
Aylesworth) were here and were disposed so
to do, he could enlighten us very eloquently
on the Yukon boundary question.

We must remember that those events were
strong factors in equipping this country in
the beginning to accomplish the things that
are being done in this legislation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: They aided in a self-
reliant growth of opinion in Canada which
has enabled us on our own to negotiate such
an important treaty as this with the old
Dominion of Newfoundland. This is legisla-
tion to ratify an agreement between two
self-governing parts of the British Common-
wealth. It seems to me, further, that the
importance of the union cannot be viewed
apart from the fact that, for diplomatic and
international reasons, the defence of this
North American continent is as much the
concern of the United States, our neighbour
to the south, as it is to this country. Diplo-
matically, geographically and internationally,
the forces that have been crystallized as the
result of the recent war have placed Canada
and Newfoundland in a world position of
which, before the war, we had little apprecia-
tion. Whether we like it or not, we find
today that the northern half of the American
continent is geographically one of the most
important strategic areas on the face of the
globe. We should realize that this legislation
indirectly involves responsibilities which will
require a steadfastness of purpose in working
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together on those things that will reach far
beyond our domestic economy. If I were to
mention one aspect in particular, I would
suggest that when our budgets come down,
and a great clamour for reduction in taxation
is made, it should be remembered that
we have responsibilities in equipping and
defending our coasts.

Honourable senators, in our relations with
the United States concerning the North
American defence policy, let us take New-
foundland as a symbol of the co-operation
that must continue between these two halves
of the North American continent.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Athanase David: Honourable senators,
it is too bad that the Canadian public at
large has no opportunity to assist in a dis-
cussion of this nature, which reflects a dignity,
broadmindedness and respect which we wish
could be observed everywhere else.

I was a member of the Legislature of
Quebec for twenty years and a Cabinet
Minister for seventeen. During that long
period, either under Sir Lomer Gouin or Mr.
Alexandre Taschereau, the Liberal party
always remembered the directives given it
through a speech made in 1905 by Sir Wilfrid
Laurier. I have not got the text of that
speech with me, but the thought that ani-
mated his words was that the welfare, unity
and stability of Canada resided, in part, in
the respect due by the central government to
the autonomy of the provinces.

We in Quebec have meditated and followed
those words. It is because I have been a
defender of this autonomy that I now rise to
refute the arguments presented in the press
and in political speeches, that the rights of
the provinces are encroached upon by this
legislation. To come to this conclusion one
has to go back to June, 1864, when delegates
from Upper and Lower Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island met in Quebec to elaborate—
let us say by way of a gentleman’s agreement
—upon the conditions of entry of their respec-
tive provinces into confederation. These dele-
gates were so well acquainted with the idea
of Newfoundland entering confederation that
they went so far as to discuss the number of
members that Newfoundland would be
entitled to in the Assembly, the number of
senators that would be appointed, and the
qualifications that would be required of them.
They also went so far as to declare that New-
foundland judges would be appointed from
amongst the members of the Bar of that
country. In their consultations they also
agreed that Newfoundland, abandoning its
rights as to mines, should receive an annual
sum of $150,000, payable semi-annually. More-
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over, section 72 of the Quebec resolutions
specifies that the proceedings of the confer-
ence, duly authenticated by the delegates of
the different provinces, shall be deposited and
submitted to their respective governments. At
the London conference two years later, on
the 8th of December, 1866, the future entry of
Newfoundland into confederation was again
assumed—by section 10 of the resolution, if
I remember correctly. Finally, the British
North America Act, which was cited so bril-
liantly yesterday by the honourable gentle-
man from Vancouver (Hon. Mr. Farris), pro-
vided that upon addresses to the Crown from
the Houses of Parliament of Canada and the
responsible legislature of Newfoundland, that
colony could be admitted into confederation.
That procedure cannot be followed now,
because there is at present no responsible
legislature in Newfoundland. Who will sign
the address in the name of Newfoundland?
Will it be the Royal commission? Will it be
the authorized representatives of the majority
that voted in favour of confederation? This,
I believe we will admit, is a decision that
Newfoundland itself will have to take, as
legally directed.

Honourable senators, I said that I would be
brief. In conclusion, let me say that having
for twenty years defended, under the leader-
ship just mentioned, the autonomous rights of
Quebec, I would be the first in this Senate to
rise in protest if I thought for a single
moment that the autonomy of Quebec, Ontario,
British Columbia, or any other province was
being encroached upon. For if we want unity
in this country of ours, if we want stability,
if we want contentment the first duty of
everyone must be respect for the rights of
others.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Honourable senators, I
move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from Wednesday,
February 9, the consideration of His Excel-
lency the Governor General’'s speech at the
opening of the session, and the motion of
Hon. Mr. Farquhar for an Address in reply
thereto.

Hon. J. W. De B. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I feel some hesitation in rising to take
the time of this honourable body for the
second day in succession, but I have a com-
pensating assurance to give honourable mem-
bers. I find it necessary to leave Ottawa on
Friday night, and I can promise that for
some considerable time I shall not again
inflict myself upon the house.
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In beginning, I want to say a word about
a matter that was mentioned yesterday by
the honourable gentleman from Waterloo
(Hon. Mr. Euler) and today by the honour-
able gentleman from Calgary (Hon. Mr. Ross).
For my part, I do not feel it consistent with
my self-respect to make any denials. I have
before me the Holy Bible, and I refer honour-
able senators to verse 16 of chapter 20 of the
Book of Exodus, which says:

Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy
neighbour.

I suggest to my honourable friend the leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig), who himself would
never be a party to any such scandalous
assertion as was made by an honourable
member of another place, that when he next
sees that honourable gentleman he quote that
verse to him and advise him to live up to it.

Honourable senators, I gladly join in the
congratulations that have been extended to
the mover (Hon. Mr. Farquhar) and the
seconder (Hon. Mr. Comeau) of the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne.
Their remarks provided a touch of colour
that is perhaps just a little out of the ordinary
in this house, and therefore worthy of
comment.

At this time I wish to express my personal
regret that a number of my friends who sat
opposite me last session are no longer here.
I express that regret not only personally, but
in my public capacity as a senator, for to
those who are interested in the constitution
and best functioning of the Senate it is a
serious consideration that members of the
opposition are dwindling in numbers and
growing in years, which means, of course,
that in some cases their vitality and vigour
of criticism of government or public policy
is not as great as it was. The zest of debate
would be gone if it were not for the fact that
in the speeches of one’s opponents—no mat-
ter how friendly one may be with those
opponents personally—there is something
that stimulates a reply.

What I have said does not apply to my
honourable friend the leader of the opposi-
tion, for which I am glad. The speech of my
honourable friend the leader of the opposi-
tion has stimulated me with a desire to reply.
I am sure he will accept that remark in a
friendly spirit and as a compliment. When
he speaks I feel as if I were listening to an
opposing counsel in a case in court, and if
I may say so in a kindly way, I think that
some of the things he has said demand
criticism. In the first place, it seems to me
that in dealing with the Speech from the
Throne he spent too little time on the ques-
tions of policy formulated there and perhaps
too much time on wandering into fields—
even into wheat fields—that are not men-
tioned in the Speech.

I should like to direct the attention of
honourable members to a statement made by
my honourable friend, and appearing on page
30 of Hansard. He stated that $480 million
had been stolen from the farmers of western
Canada.

Hon. Mr. Horner: That is right.

Hon. Mr. Farris: With greatest respect to
my honourable friend, my answer is that that
ascertion is pure nonsense—

Hon. Mr. Howard: No doubt about that.

Hon. Mr. Farris: —particularly as it comes
from a lawyer of standing. The essence of
theft, honourable senators, is mens rea, as
we term it in law; the basis of the charge is a
guilty or fraudulent intent. If someone in
the other house, who was not a lawyer and
who did not know the definition of theft, made
that startling statement with a view to getting
in the headlines of the newspapers, there
might be some justification for it. But coming
from a gentleman who is a lawyer, a member
of the Senate and the leader of the opposition
in this house, the statement is a regrettable
one.

My honourable friend knows, and so does
everyone else in this house, that the making
of the wheat agreement—which my friend
has designated as theft—was not for the pur-
pose of robbing the wheat growers of western
Canada, but came from an earnest desire to
assist them.

I do not pretend to be an authority on the
wheat problem, but it has come to me from
an unimpeachable source that at the time
this policy was formulated the farmers’
organizations generally in the West were
practically united in endorsing it, the reason
being that the foremost concern of the farmers
was security. No, that was not a fraudulent
or guilty intent, an intent to rob; it was the
honest attempt of men working together to
serve the best interests of the farmers of that
community.

If my honourable friend had said that the
prophecies respecting the agreement did not
materialize, and that wunfortunately some
money had been lost, or if he had confined
his remarks to a criticism of lack of foresight,
there might have been some force and, may
I say with all respect, some sense to his obser-
vations. But the charge that failure to achieve
a hope constitutes theft, is an unfortunate and
incorrect statement which never should have
been made. I criticize my friend not only
for the extravagance of his language, but for
the unfairness of it. I do not go so far as to
contradict his assertions, but I question their
accuracy.

On Monday of this week I read an editorial
in one of the leading newspapers of this
province, the Ottawa Citizen, which indicated




that the editor had informed himself on the
wheat question. I wish to draw the attention
of honourable senators to this editorial, in
reply to my honourable friend’s statements.
The editor has this to say:

An interesting thing about criticism of the wheat
agreement with Britain is that it comes mainly from
traders and speculators or interests closely allied
with the Winnipeg Grain Exchange, their main
forum of operation . . .

Canadian wheat growers are for the most part
well satisfied—

Hon. Mr. Horner: No, they are not.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I cannot speak with

authority on that point, but there must be
some ground for the statement.
—with the intervention of the federal government
into the wheat marketing picture and the wheat
pact with the United Kingdom which later devel-
oped.

I would venture the statement that the major-
ity of the farmers were well satisfied when the
agreement was made.

Hon. Mr. Howard: No doubt about that.

L Hon. Mr. Farris: The article continues:

Western farmers are assured by the agreement of
greater stability in the price of wheat, something
that for years they have placed first in their
demands.

From my observations, I believe that to be
a correct statement.

Going on:
For this they are willing, and wisely so, to make
some temporary concessions in price. That is the

principle of the bulk sales arrangement between
Canada and Britain.

Does my honourable friend dispute that?—
Silence gives consent.

Further:

The farmers have not suffered nearly so badly
under the wheat pact as their newly-acquired
champions, the would-be private wheat traders, try
to make out. Comparison between ‘“world wheat

prices” and the amount stated in the agreement is
deceptive.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I interrupt the hon-
ourable gentleman? He must not say that
because I keep quiet I am agreeing with his
statements. That is not the case at all. I
have no right to interrupt him, and therefore
I am not saying a word.

Hon. Mr. Farris: My friend has full free-
dom with regard to interruptions, and he
never hesitates to exercise it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: But you said “Silence gives
consent.” I am not giving consent.

Hon. Mr. Farris. We will accept my friend’s
protest that he does not give consent.
The article continues:

For the Canadian producer gets the full price pro-
vided in the contract with Britain, whereas the
Chicago quotations include traders’ profits and other
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costs. In 1945 for example, Canadian producers
got seven cents more a bushel than United States
farmers.

I take that to be correct.
Hon. Mr. Haig: But it is not.
Hon. Mr. Horner: It certainly is not.

Hon. Mr. Farris: It comes from a pretty
responsible source.

Reading further:

And for the past three years the net return to Cana-
dian growers has been only about 35 cents a bushel
less than the amount realized by American farmers.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That is not correct, either.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I continue to read:

In normal times the U.S. return runs about seven-
teen cents more a bushel than in Canada. So that
Canadian farmers have in reality been sacrificing
only 18 cents a bushel.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: That statement is a
joke.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I do not know whether I
understand my friend’s sense of humour or
not.

Going on:

For this they are getting protection against a break
in world wheat prices, and may also realize a con-
tinued stable market through extension of the cur-
rent agreement with Britain. They also have the
assurance of a $2 price for the current crop year,
though the world price may sag well below that in

the near future.
I take it, honourable senators, that is no joke.

It is already down to $2.06 at Chicago—meaning a
net return of less than the price to Britain for those
selling on the ‘“world market.”

I quote that editorial as being authoritative,
and so far as I have read in the press gener-
ally, these statements in the Ottawa Citizen
have not been challenged.

Some other statements made by my hon-
ourable friend (Hon. Mr. Haig) have aroused
my contentious spirit. I trust that he will
not take my remarks in any unfriendly way,
but merely as legitimate controversy in this
house. I refer now to the Trans-Canada high-
way. I was rather shocked that my friend
should attempt to give to Mr. George Drew
the credit for having stimulated the policy of
the government in that regard.

