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of these termas will involve a charge upon and pay-
ment out of moneys in the consolidated revenue
fund of Canada.

He said: His Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral, having been made acquainted with the
subject matter of this resolution, recommends
it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

FOREIGN EXCHANGE CONTROL ACT
CONTINUANCE IN FORCE UNTIL SIXTY DAYS AFTER

OPENING OF FIRST SESSION OF PARLIA-
MENT IN 1951

Hon. Douglas Abbott (Minister of Finance)
moved that the house go into committee at
the next sitting to consider the following
resolution:

That it is expedient to present a measure to pro-
vide for the continuance in force of the Foreign
Exchange Control Act until sixty days after the
commencement of the first session of parliament
commencing in the year 1951.

He said: His Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral, having been made acquainted with the
subject matter of this resolution, recommends
it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS ACT

EXTENSION OF OPERATION FOR A PERIOD OF
ONE YEAR

Right Hon. J. G. Gardiner (Minister of
Agriculture) moved that the house go into
committee at the next sitting to consider the
following resolution:

That it is expedient to present a bill to amend
the Agricultural Products Act to extend the opera-
tion of the act for a period of one year.

He said: His Excellency the Governor
General, having been made acquainted with
the subject matter of this resolution, recom-
mends it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

FISH INSPECTION ACT
FISH AND FISH CONTAINERS-MARINE PLANTS

-EXPORT AND IMPORT REGULATIONS

Hon. Robert W. Mayhew (Minister of Fish-
eries) moved that the house go into committee
at the next sitting to consider the following
resolution:

That it is expedient to present a measure for the
purpose of regulating the export and import of fish
and fish containers and the export of marine plants,
and the appointment of inspectors and other officers
and employees required for the proper administra-
tion of the act.

He said: His Excellency the Governor
General, having been made acquainted with
the subject matter of this resolution, recom-
mends it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

Proposed Legisiation
TRANSITIONAL MEASURES ACT, 1947

CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN ORDERS AND
REGULATIONS

Hon. Alphonse Fournier (Minister of Public
Works, for the Minister of Justice) moved
that the house go into committee at the next
sitting to consider the following resolution:

That it is expedient to introduce a measure to
provide for the continuation of certain orders and
regulations of the governor in council for a limited
period during the national emergency arising out
of the war.

He said: His Excellency the Governor
General, having been made acquainted with
the subject matter of this resolution, recom-
mends it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

PRECEDENCE OF GOVERNMENT BUSINESS-
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, TO FRIDAY,

FEBRUARY 18

Right Hon. L. S. St. Laurent (Prime
Minister) moved:

That on and after Monday, January 31, 1949, and
every sitting day thereafter until and including
Friday, February 11, 1949, government notices of
motions and government orders shall have prece-
dence over all other business except introduction
of bills.

He said: In referring to this motion yester-
day I stated that if I had the consent of
the house I would ask that there be substi-
tuted, for the dates January 31 and February
11, respectively, the dates February 7 and
February 18. On referring to the rules, how-
ever, I find that the regular way to handle the
matter is not by amending my own motion
but by presenting it in its present form and
leaving it to some other hon. member to pro-
pose the proper amendment, if he sees fit to
do so.

Right Hon. J. G. Gardiner (Minister of Agri-
culture): I move:

That the motion be amended by replacing in the
first line thereof the words "January 31" by the
words "February 7," and by replacing in the second
line thereof the words "February 11" by the words
"February 18".

Mr. Drew