Hon. Mr. Horner: He certainly did.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Drew started it? I say to
my honourable friend, and to those with him
who are smiling, that at a time when in the
other house we were being told to go to Hull,
I should have thought that they, as senators,
would have raised their voices in defence of
the Senate. I call the attention of my honour-
able friend the leader of the opposition to a
speech made by your humble servant in 1948,
and reported in Hansard at page 211. It was
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a long speech, I am sorry to say, but among
other things I found this in it:

Hon. Mr. Haig: What year?
Hon. Mr. Farris: 1948.
Hon. Mr. Haig: I thought you said “1914”.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I hope my honourable
friend heard me better last session than he
hears me now. I made this speech on March
9, 1948, and as I recall it, I was speaking
pretty loudly, so I think my honourable friend
must have heard me. At the request of the
leader of the government (Hon. Mr. Robert-
son) I was explaining a bill with respect to
conservation of exchange, or what has been
termed the austerity program. I then said:

Now I am going to suggest some things which we
can do at home to bring in American dollars. One
is to develop the tourist trade. We have an un-
limited market, an unlimited product, and goods of
unrivalled quality. We, a handful of people spread
over half a continent, can offer every tourist induce-
ment to the 140 million people at our doors. They
are the best spenders in the world, and there are
no other people they like as well as Canadians. I
have said that we possess every inducement. That
is not correct. There are some powerful induce-
ments which we ought to attend to, and very
quickly. First among these are our automobile high-
ways. I suggest to honourable members, not with-
out diffidence, but with a real confidence, that a
trans-Canada highway of the kind which Americans
will find as easy to travel on as their own, and
excelling their own in scenic attraction, under
climatic conditions which for a part of the year
are far better than theirs, is a work—to quote from
the British North America Act—“for the general
advantage of Canada”. I believe that no construc-
tive endeavour which this country can make, with-
out a drain upon our resources, would bring in
more American dollars than the construction of
that kind of a highway, coupled with provincial
and international feeders, so that at strategic points
in every province there would be highways which
of themselves would invite the United States tourist.

I suggest to my honourable friend that Mr.
George Drew read that speech, and that it
was the beginning of his proposals in this
connection; and I should have thought that,
in view of current controversy about the
Senate, my honourable friend would have
been the first to point out that construction
of an all-Canadian highway was advocated
in this house before we ever heard a word
about it from Mr. Drew.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In fact the road has
been under construction for years.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Another matter on which
my honourable friend needs a lot of correc-
tion is rent control. Speaking on the 3rd of
this month, he made this statement, Hansard,
page 26:

The administrator is trying to sneak out. I use
that term advisedly. It would be far better to say
that the provinces have the right to legislate in the
matter of rent controls. In my judgment it comes
under the heading of property and civil rights.

No one has ever disputed that.
I think only one province has made inquiries; the
others have not come forward and said that they
wanted the job.

I ventured to interrupt my honourable
friend to say:
They all refused it last week.

Perhaps it would have been more accurate
to have said that it was revealed last week
that all, with one single exception, had
refused to take over rent controls, or at least
had expressed their desire not to do so.

My honourable friend then said—and I was
surprised that before he made the criticism
he was not better informed—

One made inquiries,—

He referred to one province.
three or four said nothing, and the rest are waiting.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That was the report in the
press.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Well, when has my
honourable friend ever thought it justifiable
to accept reports in the press rather than
the official information which is available to
him?

Hon. Mr. Haig: My statement had nothing
to do with the fundamental, that is whether
they had or had not refused.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I don’t know what is
meant by “the fundamental”.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I said that he had sneaked
out, and I still say so.

Hon. Mr. Farris: In view of the failure of
my honourable friend to give the information
to this house, and on the assumption that
our debates are more widely read than those
in the other place, and that it is therefore
very important that the record be kept
straight, I want to call my honourable friend’s
attention to the fact that the Prime Minister,
speaking in that capacity in the House of
Commons, gave the facts to all Canadians,
including those who sit in this house. While
there is some disposition on our part to close
our eyes to what is said in the other place, we
cannot ignore facts which are of public record.
It is of record, on the authority of the Prime
Minister, that in October the Minister of
Finance wrote to the premiers of every prov-
ince. It is quite a long letter, and I shall not
read it all. Honourable senators will find it
on page 75 of House of Commons Hansard.
I quote it in part as follows:

I am writing to you at this time to say that if
your government should decide to introduce pro-
vincial legislation relating to rent control, the fed-
eral government will be prepared to vacate the field
at any time after March 31, 1949, to put at your

disposal the records, information and experience of
the federal rent administration with all available
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staff and, if parliament approves, to pay the costs
of your provincial rent administration for one year.

May I add that the rentals administrator of the
Wartime Prices and Trade Board has been instruc-
ted to make himself available to you for consulta-
tion in connection with provincial legislation
relating to rent control.

Apparently there were replies to that letter
from every province, and those replies were
made before my honourable friend spoke in
this debate.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I did not say what the
honourable senator suggests.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Honourable Byron John-
son, Premier of British Columbia, replied on
January 18 as follows:

First, I may state that it is not the intention of
the province of British Columbia to enter this field,
as it is felt that it is one which rightfully belongs
to the federal government. I feel that perhaps your
officials are better able to advise you as to the need
for rent control, since they have been dealing with
this matter for so long. Consequently it is not the
intention of the government at this time either to
introduce rent control legislation or to make any
representations in regard to this project.

The next on the list, a letter was writ-
ten by the Premier of Alberta on January 18
of this year, as follows:

Dear Mr. Abbott:

I have for reply your letter of January 13 in
further reference to the offer of your government
to the provinces to assume control of rentals.

Since my letter of November 3, this matter has
been considered in detail and I now am in a position
to notify you that the government of Alberta does
not propose to enter into the control of rentals.

Then we skip to the far east, to Prince
Edward Island. On January 13 Premier Jones
wrote as follows:

Dear Mr. Abbott:

Thank you for your letter of January 13 regarding
continuance of rent controls.

The government of Prince Edward Island does not
believe that rent control can be better undertaken
and administered locally, and consequently will not
request that federal rent control be discontinued in
this province after that date.

Next we come to my own native province of
New Brunswick. On January 11, Mr. McNair
wrote:

Dear Mr. Abbott:

With further reference to your letter of October
23 regarding rental control, I wish to advise that I
have now had an opportunity to discuss the matter
to some extent with my colleagues.

It was drawn to their attention that, as set out
in your letter, the federal government intends to
ask parliament for power to extend this control for
a further period of twelve months from March 31
next.

It is our feeling that this extension may adequ-
ately meet the situation in this province. At any
rate there is no present disposition on our part to
enter this field. Should there be any change of
attitude in this regard I shall advise you accordingly.

The next correspondence concerns Quebec,
but I do not intend to read it. However, I
would suggest to honourable senators that
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for their own edification they should turn to
page 76 of the House of Commons Hansard
and read the letter of Mr. Maurice Duplessis.
I would put it to your judgment, after you
read his letter, whether it is not the finest
illustration of an obvious attempt to side-
track and evade an issue. It is in marked con-
trast with the letters from every other prov-
ince of Canada.

Then we come to Ontario. There has been
a lot of suggestion of collaboration between
Ontario and Quebec, but apparently they did
not get together on this matter. The letter
from the Premier of Ontario was written as
private and confidential, but later the premier
released the restriction. This letter reads as
follows:

The government of the province of Ontario feels
that rental control should be carried on by your
government at present, and when the year 1950

comes we can decide if we have to do anything
further.

That seems to dispose of Ontario.

Then we turn to page 89 of Hansard for
further replies. I suppose if any honourable

senator wanted to see the originals he would
find them in the Department of Finance. Next
is a letter from Saskatchewan, dated January
28, and signed by Premier Douglas:

Dear Mr. Abbott:

Thank you very much for your letter of January
13, in which you ask for the government’s view on
the occupation by the federal government of the
field of rental control. The government of Saskat-
chewan is desirous that the dominion government
continue to exercise its jurisdiction in this field and
to extend the legislation relating to rental control
for at least another year. In view of the fact that
these matters have national implications, we feel
that they can best be dealt with on a federal basis.

Then we come to what you might call the
coalition government. Is that the term they
use in Manitoba? This letter, signed by
Douglas Campbell, was written on January
28 and reads as follows:

My dear Mr. Abbott:
Re: Matter of rent control.

I received your letter herein dated 14th instant.

I have referred to our file. It contains the letter
dated October 23, 1948, from yourself to Honourable
Mr. Garson, K.C., the then premier of Manitoba.

I note that the speech from the throne read at the
opening of your paliament on Wednesday, 26th
instant, forecasts the extension of rent control under
legislation of the parliament of Canada.

I have conferred with my colleagues and we have
carefully gone over the whole situation. We are
of the unanimous opinion that, as matters stand at
present, the whole subject of rent control should be
left for the exclusive consideration, attention, et
cetera, of the Dominion of Canada authorities.

Surely my honourable friend from the city
of Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) should have
been familiar with the policy of the govern-
ment of Manitoba, of which I am sure he is
a loyal supporter.
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Hon. Mr. Haig: What about Nova Scotia?
Hon. Mr. Farris: What about it?
Hon. Mr. Haig: What did it say?

Hon. Mr. Farris: I do not know. I shall
give my friend an opportunity to check up
on Nova Scotia, and if he can find anything
inconsistent in a single statement of one
province to support his stand, I hope he will
take some satisfaction from it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That does not differ from
my statement at all.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Perhaps Nova Scotia has
answered, and I may have overlooked it.

Honourable senators, it is with the greatest
regret that I continue my speech in the
absence of the honourable senator from
Peterborcugh (Hon. Mrs. Fallis). I regret
that she is ill, because I have formed the
highest respect and deepest regard for her.
But she too, like my honourable friend oppo-
site (Hon. Mr. Haig), is often very provoca-
tive in debate. Before I knew that she could
not be here I made some notes on what she
said in her speech on the Address in reply.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Let us have them.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I am sure that if the hon-
ourable senator were here things would be
more interesting, because I do not know of
anybody more skilful in making interrup-
tions, and nothing spices up a debate more
than that.

I should like to congratulate the honourable
senator from Peterborough on a most clever
speech; I emphasize the word clever; but I
was surprised at the attacks she made. The
first and outstanding one was on the appoint-
ment of a royal commission which she
termed, with that apt ability which she has
to turn a phrase, “a cultural omnibus resolu-
tion.” I was amazed that one who had served
as a school teacher and as a past president
of the Teachers’ Federation would frivolously
make fun of a serious government proposal
to further the cultural development of this
country. It is surprising that she, with the
cultural advantages she has enjoyed, would
by her remarks tend to deprive others of an
opportunity in the future to gain cultural
advantages at least approaching, if not as
great as, those she had. I hope my honourable
friend from Sorel (Hon. Mr. David) will take
part in this debate. I hope that he will give
to this house some of the knowledge that he
has gained through his identification—and
also, I am told, that of his good wife—with
cultural developments, with the arts and
other things that go to make up the finer
and higher life of our community.

To me it is a matter of real disappointment
that one of our senators who has benefited

most from cultural opportunities—as is mani-
fested by the high character of her diction
and the able speeches she has made in this
house—has found occasion to poke fun at the
announcement of the government’s intention
to appoint a royal commission. The honour-
able senator says that the proposed reference
to the commission covers too much territory.
Well, honourable senators, more than thirty
years ago it was my privilege to be a member
of the government of British Columbia and
to occupy two portfolios—those of attorney
general and Minister of Labour. There were
then some socialists in the legislature, as
there still are, but I am glad to say that their
numbers have not increased very largely. I was
young and ambitious and had a lot of ideals
—I hope I have preserved them—and I
brought in some measures that might gener-
ally be termed labour and social legislation.
Among these was, for instance, a mother’s
pension act. Every time that I introduced
any such measure, the members who claimed
to represent labour and to stand primarily
for the social advancement of the under-
privileged, failed to give me any support.
They well knew that in any government you
have to fight before you can get agreement
to have these measures brought in; but instead
of attempting to strengthen my hand they
would get up and move a resolution to the
effect that I had not gone far enough. But
the honourable senator from Peterborough
(Hon. Mrs. Fallis) has taken a new stand.
She says the government has gone too far,
that it has included too much in this omnibus
undertaking to investigate and promote these
cultural advantages that we should enjoy.
Well, I leave it to the judgment of every
member of this house whether I am not right
in saying that the people of Canada will never
criticize the government on the ground that
it has gone too far in attempting to promote
matters of this kind. Better too much than
tco little.

My honourable friend from Peterborough
then charged that in this proposed reference
to a royal commission there was an evasion
of parliamentary responsibility. She claimed
that some of the matters mentioned should
be dealt with by the Senate and the other
house. Perhaps that is so. It is now nearly
thirteen years since I first came to the
Senate, and my honourable friend from
Peterborough has been here for almost four-
teen years. Well, honourable senators, let
me point out that the responsibility to agitate
for and promote development of the cultural
activities in this country is not exclusively
the responsibility of the Senate as a whole
or of the House of Commons as a whole; it is
a responsibility of each and every individual
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member of each house.

Any senator is free
to get up in this chamber at any time and
advocate investigation or promotion of any
of the things mentioned in the proposed refer-
ence. I ask if any single member of the
opposition, including my honourable friend
from Peterborough, has ever moved for the
appointment of a committee to investigate or
promote any of those things, or has even pro-
claimed the necessity of investigating or
promoting them.

If the announced intention to appoint a
royal commission has done nothing else, it has
at least stimulated recognition of the fact that
the honourable lady and others ought long
ago to have been doing what the government
now proposes to have done. The proposed
appointment of a royal commission is part of
the forward policy which the present govern-
ment has been carrying out step by step every
year, in keeping with the vision, such as no
other government of Canada has ever had, of
promoting the welfare of—if I may use a
hackneyed expression—the common people,
who have missed many of the cultural
advantages that have been enjoyed by some
of us, including the honourable senator from
Peterborough. A step in the carrying out of
that policy is not one that should be made
fun of or scorned by a member of this house
or by the leader of the opposition in another
place on the specious and false grounds that
the government is undertaking too much. Nor
should the government’s announcement have
been subjected to the criticism that appeared
in a newspaper, to the effect that young men
should be appointed to the royal commission
because its work will take a very long time.
That is just nonsense, honourable senators. I
dislike to say it, but I will say that when I
saw that statement I felt that the newspaper
was thinking about, not the welfare of our
people, but ways of reducing the govern-
ment’s prestige in the coming election.

Then I was more than astounded by what
my honourable friend from Peterborough did
not say about other provisions in the Speech
from the Throne. For instance, the Speech
makes a direct reference to the national
health program, but there is not a word about
this in the address of the honourable senator
from Peterborough, who, of all of our mem-
bers, might be expected to be the foremost in
praising and commending this program.

The very next paragraph in the Speech
from the Throne says that a bill will be
introduced to broaden the scope of the Family
Allowances Act. Has this announcement
received any commendation from any honour-
able member on the other side or any mem-
ber of the Progressive Conservative Party in
another place? I wish my honourable friend
from Peterborough were present so that I
could say to her that of all the statements in

the Speech from the Throne this is one which
she should have endorsed. There is a special
reason for my saying that, honourable sena-
tors. When the original Family Allowances
Bill was before the other house, the then
leader of the opposition, Mr. Bracken, said it
was a bribe to the electors. And in a radio
address delivered on August 9, 1944, the then
Prime Minister of Ontario, who is the present
leader of the opposition, said this of the
Family Allowances Bill:

The Government of Ontario intends to do every-
thing within its power to make sure that this iniqui-
tous bill does not go into effect.

Any member of the opposition party speaking
in this house, and particularly the honourable
lady senator from Peterborough (Hon. Mrs.
Fallis), should go on record as repudiating the
statements made in this regard by the present
leader of the Conservative party, and his
predecessor, and assure the people of Canada
that he, or she, is 100 per cent behind the
policy of the government, which has already
heen endorsed by the people of Canada.

Reference is made in the Speech from the
Throne of the formation of a commission to
inquire into national transportation. I hesi-
tate to criticize this proposal.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Go right ahead.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I know my honourable
friend would be one of the first to pick up
one of my sentences and use it outside its
context. If he does not do so, he differs from
some of his associates.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: That is not a very nice
statement to make.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I object to that.
will withdraw that statement.

Surely you

Hon. Mr. Horner: I will have something to
say later on that point.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I was speaking of some
other members of the Conservative party. I
cannot say that my honourable friends oppos-
ite have ever been guilty of using the text
without the context. I am glad my friends
can score on me to that extent.

I am not criticizing the proposal, but I am
wondering why the commission is being set
up. As a senator, I think it is my duty to
raise a question about such matters. No
doubt when the subject gets to the proper
stage in the other place it will be fully
explained. We have in Canada the Board of
Transport Commissioners, which has been
headed by outstanding men. The present
chairman of that board, Mr. Justice Archibald,
is a man of great ability. He was a distin-
guished member of the Supreme Court of
Nova Scotia, and during the war years served
in a very able way as chairman of one of the
labour boards: in Ottawa. {
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I recognize the outstanding ability of the
gentleman who is to be the chairman of the
new commission. The Honourable W. F. A.
Turgeon is a brother of our colleague from
Cariboo. He and I had the pleasant experience
of being admitted to the Bar of New Bruns-
wick and of going west together. We parted
company at Regina, and the next time we
met he was Attorney-General of the province
of Saskatchewan and I was Attorney-General
for British Columbia. He was later Chief
Justice of Saskatchewan, and more recently
has been High Commissioner to Ireland. The
Honourable Mr. Turgeon has a wide know-
ledge of Canadian affairs; he has sat on other
important commissions, and I have not the
least doubt about his ability.

The only question in my mind concerning
the appointment of the commission is why
is the investigation being taken out of the
hands of the Transport Board, a body which
has a tradition and a wide experience in trans-
portation matters. It may be that the govern-
ment has felt that the board was too tied down
by tradition and that there was need for
bringing a fresh mind to the solution of the
problem. Those are matters which I do not
feel qualified to discuss at the moment, but
I think we may conclude that this inquiry is
opportune and necessary.

We in this country must face the fact that
our railways have to secure adequate returns
to permit them to operate. If the present
rates do not adequately compensate them,
some method must be devised to assure
them fair returns. Tremendous capital expen-
ditures must be made by the Canadian rail-
roads. At this time of the year, with the
frost in the ground, the sleepers ride quite
comfortably; but when spring comes the
trip from here to Vancouver, bumping over
the ties, is most unpleasant. When we com-
pare our railways with those of the United
States we must realize that if our roads are
to be kept up and are to get their share of
the traffic, tremendous capital expenditures
must be made.

One of the prime purposes of the inquiry
will be to remove jurisdictional injustices.
Coming from British Columbia, as I do, I have
strong feelings in this respect; but as the mat-
ter is now in reserve I will not discuss it.
Concerning the mountain differential, the
railways are not only proposing to ask for
the perpetuation of these discriminations, but
they are seeking to impose a percentage of
increase on the differential. That seems to
me somewhat illogical, because the mountains
are no higher and the grades no steeper than
they used to be.

Whatever may be the merits of that ques-
tion, this is basic: Western Canada’s trade and
prosperity depend on fair and equalized

freight rates, and the progress of the West is
essential to the prosperity of the East. We
hear a good deal these days about national
unity; but as long as there are grievances, and
shippers and importers in the West find these
hard-to-explain discrepancies, there will be a
sense of injustice—and nothing does more to
harm the spirit of Canadian unity. Whether
the government is to correct the problems of
transportation by appointing a new commis-
sion or by strengthening the Transport Board
and imposing further duties on them, it is
high time there was a complete review of the
situation. I think the people of Canada must
look forward with hopeful anticipation to
good results from this commission.

Honourable senators, a further question
referred to in the Speech from the Throne is
appeals to the Privy Council. I would not
deal with this subject now if I were able to
be here when the bill is introduced in the
house. If honourable senators will permit me,
as one somewhat actively engaged in the
practice of law and a former president of the
Canadian Bar Association, I should like to say
something on this question. I feel that as a
result of our new sense of national independ-
ence the sentiment in this country is growing
so strongly in favour of doing away with
appeals to the Privy Council that there is not
much point in speaking against the proposal.
However, with the permission of the house,
I should like to read an expression of opinion
that I wrote for the Canadian Bar Review
after the Privy Council declared that the Par-
liament of Canada had jurisdiction to abolish
the appeals. The editor of this journal invited
me, with some others, to give my views. I
expressed my opinions on the question of the
legality of the decision and its implications,
and finally, on the question whether, the right
to abolish appeals, being admitted, should be
exercised immediately. With the permission
of honourable senators, I will put on record
what I then wrote:

On this question there is something to be said on
both sides. The fact that the power exists is not
of itself a reason for putting it into effect. The
Privy Council has been a useful institution to Can-
ada and has contributed much to our jurisprudence
both directly and as a powerful influence in our
legal and judicial growth and development. England
has been the cradle of the common law and the
high traditions of our profession are deeply em-
bedded in the judicial soil of that country. To say
now that because we are grown up we should
demonstrate our new status by abolishing Privy
Council appeals is a non sequitur which would indi-
cate our continued adolescence. It is true that
Canada is now big enough to have her own Court
of Appeal. In fact, she is big enough to have any
court she considers in her best interest. If the
appeals are to be abolished, let us be sure the
reasons are sensible and realistic and not merely
the first flutterings of the wings of the bird newly
dropped from its nest.
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There are substantial reasons advanced for ending
the Privy Council which might be effectively met
by remedying the criticized conditions without re-
sorting to the extreme measure of abolition. One of
the criticisms is that the costs are excessive. It
is true that today only the wealthy or the very
poor can afford an appeal to London. A man of
moderate means, involved in a suit for a few
thousand dollars in which he is successful here, may
be dragged to the Privy Council and find himself
burdened with costs out of proportion to the amount
involved.

This condition should be and can be remedied. I
suggest amendments or changes in procedure so that
appeals as of right or by special leave would be
restricted to the following cases:

(1) To constitutional cases: provided that if the
Crown is appellant and the respondent a private
litigant the condition is imposed that the appellant
must pay the costs unless for good reason otherwise
ordered.

If a province or the dominion, fighting a
private litigant, wants to test the constitu-
tionality of a case, and drags a private litigant
overseas, it would be only fair that his costs
should be paid.

(2) Cases between parties where the amount in-
volved is large. I would suggest a minimum of
$25,000, or even $50,000.

(3) Cases for lesser amounts where the appellant
is put on terms to pay all the costs, win or lose.

(4) Cases where both parties stipulate in advance
that the loser below shall have the right to appeal to
the Privy Council. If both sides can afford the luxury
of an appeal regardless of the amount involved, and
so stipulate, there is no hardship.

There is criticism that it is inconsistent with our
present status as a nation that we are dependent
on a court which is paid for by Britain. This is
easily corrected. Canada should insist on paying
its own way and that the share of maintenance costs
of the Privy Council proportionate to the amount
of work connected with Canadian appeals should be
paid by Canada. In this connection I suggest that
some Canadian judges of recognized ability should
be members of the Judicial Committee.

I may say that the Chief Justice of Canada
is today a member of that committee, and I
understand that he may be going to the Privy
Council this summer.

In favour of continuing appeals to the Privy Coun-
cil, or at least in favour of postponing the abolition
of such appeals, I offer the following reasons:

(1) The judgments are a useful contribution to
our common jurisprudence.

(2) The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council is
one of the last remaining links of Empire. This is
more than mere sentiment. The intellectual contacts
are stimulating and worthwhile. I believe that they
promote better understanding and will continue to
be a beneficial influence in maintaining our high
legal standards and ideals of justice.

In conclusion let us bear in mind that the Com-
monwealth Nations are now going through most
difficult and trying post-war experiences.

This, of course, was written two years ago.

There are inevitable forces tending to pull us apart.
These forces should be countered and resisted.
Action by Canada at this time declaring against our
long established institution of Privy Council appeals
will be interpreted in many quarters as a significant
step in a process of Empire dissolution. My advice
is to -proceed with caution and not to forget that

Canada’s present stature has grown out of our past
associations and that benefits may still come from
a continuance of the tie that binds.

I want to go on record to that extent. If
I am here when the bill for the abolition of
appeals is brought in, I shall have nothing
more to say. I feel that the sentiment of the
younger men in the country is not in accord
with my views; and having put them before
you, I will not presume to take a further
stand when the matter comes up by way of
legislation.

If honourable senators will allow me
another ten minutes, I should like to talk
upon one or two topics which probably are
not directly dealt with in the Speech from
the Throne.

Some Hon. Senators: Go on.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I suppose that, strictly
speaking, I should not speak about a bill in
the other house, but it is a private bill, and
my guess is that it will never get here. It is
the bill of the Honourable C. G. Power with
regard to election expenses. I shall not
discuss the bill, but as to the subject-matter
I want to offer a suggestion which is based
on some experience.

One of the chief expenses in partisan
elections is that of getting voters out to the
polls.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: In my judgment that diffi-
culty could be largely remedied by the insti-
tution of compulsory voting, which I believe
would be a highly beneficial reform.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I agree.

Hon. Mr. Farris: What sort of person can
always be depended upon to go to the polls?
The voter who has an axe to grind. If a
man is looking for special favours, if he is
an enthusiastic member of the party machine
which controls patronage—and I believe
there is some patronage in Canada—he and
others of the same type may be counted upon
to turn up at the polls. But what about the
man who ought to take an unselfish interest
in public affairs, the man who has no direct
personal stake in the result of an election,
whose concern is abstract rather than con-
crete? I am afraid that citizens of this class
have acquired a cynical attitude towards
politics. They sit at their own firesides or
before big fireplaces in their clubs, and talk
about the way politics are run, and the gang
who are running them, and so forth; but they
don’t go out and vote. Under a compulsory
system the votes of these men would be
disinterested in the sense that they had no
immediate private ends to serve, but they
would reflect a higher interest, namely, the
welfare of the country as a whole. I believe it
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will be found that a large percentage of non-
voters is in this group. Someone may ask,
“Why force them to vote if they are not suffi-
ciently interested to do so?”” My reply is that if
this type of man were compelled to discharge
his public duty he would take more interest in
public affairs, which is an end much to be
desired. I grow very impatient with the
argument, “Oh, there is too much compulsion;
why should I be compelled to vote?” My
attitude toward this question is that while
the exercise of the ballot, like the oppor-
tunity to perform any public duty, is @
privilege, the vote was extended to our
citizens because in a democracy it is their
public duty to vote and thereby to contribute
their opinions, their ideas and, I hope, their
ideals as to how the state shall be governed.

Jury service is a privilege, but it is prim-
arily a duty. No man has the right to say:
“I refuse to serve on a jury. What right have
you got to make me perform that duty?”. In
the name of common citizenship he can be
told that it is his duty to serve on a jury.
By the same principle I say that it is the
duty of every citizen to vote. I have heard
the utterly absurd idea put forth that a per-
son should not be compelled to vote because
he may not be satisfied with any of the candi-
dates. Well, isn’t it too bad that we have a
gentleman in our community who is so much
above the rest of us that he cannot soil his
hands with a ballot because he doesn’t like
any of the candidates. I do not think there
can be many of these people, and I would
not bother my head about them.

Honourable senators, the compulsory vote
would improve the standard of electors and
would lighten the tremendous burden now
imposed on the various political parties. I
wonder how many voters today go to the
polls because they are transported there. I
think they would be better if they went to
the polls under a compelling obligation to
perform a civic duty rather than by reason
of some party representative calling them up,
inviting them out for a drink, and taking
them to the polls in a motor car.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Is that system being
employed anywhere today?

Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, I believe it is being
used successfully in Australia.

Honourable senators, associated with this
is another policy that I should like to see
introduced in Canada—the single transfer-
able vote. Those who do not understand it
confuse it with proportional representation.
They are not to be confused. One is the
antithesis of the other. My honourable friend
the leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig) agrees
with me in this. I do not like proportional
representation.
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Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr, Farris: Theoretically it is of
advantage. It is fine to say that every group
in the community should be represented in
parliament, but what is desired is effective
government. This can only be obtained by
putting in office a group of men who, under
a responsible and representative government,
have people behind them to see them through.
An extreme illustration of the evils of
innumerable groups in parliament can be
found in France. It is such a condition which
has practically destroyed parliamentary
government in that great country, and we
certainly do not want it here. That is what
proportional representation encourages, but
the single transferable vote is the very antith-
esis of that system.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Correct.

Hon. Mr. Farris: While most honourable
senators understand the single transferable
vote, I would presume on the patience of this
house to explain it. The finest illustration I
know of the single transferable vote was that
carried out, although in a cumbersome man-
ner, in Newfoundland. Two plebiscites were
held. In the first there were three proposals
on the ballot: To remain as they were under
British jurisdiction; to have responsible
government; or to join Canada. In that first
vote no majority was returned for any one
of the three proposals. If there had not been
a second vote, responsible government would
have carried. But a second vote was taken,
and the proposal having the smallest vote
in the first plebiscite. was dropped, leaving
only two proposals, responsible government
and confederation with Canada. Although
responsible government would have carried
on the first vote, on the second vote confedera-
tion with Canada carried by a majority of
six or seven thousand. It was not necessary
for Newfoundland to have held two plebi-
scites. They could have accomplished the
same thing on one ballot. That is what the
single transferable vote does. If you have
three men running in a single-member con-
stituency—it must be a single-member con-
stituency—you have a first choice and a
second choice.

Hon. Mr. Howard: And you vote for all
three?

Hon. Mr. Farris: No, just for first and
second. If any one of the three has a clear
majority, he is elected, and that is the end
of it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: A clear majority of the
total vote.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, if that man enjoys a
majority amongst the three but ‘has not a-




majority of the total vote, then the low man
is dropped and his votes are applied to the
other two.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: As indicated.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, just as they did in
Newfoundland in the second plebiscite. The
result is that one of the two leading candi-
dates gets a clear majority from all the elec-
tors. If this system were used in Canada no
one could be elected in a single-member con-
stituency unless he received a majority of the
votes in that constituency.

Honourable senators, we in British Col-
umbia are particularly apprehensive about
the possibility of the C.C.F. party getting into
power in Canada. There is not a chance
in the world that they would get a clear
majority of the votes of all the people of
Canada, but they could get into power in a
three-cornered fight. If the time ever comes
when more than fifty per cent of our people
want Socialism and a C.C.F. government in
this country, they will have it. That is their
right. But I say it is not right that any party
should slip into power on a majority vote
in a three-cornered fight. Honourable senat-
ors, I strongly advocate both the compulsory
vote and the single transferable vote. Perhaps
it is too late to make an effective impression
on the government at this stage and in this
house, but it is certainly time to discuss these
things. Sooner or later the people of Canada
will come to recognize the justice of them.

Honourable senators, in conclusion may I
remind you that Canada has a new Prime
Minister and a new leader of the opposition.
Mr. Drew is a man of ability and experience,
and I have no doubt that if he became Prime
Minister of this country he would be a worthy
successor to those of his party who previously
held that high office. I do want to say, how-
ever, with great pride and deep feeling, that
our present Prime Minister is a man about
whom it was my great privilege to speak in
this house many months before he took office.
At that time I picked him out as being to my
mind the outstanding man in the Liberal
party, and the one who would succeed Mr.
King when he laid down the reins of office.
Today, honourable senators, I am proud of my
prediction, and it gives me a great sense of
satisfaction, personally and as a member of
this house, to pay tribute to the Right Hon-
ourable Louis St. Laurent, Prime Minister of
Canada, who I believe—though I ask no one
else to accept my opinion—is the greatest
Canadian statesman of today.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Honourable senators, I
move adjournment of the debate.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I do not object to the
adjournment, but I would point out that my
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honourable friend has adjourned the debate
previously.

Hon. Mr. Howard: I moved the adjourn-
ment simply on behalf of any other senator
who may wish to speak.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: Honourable senators, I
move adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Norman P. Lambert moved the second
reading of Bill L, an Act respecting the
Corporation of the City of Ottawa, Ottawa
Transportation Commission and the Ottawa
Electric Railway Company.

He said: Honourable senators, I ask the
indulgence of the house for a few moments’
consideration of this bill on the motion for
second reading, and if the Senate will agree
I should like second reading to be given today
and to have the bill proceed to third reading
tomorrow. The reason is this. There is a
likelihood, as honourable members know, that
within a day or two we shall adjourn for
perhaps two weeks; but it is desirable that
the bill should not be delayed that long, for
the interests that are affected by it are
operating under a permit which will expire
in the near future.

It happens, quite fortuitously, that one year
ago today a referendum was held in the city
of Ottawa on the question whether the trans-
portation system of the Ottawa Electric Rail-
way Company should be purchased by the
city, and the people expressed themselves in
favour of the purchase by a vote of more than
four to one. In May last a lengthy agreement
between the city and the railway was signed,
and on the 12th of August the purchase was
actually completed and the purchasz price
paid to the company.

As the railway was declared to be a work
for the general advantage of Canada, it is
necessary to obtain from the Minister of
Transport authority under subsection 5 of
section 150 of the Railway Act for operation
of the railway by the purchaser, the city.
This railway was declared to be a work for
the general advantage of Canada because it
runs across the Chaudiere bridge and for a
few hundred yards into the province of
Quebec, having a terminus in Hull.

The explanatory notes to the bill are
pretty full and, I think, make clear the need
for passage of this measure. In the first
place, the bill ratifies the agreement set out
in the schedule. Secondly, it gives recognition
to the existence of the Ottawa Transportation
Commission as the city’s agent for operation
of the railway. Thirdly, it vests all the rights,
franchises and privileges of the company in
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the city. And lastly, though this is not of
least importance, it provides that the Wind-
ing-up Act shall apply to the winding-up of
the Ottawa Electric Railway Company, so
that the company may be able properly to
distribute the proceeds of the sale amongst
its shareholders.

By reference to paragraph 35 of the agree-
ment it will be seen that the company and
the city agreed to support jointly this applica-
tion for ratification and to share equally the
costs involved therein.

There is really nothing contentious in this
bill, and I would urge that it be given second
reading now. I should also like to suggest
again that third reading be given tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Is there any opposition
to the bill?

Hon. Mr. Lambert: There is no opposition
whatsoever to the bill.

Hon. Antoine J. Leger: Honourable senators,
it is not my intention to try to hinder passage
of this bill. On the contrary, I am all in
favour of the measure, and the observations
I am about to make are intended to .be
helpful.

It seems to me that certain things should be
called to the attention of the Senate. The bill
is properly before us, because the railway
company was incorporated under a federal act
and the railway itself was declared a work
for the general advantage of Canada. After
purchase by the city application was made
to the Minister of Transport for permission,
under section 150 of the Railway Act, to
operate the railway until the end of the
present session of parliament, and this appli-
cation was granted.

As to section 1, I cannot see any objection
at all. In fact, I think the section is a proper
one. Section 2 is necessary because of a
decision that was given in Re Grand Valley
Railway Company, 18 Canadian Railway
Cases, page 430, where it is said:

A municipality may acquire a dominion railway,—

That is what was done in this case.

—but is without power to operate it without auth-
ority of the minister and a subsequent enabling Act.

As I have already pointed out, authority
was obtained from the minister to operate
the railway until the end of the present
session. What is now needed is an act
authorizing continued operation of the rail-
way, and I have no doubt that the necessary
authorization would be given by section 2.

I do not know that section 3 is necessary at
all. However, it cannot do any harm, and if
the parties wish to have it in the bill I have
no objection.

Now I come to section 4, and I doubt
whether this is necessary at all. I should
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prefer not to have this section included,
because in it admission is made that the
railway operates in two provinces, and this
admission ousts provincial jurisdiction. Under
section 92 of the British North America Act
the province has jurisdiction in relation to
local works and undertakings other than:

Railways . . . connecting the province with any

other or others of the provinces, or extending
beyond the limits of the province.

It is admitted by the proposed legislation
that the railway extends beyond the limits
of the province, and therefore puts the matter
out of provincial jurisdiction.

Hon. Mr. Lamberi: May I interrupt my
friend? I am not competent to discuss this
constitutional question with a lawyer of his
standing, but it appears to me that the pro-
vincial jurisdiction in both Ontario and Que-
bec applies simply to the existence of property
rights in each province, and not so much to
the operation of the railway interprovincially.
Because the railway is operated interprovin-
cially the matter comes under the Railway
Act.

Hon. Mr. Leger: The legislation would be

Just as faulty that way. I am not opposing

the measure; I am just trying to be helpful.
My suggestion is that this bill should follow
what has been directed or hinted at in a
case from which I shall presently quote. I
am referring to the Railway Act of Canada,
third edition, edited by MacMurchy and
Spence, the latest edition I could find in the
library. Section 7, page 42, reads:

Where any railway, the construction or operation
of which is authorized by a special act passed by the
legislature of any province, is declared, by any act
of the Parliament of Canada, to be a work for the
general advantage of Canada, this Act shall apply
to such railway—
and so on.

The enactment of this section made it clear that
after a declaration that a railway is for the general
advantage of Canada—

It has been so declared here.

—it must refer exclusively to the dominion act for
a definition of its powers, duties and obligations in
any case in which the provincial and dominion legis-
lation clash even though it had been incorporated
by and had been previously proceeding under
powers conferred upon it by a provincial legislature.

Reading further from the same page:
Where a railway company is incorporated by Act
of the Parliament of Canada—
That applies here.
—(a) conferring powers to operate beyond as well
as within a province—
That also applies here.

—and (b) declaring its undertaking to be for the
general advantage of Canada, it is exclusively within
dominion jurisdiction and a province cannot impose
conditions precedent to the exercise of its powers.
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At page 43 of the text, I find these words:

* Parliament has power to modify or repeal a
declaration under section 92 of the British North
America Act that a provincial railway undertaking
is for the general advantage of Canada.

This measure has been declared to be for
the general advantage of Canada, but I see
nothing in the bill which shows that parlia-
ment has attempted to repeal the declaration
under section 92. My argument is that until
the declaration is repealed it must stand.

Reading further from page 43:

By appropriate legislation a portion of a dominion
railway may be transferred to a provincial juris-
diction.

That is what we are attempting to do here.

Mr. Justice Duff had this to say:

“The dominion legislation authorising the transfer
to the provincial company of the property of the
dominion railway company involved by necessary
implication a declaration that such property, when
transferred, should no longer be part of a work for
the general advantage of Canada; I entertain no
doubt that such a declaration by the Dominion
Parliament made with the concurrence of the
Quebec legislature—

This was a Quebec case.

—“would be entirely effective to remove the prop-
erty transferred from the Dominion jurisdiction
under secs. 91 (29) and 92 (10) of the British North
America Act.”

I would suggest that instead of making the
Railway Act inapplicable and attempting by
legislation to transfer property from the dom-
inion jurisdiction to that of the province, this
bill should follow the suggestion made by
Mr. Justice Duff, to the effect that by
appropriate legislation the railway can be
transferred from one jurisdiction to the other;
that is, by declaration that the railway is no
longer a work for the general advantage of
Canada.

I think that sections 1 and 2 of the bill con-
tain everything that is necessary, except the
declaration that the railway is to be trans-
ferred from one jurisdiction to the other.
Therefore, I would suggest that after the
word “property” in section 2 we should add
these words: “which is hereby declared to
have ceased to be a part of a work for the
general advantage of Canada”.

In my opinion section 4 of the bill is
unnecessary, and should be deleted. I do not
think there would be any question that the
railway could then operate under the juris-
diction of Ontario. To my mind it would be
unnecessary to obtain any legislation from the
province of Quebec, because to apply for it
would be to admit that the railway was oper-
ating in two provinces.

I am a little doubtful about the purpose of
section 5 of the bill. The reason given for it
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is that the Winding-up Act does not apply to
building societies or to railway or telegraph
companies. There are reasons for excluding
these organizations. The explanatory note on
that section reads:

In the absence of the proposed section, there is
no legislative authority under which the company
could be wound-up.

—1I am inclined to doubt that. I think they
could, and that they should apply to the
Transport Commissioners and obtain direc-
tions. The board is constituted a court, and
in such matters as directly pertain to it has
exclusive jurisdiction. So it seems to me
the mode of procedure would be to obtain
a direction from the board and then, having
acted under their instructions, resort if neces-
sary to parliament for repeal or amendment
of the Act. i

I do not want to hinder the passage of this
bill. I have tried to be constructive and to
do everything within my power, as I under-
stand the measure, to make it more workable.

Hon. Mr. Lambert: I am grateful to the
honourable senator for his contribution to
the discussion, and in view of the point he
has raised I think it would be advisable, if
the Senate so agrees, to have the bill dealt
with tomorrow morning by the Banking and -
Commerce Committee, who meet at that time,
and who no doubt will expedite action with
a view to third reading the same day. That
is my suggestion, if my honourable friend is
willing that the bill shall receive second
reading now.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Oh, yes.

Hon. Arthur W. Roebuck: I believe the
honourable senator from I’Acadie (Hon. Mr.
Leger) has made a distinct contribution to
this debate: he has, at least, studied in
advance the constitutional and other issues
involved. But I think we should go ahead,
because even if the doubts he has raised are
of substance, no very great harm will be
done in incorporating the company on the
terms proposed; and that for three different
reasons. This railroad is under dominion
jurisdiction and not under that of a province;
it connects one province with another; it has
been declared for the general advantage of
Canada, and it is being incorporated by this
measure under dominion jurisdiction. In
these circumstances it is evidently a dominion
railroad.

The doubt I have is whether under the
British North America Act the Dominion Par-
liament may lawfully delegate its powers to
the provinces, in bringing this railroad in its
two wings, so to speak—one within the prov-
ince of Ontario, the other in the province of
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Quebec—under provincial law. It is very
doubtful whether the courts would enforce a
provision of that kind. But if they do not, it
is not going to matter very much. If the
court should declare that section 4 is not
within our jurisdiction, the railroad will
revert to other law, and no public harm would
result. So I would support the passing of the
bill.

The same thought applies to the criticism
of section 5. If the Winding-up Act does not
apply, if its application to this road is uncon-
stitutional, it will not be applied, and other
methods of winding-up, should winding-up
ever become necessary, will be adopted. So
I am not disposed to be unduly disturbed by
the doubts which have been raised, and which
I think are substantial. I believe we should
go ahead and give the bill second reading at
least. If its constitutionality seems more
dubious after it comes out of committee, the
situation can then be dealt with.

The motion was agreed to.

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Lambert moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on Bank-
ing and Commerce.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That requires unanimous
consent.

The Hon. the Speaker: I draw the atten-
tion of honourable senators to rule 119:

No committee on any private bill originating in
the Senate (of which notice is required to be given),
is to consider the same until after one week’s notice
of the sitting of such committee has been posted
up in the lobby;

The rule can be waived only with unanimous
consent.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Agreed.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is it the pleasure
of the Senate that leave be granted to suspend
the rule?

Some Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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Thursday, February 17, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BANK
BILL

REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Copp presented the report of the
Standing Committee on Banking and Com-
merce on Bill K, an Act to amend the Indus-
trial Development Bank Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the com-
mittee have, in obedience to the order of
reference of February 14, 1949, examined the
said bill, and now beg leave to report the
same without any amendment.

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this bill
ke read the third time?

Hon. Mr. Robertison: With leave of the
Senate, I move the third reading of the bill.

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

PRIVATE BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Copp presented the report of the
Standing Committee on Banking and Com-
merce on Bill I, an Act to incorporate Cana-
dian Home Assurance Company.

He said: Honourable senators, the com-
mittee have, in obedience to the order of
reference of February 10, 1949, examined
the said bill, and now beg leave to report
the same without any amendment.

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this bill
be read the third time?

Hon. Mr. Copp: With leave, I move the
third reading now.

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

PRIVATE BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Copp presented the report of the
Standing Committee on Banking and Com-
merce on Bill L, an Act respecting the Cor-
poration of the City of Ottawa, Ottawa
Transportation Commission and the Ottawa
Electric Railway Company.
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He said: Honourable senators, the com-
mittee have, in obedience to the order of
reference of February 16, 1949, examined the
said bill, and now beg to report the same
without any amendment.

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this bill
be read the third time?

Hon. Mr.
Senate, now.

Robertson: With leave of the

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

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. Roberston: Honourable senators,
I should like to discuss the order of business
for this afternoon, and at the same time
acquaint honourable senators with the pro-
gram which I have in mind for the next two
weeks.

First, as to the order of business, I would
ask that Motion No. 2, when it is called, stand
until later in the sitting, so that I may pro-
ceed to close the debate on Bill 11, an Act
to approve the Terms of Union of Newfound-
land with Canada. Then, if the house gives
second reading to this bill, I would ask that
we revert to the motion. I may say that if
the legislation respecting Newfoundland is
passed today, it is intended that it shall
receive Royal Assent tomorrow afternoon at
approximately six o’clock, when I hope there
will be a good representation in the chamber.

I have given careful consideration to the
question of what business is likely to come
kefore the Senate in the next two weeks, and,
as far as I can ascertain, there seems to be
no good reason for honourable members to
meet during that period. I have never hesi-
tated to ask the Senate to sit whenever it has
had a reasonable amount of business to attend
to, and honourable members have always
cheerfully and willingly agreed. But as I see
no public interest that would suffer by reason
of a recess, when the house adjourns to-
morrow evening I shall move that it stand
adjourned until Tuesday, March 8, at 8 p.m.

Before the Senate takes an adjournment, it
is customary to move a motion authorizing
His Honour the Speaker to recall honourable
members in the remote event that unforeseen
circumstances should make it necessary for
the Senate to resume before the date fixed for
the end of the adjournment. I therefore give
notice now that tomorrow I shall move:

That for the duration of the present session of
Parliament, should an emergency arise during any
adjournment of the Senate, which would in the
opinion of the Honourable the Speaker warrant that

the Senate meet prior to the time set forth in the
motion for such adjournment, the Honourable the
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Speaker be authorized to notify honourable senators
at their addresses as registered with the Clerk of
the Senate to meet at a time earlier than than set
out in the motion for such adjournment, and non-
receipt by any one or more honourable senators of
such call shall not have any effect upon the suffi-
ciency and validity thereof.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators, I
heartily agree with the suggestion that mo-
tion No. 2 stand over until item No. 1 on the
Order Paper has been considered.

This gives me an opportunity to say some-
thing that I have been wanting to say. I think
that the next time our rules are amended
there should be inserted a provision, such as
is to be found in the rules of most legislatures,
so far as my experience goes, that certain days
of the week—say Monday, Wednesday and
Friday—are government days, and the re-
maining days are private members’ days. On
government days the honourable leader of
the house could call for consideration of any
government item on the Order Paper that he
wished to advance, but on the other days
private members’ legislation would take pre-
cedence. I think that would be of great
advantage, not only to the government but
to private members. As we know, it fre-
quently happens that government legislation,
or the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne or something of that kind, is
discussed day after day wuntil perhaps a
quarter to six, when a few minutes are de-
voted to some private bill. We none of us
like to suggest that a bill sponsored by a
private member should be held over for
another day, yet in these circumstances we
sometimes feel that a private bill does not
receive the consideration it deserves.

As to the proposed adjournment, I was
secretly hoping that it would be until the
14th of March. I am not criticizing the
leader of the government at all, for I know
that before making his announcement he has
been in consultation with the Prime Minister.
I am afraid, though, that the Prime Minister
is unduly optimistic in thinking that much
legislation will be put through the other
house in the next two or three weeks. There
being a possibility of an election within the
next fifteen months, and human nature being
what it is, many honourable members of the
other house will wish to make speeches de-
signed to influence their constituents. I am
doubtful that much legislation will come over
to us from the other place within the next
two weeks. However, it is our duty and
responsibility to be here on the date fixed for
resuming, and we shall discharge that
responsibility.

I for one have long felt that we would be
much better liked by the public if we did five
solid days of work every week for two or
three weeks and then took a couple of weeks
recess, instead of meeting for an hour or an

hour and a half daily for three days a week,
which seems like puttering around. I wish to
repeat that I am not criticizing the leader of
the government. On the contrary, I entirely
endorse what he is doing. He was Kkind
enough to let me know what he intended to
propose to the house, and I appreciate his
courtesy.

NEWFOUNDLAND-CANADA UNION BILL
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday, the
adjourned debate on the motion of Hon. Mr.
Copp for the second reading of Bill 11, an Act
to approve the Terms of Union of Newfound-
land with Canada.

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, although circumstances beyond my
control made it impossible for me to present
this measure for your consideration, I am
grateful that I have the opportunity of closing
the debate. I have read with the greatest
interest the discussion which has taken place
in this chamber, and wish to join with those
who have spoken in extending to the people
of Newfoundland the warmest welcome to the
confederation of Canada.

The speeches which have been made,
honourable senators, are of the quality one
would reasonably expect, having regard to
the talent which exists among the members
of this chamber and the very great occasion
upon which they were exercised. The speeches
were so uniformly good that it is difficult to
select any particular one for comment. How-
ever, perhaps I will be pardoned by the other
speakers if I say that while reading the
address of the honourable senator for Van-
couver (Hon. Mr. Farris) I was reminded of
his remarks to me during the early sittings
of the first committee appointed by the Cana-
dian Government to negotiate with the first
committee from Newfoundland. In private
conversation with my honourable friend I
had occasion to comment on matters generally
in relation to Newfoundland, and made the
observation that the proposed union would
entail a very substantial financial obligation
on the part of Canada. The honourable
gentleman replied: “Of course the financial
responsibility is always an important ques-
tion, especially if it assumes unreasonable
proportions. That is one thing. But my warn-
ing to you and to the government is that if
you lose this opportunity for union between
Canada and Newfoundland, the people of this
country will hold you strictly responsible. If
you have any objection to union on financial
grounds, it must be exceedingly strong to
satisfy the people of Canada, should union
fail.” I felt that the whole tone of my
friend’s speech reflected consistency in that
regard.
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It was my privilege fifteen years ago to sit
in the gallery of the British House of Com-
mons when the Commission Government of
Newfoundland was brought into being. There
seemed to be general agreement then that
because of difficult world conditions in 1933
this was the best solution for all concerned.
Undoubtedly it was. But I remember think-
ing, as I reflected on the long history of New-
foundland—paralleling for three hundred
years that of my native province of Nova
Scotia—that this surely would be only a
temporary expedient, and that in due course
the pride and rugged independence of the
Newfoundland people would assert itself, and
they would again seek and secure responsible
government. It did not occur to me then that
when the change came, it might take the form
of union with Canada. In 1947 when that
appeared to be a possibility, and a committee
of the Canadian government was formed to
meet a committee from Newfoundland to
discuss possible terms, I was more than
pleased to be made one of its members. I sat
with the first committee in 1947, but was
absent from Canada during 1948 while the
second committee completed negotiation of
the terms which are now before us for con-
sideration. I am happy, indeed, that the
temper of the house would seem to indicate
that these terms meet with your hearty
approval.

I feel quite certain that the people of
Newfoundland did not elect to enter the
confederation of Canada without -certain
doubts and fears. But doubts and fears
existed in other provinces, particularly the
Maritimes, when they originally joined con-
federation. I think perhaps I am in a posi-
tion as good as, if not better than that of any
other honourable senator to fully appreciate
the viewpoint of some of those in Newfound-
land who are opposed to confederation. Not
only do I represent a province which joined
confederation with great misgivings, but my
whole upbringing, on both sides of the family,
was in an atmosphere of anti-confederation.
Prior to 1867, my paternal grandfather, as a
member of the Nova Scotia Legislature,
fought the confederation movement very
strenuously, and after it was an accomplished
fact supported a movement for its repeal.
Time tends to soften one’s viewpoint; but
I vividly recollect that thirty years after-
wards the old gentleman would reverently
but firmly remove the Union Jack from the
gate-post of our house on Dominion Day,
saying as he did so that it could fly there on
any day but the first of July. My maternal
grandfather was engaged in the shipping
business over one hundred years ago, when
Nova Scotia’s activities in that sphere were at
their height. For years his enterprises were
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attended with great success; but some years
after confederation the fortunes of Nova
Scotia’s wooden shipping industry declined,
and while I am not sure that this was the
direct result of confederation, there was a
general tendency to consider that such was
the case.

May I say now to the people of Newfound-
land, and particularly to those who are
opposed to confederation, that while I can
appreciate their doubts and fears, I believe
for more reasons than one that, on balance,
their decision to join Canada was a wise one.
Undoubtedly they were afraid, as were the
Nova Scotians, that being a relatively small
area with a relatively small population, in
some way the majority, through sins of com-
mission or omission, would do something
which would be detrimental to their interests.
The fears of the minorities cover a wide
range, but let me say at once that the whole
history of Canada, particularly since con-
federation, gives ample evidence that in the
fields of religion, education and culture, and
in all other phases of human activity, the
people of Newfoundland have nothing what-
ever to fear. The almost universal experience
of all parts of Canada is that in matters of
this kind the greatest protection to minorities
in Canada is the general good sense and
broadmindedness of the majority.

That has been the history up to the present,
and I believe it will be the record of the
future. Should, however, any majority in
the future so far forget this fact as to attempt
to act otherwise, there stands in its way the
Senate of Canada. The protection of minor-
ities, as one of the cardinal principles of
confederation, is embodied in the very com-
position and structure of the Senate. The
Maritime Provinces, for instance, were given
representation in the Senate entirely out of
proportion to their numbers, either actual
or potential, and the terms of the union of
Newfoundland with Canada recognize the
same principle. With a population of 300,000
people, Newfoundland is being given six
representatives in a Senate of 102 members
while her membership in the House of Com-
mons, which is on a strictly mathematical
basis, will be seven members in a house of
262. I am certain that the people of New-
foundland can enter Confederation with com-
plete confidence so far as the future is
concerned.

I have no doubt that the people of New-
foundland, like those of us from Nova Scotia,
are fervently hoping for the maximum
increase in the volume of our international
trade. Their position and the nature of their
natural resources make export markets no
less important to them than to Canadians
generally.
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It is interesting to reflect that, at the
moment when 300,000 people of Newfound-
land are giving up part of their sovereignty
in order to join a larger trading unit of 13
million people in Canada, the Canadian
people themselves are contemplating closer
relations with six other nations bordering on
the North Atlantic which have within their
boundaries over 250 million people. For the
time being the accent is on matters of mutual
defence. But I am sure that if that pact is
concluded, the ink on the signatures of those
representing the various participating coun-
tries will scarcely be dry when it will become
apparent to all that it is equally desirable
that these 250 million people join together in
an economic sense, in order that their
economies will be strengthened to enable them
to discharge their obligations. In the past,
those 250 million people and the various
countries of the world which revolve in their
orbit have been responsible for over seventy
per cent of the world’s trade. In the prospect
that they will unite in economic matters as
well as defence, lies the hope of mankind.
Canada, I believe, is destined to play an
important part in this great undertaking, and
I am sure that the people of Newfoundland
will contribute their fair share in making it
a success.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I, too, welcome Newfound-
land into the union. In the province of
Saskatchewan, from which I come, there are
many Newfoundlanders. Perhaps some hon-
ourable senator versed in legal matters can
tell me whether this combine which Canada
has agreed that Newfoundland shall carry on
for five years—this raffle, if I may call it so, to
which one pays $10,000 to join in—would
conflict with the anti-combine laws of Canada
were it to operate in all the provinces.

Hon. Mr. Haig: The honourable senator
refers to the fisheries pool.

Hon. Mr. McLean: I believe that the
arrangement with the fisheries board is sub-
ject to the local legislature, and that any
recommendations they make will be sub-
mitted to the Minister of Fisheries, at which
time changes can be made.

Hon. Mr. Horner: But is it not stipulated
that this arrangement shall last for five years?

Hon. Mr. McLean: Changes can be made
within that period upon the recommendation
of the local legislature.

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

THIRD READING

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable sena-
tors, when shall this bill be read the third
time?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Now.

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

NEWFOUNDLAND-CANADA UNION
ADDRESS TO HIS MAJESTY

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, I desire to revert to motion No. 2.

The Hon. the Speaker: With leave, the
Senate will revert to motion No. 2.

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved:

That whereas by a memorandum of agreement
entered into on the eleventh day of December, 1948,
between Canada and Newfoundland, the terms of
union of Newfoundland with Canada were agreed to,
subject to approval by the Parliament of Canada
and the Government of Newfoundland;

And whereas the terms of union provide that they
shall come into force immediately before the expira-
tion of the thirty-first day of March, 1949, if His
Majesty has heretofore given His assent to an Act
of the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland confirming the same;

And whereas the terms of union have been ap-
proved by the Parliament of Canada;

A humble Address be presented to His Majesty
the King in the following words:—

To the King’s Most Excellent Majesty:
Most Gracious Sovereign:

We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal sub-
jects, the Senate of Canada in Parliament assembled,
humbly approach Your Majesty, praying that You
may graciously be pleased to cause to be laid before
the Parliament of the United Kingdom a measure
containing the recitals and clauses hereinafter set
forth to confirm and give effect to the terms of union
agreed between Canada and Newfoundland;

An Act to confirm and give effect to the terms of
union agreed between Canada and Newfoundland.

Whereas by means of a referendum the people of
Newfoundland have by a majority signified their
wish to enter into confederation with Canada;

And whereas the agreement containing terms of
union between Canada and Newfoundland set out
in the schedule to this act has been duly approved
by the Parliament of Canada and by the Government
of Newfoundland;

And whereas Canada has requested and consented
to the enactment of an act of the Parliament of the
United Kingdom to confirm and give effect to
the said agreement and the Senate and House of
Commons of Canada in Parliament assembled have
submitted an address to His Majesty praying that
His Majesty may graciously be pleased to cause a bill
to be laid before the Parliament of the United King-
dom for that purpose;

Be it therefore enacted by the King’s Most Excel-
lent Majesty, by and with the advice and consent
of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons,
in this present Parliament assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:

1. The agreement containing terms of union be-
tween Canada and Newfoundland set out in the
schedule to this Act is hereby confirmed and shall
have the force of law notwithstanding anything in
the British North America Acts, 1867 to 1946.

2. This Act may be cited as the British North
America Act, 1949, and the British North America
Acts, 1867 to 1946, and this Act may be cited together
as the British North America Acts, 1867 to 1949.

(For full text of Terms of Union, see
appendix at end of today’s report.)




He said: Honourable senators undoubtedly
are aware that, under the procedure which
has been suggested by the government as
desirable and necessary to be followed after
the passing of Bill 11, to which the Senate
has just given its consent, it is proposed that
an Address be presented to His Majesty in
the terms which I have already moved, and
which is identical with the one that has been
passed in the other place. I commend it to
your consideration, as the final act in respect
to Canada’s participation and action in the
historic incidents which will culminate in
Newfoundland becoming part of the Canadian
confederation.

On the subject in general, I do not know
that I can add much to what has been so
eloquently said on both sides by a representa-
tive group of senators in this house. In time
to come, however, it may be that we shall feel
even more intensely the great privilege and
opportunity accorded us, as members of the
Parliament of Canada, to participate in an act
of such historic importance, and one which I
hope and feel sure will be of great advantage
to both Canada and Newfoundland. From
what I know and have long known of the
characteristics of the people of Newfound-
land, I am convinced that they will make a
great contribution to the confederation, and
I welcome them from the bottom of my heart.
I feel, however, in view of some of the criti-
cism that has been made of the procedure,
that it is necessary to refer briefly to the
particular method.

The British North America Act, which
created the Dominion of Canada, set up a
federal system to govern this country. Under
it matters of national concern were assigned
to the legislative jurisdiction of the federal
parliament, and matters of a local or private
nature within the provinces were assigned to
the jurisdiction of the provincial legislatures.

The Dominion Parliament consists of His
Majesty, represented by the Governor
General; an upper house, styled the Senate,
and the lower house, known as the House of
Commons. The Senate was set up particu-
larly by the Fathers of Confederation to guard
territorial and minority rights. The provin-
cial legislatures were set up to legislate upon
matters of a local or private nature within the
provinces, not to defend or preserve the rights
of minorities or of territories. Under the con-
stitution, therefore, they have no right to ask
to be consulted in matters affecting the
national interest. The Fathers of Confedera-
tion wisely provided that such matters
should be dealt with by the national parlia-
ment. Where, however, provincial rights are
affected by an action of the Dominion Parlia-
ment which may infringe upon local or pri-
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vate matters, such for instance, as the altera-
tion of the boundary of a province, the British
North America Act, as amended, provides
that the consent of the province must be
obtained. For example, section 3 of the
British North America Act, 1871, provides
that:

The Parliament of Canada may from time to time,
with the consent of the legislature of any province
of the said dominion, increase, diminish or other-
wise alter the limits of such province, upon such
terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the
said legislature and may, with the like consent, make
provision respecting the effect and operation of any
such increase or diminution or alteration of territory
in relation to any province affected thereby.

The entry of Newfoundland as a province
of Canada was provided for in the original
British North America Act of 1867. Indeed,
representatives of the island of Newfound-
land sat in with the representatives of the
other provinces on the deliberations of the
Quebec conference.® For reasons which we
need not go into here, Newfoundland did not
enter the original confederation nor, in fact,
did Prince Edward Island, whose representa-
tives also sat in at the Quebec conference.
The fact that both these colonies were not
prepared to enter confederation in 1867 was
well known at the time to all the provinces
which did enter; but the way was left open
for them to come in at a later date, and
sections 146 and 147 of the Act were formu-
lated with this object in view. Section 146
sets out a procedure whereby Newfoundland
may enter confederation upon addresses from
the houses of the Parliament of Canada and
from the houses of the Legislature of the
Province of Newfoundland being submitted
to the Queen who, by the Act, is empowered
by an order of the Imperial Privy Council to
admit Newfoundland to the Dominion of
Canada.

Since that section was enacted the situation
with respect to Canada and Newfoundland
has been altered from a constitutional view-
point. Newfoundland no longer has a legis-
lature. So some procedure other than an
address of the legislature must be followed if
Newfoundland is at this time to become a
province of Canada. It has been agreed by
the legal experts of Great Britain, Canada
and Newfoundland that the procedure pro-
posed by the government at this time is the
one which commends itself to all parties con-
cerned in the proposal. However, if a statute
is to be passed by the Parliament at West-
minster, in view of the Statute of Westmin-
ster it is necessary to recite in the Canadian
Act that Canada has requested such a mea-
sure and has consented to its enactment by
the Parliament of the United Kingdom in
order to confirm and give effect to the
present agreement. I therefore commend the
present procedure to this house.
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At the same time I desire to point out in
the strongest possible terms that it is incum-
bent upon this house—which was set up by
the Fathers of Confederation to protect min-
ority and territorial rights—to satisfy itself
that no territorial or minority interest will
be prejudicially affected by the entry of
Newfoundland as a province of Canada; and
that it is the responsibility of this house,
more especially under our constitution, to
deal with this phase of the matter. If we are
satisfied that this proposal to include New-
foundland in our dominion is in the interest
of Canada, it is our duty so to declare, and to
welcome the province and its citizens into
our confederacy. If, on the other hand, we
come to the conclusion that it is not in the
interest of Canada to include Newfoundland
as a province of our dominion, we should
say so. But we should not, by any action we
take in this house, delegate our responsibility
as the protector and guardian of territorial
and minority rights, to & province or prov-
inces. I believe that Canada is a nation and
should function as a nation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators,
it is not my intention to enter into a long
argument on this motion. I am just as
anxious as my honourable friend, the leader
of the government in this house (Hon. Mr.
Robertson), to see this part of British North
America included in the Dominion of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: The Fathers of Confedera-
tion, who were very able men, felt that this
union was needed to round out our nation.
After listening to the address by my honour-
able friend from Vancouver South (Hon. Mr.
Farris) in which he referred to the original
negotiations of 1895, I was glad that when I
spoke on the second reading of Bill 11, I did
not discuss the financial terms. Apparently
$5 million was all that kept Newfoundland
from joining Canada in 1895. Up to the time
he discussed the terms by which Newfound-
land would become part of Canada, I was
entirely in agreement with the address of
the honourable leader of the government
(Hon. Mr. Robertson). I am sure that every
Canadian is anxious to see this union take
place, and the Senate is the one house in this
country that can say to Newfoundland “We
will give you protection to no end.” But, as
was suggested by my honourable friend from
Vancouver South (Hon. Mr. Farris), some
difficulty may arise from the proposed rep-
resentation of Newfoundland in this house
by six senators. Manitoba, with a popula-
tion of 800,000, has only six senators; and
Saskatchewan, with a population of a million
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people, also has only six members of this
body. Alberta, which will some day be the
richest province in the dominion—not except-
ing British Columbia—is represented by only
six senators, as is also British Columbia, with
a population of a million and a quarter.

I must say quite candidly that there will be
a feeling in these provinces that Newfound-
land will be enjoying greater proportionate
representation in the Senate than they are.
The original plan was to have territorial
representation in the Senate, with one-quarter
coming from the Prairie Provinces, one-
quarter from Quebec, one-quarter from
Ontario, and one-quarter from the four west-
ern provinces. In effect, this legislation gives
the Maritime Provinces an additional six
senators. I am not disputing that the British
North America Act, 1867, provided that if
Newfoundland were admitted to confedera-
tion it would be entitled to four senators, and
that by an amendment in 1915 that number
was increased to six. I am not concerned
about that matter, nor about the question
raised in the other house, but I think that
those who raised it had good ground for doing
so, even though on both sides it was a polit-
ical question, and the Senate is not interested
in it.

I intend to vote for the motion, but I can-
not get out of my mind the fact that the New-
foundland convention whose duty it was to
draft the ballot voted 29 to 16 against placing
the question of confederation with Canada
on the ballot. The members of that conven-
tion were representatives of the people, and
the British government forced them to place
that question on the ballot.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Were the members of
the convention elected?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, they were delegates
elected for the purpose of considering this
matter, and by a considerable majority they
voted against placing the choice of confedera-
tion on the ballot.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: They were afraid the
public would vote in favour of it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Well, the delegates were
elected by the people, and our government is
run by representatives chosen in that way.
A referendum is another thing altogether.
And I ask honourable members to note that
the number of people who voted on the
second referendum was far smaller than the
number who voted on the first one. What I
am wondering about is whether the Legisla-
ture of Newfoundland, if the people down
there had been given the right to elect one,
would have voted for confederation.

Hon. Mr. Howard: Sure.
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Hon. Mr. Haig: My honourable friend says,
“Sure”; but I am doubtful about that, in view
of the vote by the convention delegates who,
as I said, were elected by the people. I trust
the people. I still trust them, even though
I do not have to go to them for election.

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

Hon. Mr. Haig: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Is the voice of the people
more faithfully expressed through a second-
ary vote by representatives or through a
direct vote of the people themselves?

Hon. Mr. Haig: In this country we have
always adopted the secondary system—that
of having the people’s wishes expressed by
their representatives.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Not always.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Well, nearly always. There
has never been any other system used except
as to some question on which the parties did
not want to take a stand. In my province
the liquor question is the only one that has
been submitted to the people by a referen-
dum. All parties are in favour of the sale of
liquor, but their leaders do not want to say
so publicly.

Hon. Mr. Farris: That does not answer my
question.

Hon. Mr. Haig: My honourable friend from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) says the
convention delegates did not want confedera-
tion placed on the ballot because they feared
the people would vote for it. He apparently
has no doubt that the legislature, if the people
had had the right to elect one, would have
voted for confederation. Well, if there had
been a legislature and it had so voted, the
question that is troubling me would not have
arisen and Newfoundland would have become
a province under the simple procedure pro-
vided by sections 146 and 147 of the British
North America Act.

I have never been much concerned over
the suggestion that the present provinces of
Canada should have been consulted about
the entry of Newfoundland, because that
entry was contemplated by the Fathers of
Confederation and, as I say, is specifically
provided for in the British North America
Act.

We all want Newfoundland to become part
of Canada. I agree with the honourable
leader of the government that this country
will go out of its way to see that the new
province is given a square deal. I plead with
the Newfoundlanders who have been opposed
to confederation to join with us in an
endeavour to make our combined countries
a greater nation than either country alone
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could ever become. Let them be assured that
Canada will treat their province fairly. It
will get at least as good a deal as it would
have got if it had first elected its own legis-
lature and that legislature had then voted
to come in under the terms of the British
North America Act.

We know that the federal treasury will
pay to Newfoundland far more money than
will be returned from that new province for
many years. But history is a long tale. As
I suggested the other day, the people of one
hundred years from now will probably won-
der whether Newfoundland did not realize
that the money paid to her in return for
confederating was a mere mess of pottage,
because by that time the tremendous assets
that Canada gained through the acquisition
of the new province’s resources in fish, timber
and mines—and, above all, in people of
sterling character—will be a matter of record.
The Newfoundlanders, as we know from
contact with them, are indeed a very fine
people.

I have a theory, honourable senators, that
people who have been brought up in a rough
country where it has been necessary to
struggle against the elements in order to
make a living, are a better type than those
who have always lived in the big cities under
easier conditions. How often have we seen
men who in their youth were subjected to a
rough life become leaders in government, in
science, industry and the professions? I con-
fess that in my younger days I used to have
a grudge against the Maritime Provinces. I
have not seen much of that part of the
country—

Hon. Mr. Roberitson: You are a young man
yet.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, and I intend to go down
there. In fact, I have already made a start
by going to New Brunswick.

Hon. Mr. Copp: Then you have seen the best
part of the country.

Hon. Mr. Haig: As a young man I was
amazed at the number of prominent lawyers,
doctors, preachers and professors who came
from the Maritime Provinces, and I used to
wonder what kind of place it was that pro-
duced such wonderful people.

Hon. Mr. Horner: They were raised without
a baby bonus, teo.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, I believe they were.

I repeat that I intend to vote for the
resolution, and I ask my colleagues on this
side of the house to do the same. We pledge
ourselves at all times, whether the party to
which we belong is in office or in opposition,
to do our best to make the new confederation
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work to the entire satisfaction of Newfound-
land as well as of all the other provinces.

The motion was agreed to, and honourable
senators rose and sang “God Save the King.”

BANKRUPTCY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison moved the second read-
ing of Bill N, an Act respecting Bankruptcy.

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

Hon. Salter A. Hayden: Honourable sena-
tors, it is quite a jump from the discussion of
the confederation of Newfoundland with
Canada to a consideration of ordinary day-to-
day realities of business and the more or less
inevitable conditions that lead to the situation
described as bankruptcy.

We have before us a bill which one can
judge by its thickness contains many pro-
visions. I assure honourable senators that it
is not my intention to discuss them all in
detail.

The history of bankruptecy legislation is
quite interesting. The present Act came into
force in 1919, and since 1932 has not been
amended. In 1946 a bankruptcy bill was
introduced in the Senate, and was later re-
ferred to a committee of this house which
heard many witnesses representing wvarious
interests; even some of the bankruptey judges
presented their views on that Ilegislation.
Further consideration was given to the then
proposed legislation, and last year a new
bankruptcy bill was introduced in this house
embodying most of the changes which had
been recommended as a result of the hearings
in the Senate committee. That bill was not
proceeded with but was distributed through-
out the country. We now have before us the
bill in its revised form, and I may say that
one would hardly recognize it from its like-
ness to the Act at present in force. Many and
material changes are proposed. I wish to
point out a few of the notable and some of
the provocative sections, so that when the bill
is dealt with in committee honourable
senators will be familiar with them.

I wish first to deal with the provision
relating to returns to be made by trustees.
Apparently as a result of the requirements in
provincial legislaticn and some federal stat-
utes, trustees of bankrupt estates have been
saddled with the tremendous burden of pre-
paring returns. This duty is a heavy one,
particularly if before bankruptcy the person
or corporation was careless of his obligations
under various acts requiring the making out
of returns. I know of one instance where the
trustee, an accountant, had to spend three
weeks with another accountant in order to
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make up returns that the delinquent bankrupt
should have made. It is the concept of the
draftsman of this bill that a trustee is not
appointed under the Bankruptcy Act for the
purpose of doing things which the person
declared bankrupt should have done. The
obligation should continue to be that of the
bankrupt, and the trustee should be free
to serve the purpose intended—that is to
work out the affairs of the bankrupt in the
interest of his creditors. Therefore, sub-
section 14 of section 8 provides:

The trustee may not be required to make any
returns which the bankrupt is required to make

and has failed to make, notwithstanding any Act to
the contrary.

Sub-section 15 of that section reads:

The trustee shall at all reasonable times permit
any authorized person to inspect the books and
papers of the bankrupt in order to prepare or verify
returns which the bankrupt is by statute required to
file.

To get some idea of the multiplicity of
returns required one has only to read the list
in the explanatory notes opposite page 13.
These apply only to the province of Ontario.
I am quite sure that when this bill goes to
committee objections will come from the
Income Tax department down to various pro-
vincial departments which require returns.

I come now to perhaps the most provoca-
tive section in the bill, that dealing with the
scheme of distribution or the priorities under
which the assets of the bankrupt estate will
be distributed. I refer to section 95, which
commences at page 63. It is not my intention
to deal with this section in detail, except to
point out that the priority rights of bodies
who function under federal authority or pro-
vincial enactment are very considerably
changed. Section 125 of the present Act
reads:

Nothing in the four last preceding sections—

Those are the present sections dealing with
priorities and the distribution of assets of
bankrupt estates.

—shall interfere with the collection of any taxes,
rates or assessments payable by or levied or imposed
upon the debtor or upon any property of the debtor
under any law of the dominion, or of the province
wherein such property is situate, or in which the
debtor resides, nor prejudice or affect any lien or
charge in respect of such property created by any
such laws.

Honourable senators will note that the bill
deals with that section in a revolutionary
manner. The explanatory note of paragraph
(3) of section 95(1) reads:

All government claims, federal and provincial, take
equal rank immediately before trade and other un-
secured creditors.

On the page opposite 65 of the bill we find a
“memorandum re priorities”, which gives the
explanation as to why the framers of this
legislation think it time to make a change in
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the priorities granted by federal and pro-
vincial legislation, which eat into the estate
of the bankrupt and use up the assets which
have been created by the creditors, thus
depriving some classes of trade creditors of a
fair share in the proceeds of the estate. That
“memorandum re priorities” reads:

The Bankruptcy Act recognizes the rights of
secured creditors. It has also recognized the right
of municipalities to be preferred for taxes and land-
lords for rent under their statutory liens. However,
it cannot have been the intention that preferences
should be accorded the large variety of claims which,
because of the preferences they have received, now
rank in priority before the claims of trade creditors
and even, in some instances, before the costs of
realizing the assets and administering the estate.
The fact remains that, under the provisions of
section 125—

I have just read that section.

—of the Bankruptcy Act, various taxing authorities
in the provinces have succeeded in obtaining by
provincial legislation priority rankings in respect of
their respective taxes to an extent that the stiuation
concerning priorities has become chaotic, difficulty
being experienced in many cases of determining the
order in which the many conflicting priorities should
rank without having to submit such matters to the
courts for decision. In the province of Ontario, for
instance, the following claims have priority over the
claims of ordinary creditors.

Then follows an enumeration, containing
twenty-one claims. The memorandum con-
tinues as follows:

The Income Tax Act also establishes a special
priority with respect to moneys collected at the
source (section 112(6)). It is submitted that if a
bankrupt has misappropriated trust funds he should
be punished accordingly but that the ecreditors
should not be penalized for his default. The ordi-
nary law with respect to trust funds should apply;
otherwise it should be provided for in this Act and
not in some other Act and similar provisions should
be made for moneys collected with respect to un-

employment insurance, gasoline tax, amusement tax,
ete.

The situation respecting the existing preferences
has become so inequitable, particularly as it con-
cerns trade creditors whose goods usually furnish the
proceeds from which such claims are paid, and so
confused, that it is most desirable that the whole
field be reviewed and that an entirely new, com-
prehensive and equitable scheme of priorities be
established under the sole authority of the Bank-
ruptey Act.

We may expect that when this bill goes to
committee, representations will be made by
these governing bodies including the income
tax branch, which have enjoyed priorities,
to the end that their preferred position shall
be maintained. But the issue is a provocative
one, and there seems sound reason for a
change in the interests of the class for whom
presumably, bankruptcy legislation is design-
ed, namely the trade creditors who are unpaid
and who, having taken proceedings against
the person who owes them money, find that
while their assets are being sold to put the
estate of the bankrupt in funds, so many
priorities have climbed in ahead of them that
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the proceeds realized from their goods do not
become available in any great measure for
the satisfaction of their claims. In these
circumstances, and having regard to the
present list of priorities, it seems a misnomer
to describe the Bankruptcy Act as being for
the benefit of the trade creditor.

Hon. Mr. Davies: How are fees regulated
under this bill?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: The tariff rates are con-
tinued, with some changes. Under the pres-
ent Act, unless there is an agreement, or the
court fixes his remuneration, the highest per-
centage to which the trustee is entitled is 5
per cent on realization. In the present bill
his fee is increased to 7% per cent. There is
a tariff of fees for legal costs, with provisions
for scaling down in proportion to the capital
value of the estate. All these matters are
covered in the proposed legislation.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Before my honourable
friend goes on to another point, may I ask
a question with regard to these priorities? In
the event of bankruptcy, is it proposed to
change the priority or the preference which
governing bodies possess prior to bankruptcy?
Perhaps I may make my question clearer.
The governing bodies to which he has refer-
red now have certain preferences in the mat-
ter of their claims. If this bill is passed, will
the intervention of bankruptcy change the
incidence of those preferences by advancing
the claims of the trade creditors beyond their
position under ordinary suit?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: As the result of a pro-
vision in the present bankruptcy law, plus the
substantive legislation, federal and provin-
cial, outside the Bankruptcy Act, a system
of priorities has been built up. In the new
bill there is nothing which corresponds to
section 125 of the Act whereby priority is
established wherever it is prescribed by fed-
eral or provincial enactment. Those priori-
ties could be established under the present
Act through action of the federal parliament
or a provincial legislature to give, for example,
priority in Ontario to the gasoline or the
amusement tax, thus increasing the list of the
priorities contained in the Act. That general
authority does not exist in this bill: all gov-
ernment claims, federal and provincial, take
equal - rank immediately before trade and
other unsecured creditors. In other words,
following the passage of this measure the
scheme of priorities outlined in the bill can-
not be disturbed by federal and provincial
enactment in such manner as to place federal
and provincial government claims higher in
the scheme of priorities than they are in
this bill.
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Governments still enjoy a preferred posi-
tion, although a humbler one, down right
next door to the ordinary trade and unsecured
creditors. And there are no priorities as
among federal and provincial government
claims; they rank equally.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: What claims rank above
those of the federal and provincial govern-
ments?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: For example, municipal
taxes; costs of administration; certain wages
and salaries up to $500; landlords’ claims for
arrears of rent; all indebtedness of the bank-
rupt under any workmen’s compensation Act
and any unemployment insurance act
pari passu; claims resulting from injuries to
employees of the bankrupt to which the pro-
visions of any workmen’s compensation Act
do not apply. Then come claims of the Crown
in right of Canada or of any province
pari passu notwithstanding any statutory
preference to the contrary.

So the scheme of the bill is two-fold. First,
it is to provide a different plan of priorities;
second, it seeks to establish a scheme of
priorities under—and only under—the bank-
ruptey law itself. That is made clear in the
explanatory note. No longer will it be neces-
sary to collect and compile a list of priorities
from provincial and federal statutes; the list
is set out in this bill, and the order in which
they appear must be followed.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I wonder whether the
bill would provide trade creditors with an
incentive to put a debtor into bankruptcy,
so as to secure for their claims a better
priority than they would have if the debtor
did not go into bankruptcy?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Of course I cannot speak
on behalf of trade creditors; but I do not
think it would. In other words, I do not
think it would bring about a rush of bank-
ruptcy petitions, because the basic situation
of an act of bankruptcy by an insolvent per-
son must exist. I would call attention to the
fact that, at the present time, if you can
establish an act of bankruptcy and the peti-
tioning creditor has a claim of $500 or the
sum total of the claims of petitioning credi-
tors is $500, the basis for a petition in bank-
ruptcy is established. Under the proposed
legislation this amount of $500 is increased
to $1,000. Incidentally, I do not think there
would be a rush of bankruptcy petitions
caused by an improved position, because I
do not think the position would be improved
that much.

Hon. Mr. Davies: Would the honourable
senator please clarify the clause in regard to
wage-earners? Did I understand him to say
that if a manufacturer became bankrupt, and
he owed his employees $1,000, they could get
only fifty per cent?
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Hon. Mr. Hayden: No. There is a priority
in respect to wages. Section 95(d) provides
as follows:

wages, salaries, commissions or compensation of any
clerk, servant, travelling salesman, labourer or
workman for services rendered during three months
next preceding the bankruptcy to the extent of five
hundred dollars in each case, . . .

That is the priority list.

An Hon. Senator: Would the dollar position
be any different?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: To answer that question
one would have to make a particular analysis
of the priorities that have been moved up in
this scheme. Frankly, I am not prepared to
give an answer to it now. One thing that I
think this revision does is to leave more of
the profits of the estate of the bankrupt
available to be spread over more claims. I
do not believe it confers too great a benefit
on the unsecured -creditor, because the
unsecured creditor is still down at the bottom
of the pile. Somehow or other he has to get
through this mountain of priorities before he
can be considered. Honourable senators will
note that government and provincial claims
have been moved down the list and more
deserving claims have been moved up.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Such as?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Such as the amount of
wages that I have read, and the cost of
administration. After all, if the estate is being
carried on for the benefit of everyone, then
the costs of administration should enjoy a
high priority. Then there is a priority for
municipal taxes and rent. Those things now
go to the top of the list, and when they come
off, the federal and provincial government
claims which appear under this omnibus
clause come in for consideration. They rank
equally and there is no priority amongst them-
selves. Then comes the unsecured creditor.
He is last in the scale of priorities and I do
not think his position is improved.

Hon., Mr. Kinley: What about the bank?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: The bank usually gets
itself into the position of being a secured
creditor.

The next item I want to deal with covers
fraudulent preferences, and is to be found at
page 47. As this section is legal in its implica-
tions I intend to refer to it only briefly. A
multitude of legal precedents have been built
up over fraudulent preferences in transfers
by insolvent persons. The law courts have
come to all sorts of conclusions, and there
has been some difficulty in determining just
what the proper principle of law is. There is
an attempt to overcome this problem by a
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simple change in the wording of section 64.
You will see that instead of:

. with a view of giving such creditors a prefer-
ence over the other creditors . . .

it now provides:

. resulting in any person or any creditor or any
person in trust for such creditor or any surety or
guarantor for the debt due to such creditor obtain-
ing a preference, advantage . . .

Under the new bill it will be a fraudulent
preference if within three months an insol-
vent person makes a transfer which results
in giving any person an advantage or prefer-
ence over other creditors.

There are other sections to which I should
like to direct the attention of honourable
senators, because they introduce into the
bankruptcy law what I regard as new ideas.
The first deals with the disclosure that a
debtor must make after he has been put in
bankruptcy. If honourable senators look at
the bottom of page 73 they will see that
provision is made for the duties of the bank-
rupt. Section 117, paragraph (), reads as
follows:

The bankrupt shall make disclosure to the trustee

of all property disposed of within one year preceding
his bankruptcy, or for such further antecedent
period as the court may direct, and how and to
whom and for what consideration any part thereof
was disposed of except such part as had been
disposed of in the ordinary manner of trade or
used for reasonable personal expenses.
That is completely new, because under the
existing Act no duty is imposed on the bank-
rupt to disclose prior alienations. It may be,
honourable senators, that in committee you
will argue that too much searching and
inquiring is made into the affairs of a person
who, unfortunately, has become bankrupt.

New bankruptcy offences have been
created, and are to be found in section 156,
page 94. This section struck me as being
rather novel, but apparently it derives from
the English Act. Paragraph (g) deals with
bankruptcy offences for which a bankrupt
may be prosecuted. It provides:

Any bankrupt who has within the two years pre-
ceding his bankruptcy materially contributed to or
increased the extent of his insolvency by gambling
or by rash or hazardous speculations not connected
with his trade or business, in determining which the
financial position of the bankrupt at the time when
such events occurred shall be taken into considera-
tion: . .

That is pretty wide and sweeping, and is a
kind of paternalism that I do not know that
I am prepared to follow.

Hon. Mr. Léger:
some card players.

Perhaps it: will affect

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes. It will cover poker
games for high stakes, betting on the races,
and all that sort of thing. If a person becomes
bankrupt he had better look to it that his
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previous life, so far as any betting was
concerned, was a model one.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Bingo games might be
interfered with.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes, I think they defin-
itely would be on the black list. Section 156
says:

Any bankrupt who

(g) has within the two years preceding his bank-
ruptcy materially contributed to or increased the
extent of his insolvency by gambling or by rash or
hazardous speculations not connected with his trade
or business . . . is guilty of an offence and is liable
on summary conviction to imprisonment for a term
not exceeding one year or on conviction under in-
dictment to imprisonment for a term not exceeding
three years.

That is a rather severe penal clause.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Who is responsible for
that clause?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Well, it is in the English
Act, and apparently it was decided to try it
out in Canada. Frankly, if I may express my
personal view, as I have always felt I have
the right to do, I do not think that clause
belongs in the bill. However, that is for this
house to say.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Does that apply to bridge
losses too?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Well, some of the bid-
ding that I have observed in bridge games
would certainly come under the heading of
“rash or hazardous speculations”.

I pass on. The bill provides for many
material changes in the Act: some of them are
merely clarifications and others are decided
improvements. I do not propose to go into a
detailed discussion of them this afternoon.

I should point out that one of the improve-
ments is in the part of the bill dealing with
the proposals that a bankrupt or insolvent
person may make. The present law makes
no provision whereby a person approaching
the stage of insolvency may submit a proposal
to his creditors. Even if he does get his
creditors together and, apart from the Bank-
ruptcy Act, make a deal with them, his default
on a proposal to compose his obligations is not
an act of bankruptcy. The present bill pro-
vides procedure for the making of proposals.
If an insolvent person follows that procedure
and afterwards makes default in living up to
the proposal, that in itself becomes an act of
bankruptcy. One difficulty under the present
statute is that while an insolvent person is
trying to work out a proposal, the period dur-
ing which it is necessary to have an act of
bankruptcy in order to file a petition has gone
by, and that works to the detriment of the
creditors.

The bill also contains an automatic pro-
cedure for the discharge of the bankrupt.
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Apparently the last person thought of under
the present Act is the bankrupt himself. The
trustee goes ahead and liquidates the estate,
collects the accounts, pays off the claims, gets
his remuneration and is discharged; but the
poor bankrupt is left in the air. Now a
simplified automatic procedure for the dis-
charge of the bankrupt is provided in order
to enable him to get rid of his difficulties and
problems and come out of the bankruptcy.

Hon. Mr. Davies: Is a bankrupt’s household
furniture subject to seizure?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Provincial law provides
certain exemptions for debtors. You cannot
take a man’s last stick of furniture.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: And a house up to $4,000
is exempted.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: May I briefly touch on
a few other provisions in the bill! Some of
them make changes aimed at greater clarity
and better administration. These deal with
such matters as proceedings at meetings of
creditors, and the duties of inspectors, who
are required to exercise greater care and
responsibility than hitherto. The bill makes
all claims provable in bankruptcy. There is
a simplified procedure for administration of
what might be called small estates; that is
where the total realizable value of the estate
after the secured creditors have been paid
does not amount to more than $500.

The Supreme Court of Newfoundland is
included among the courts that are specifically
given bankruptey jurisdiction. Then the
powers of the registrars have been expanded
and clarified. The bill also provides that
there shall be no appeal as of right from a
decision of the bankruptcy judge, but that an
appeal may be taken only by leave of the
court to which one proposes to appeal. The
provisions with respect to legal costs have
been revised, and I would say that in some
small measure recognition has been given to
the fact that we are living in 1949 and not
in 1924 or 1930.

I have already referred to the bankruptcy
offences. They have been revised, greatly
condensed and clarified, so that it is much
easier to follow the series of bankruptcy
offences under the bill than under the
present act. .

All the provisions of the Act are made
applicable to the Crown.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Will you be able to put
the Crown in bankruptcy now?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: No. I should think there
would be some difficulty in doing that, because
the Crown can always pay its debts. My
honourable friend and I, in common with
every other citizen of Canada, have to pro-
vide the funds to support the crown.
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Hon. Mr. Kinley: Can Crown companies be
put into bankruptcy?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: C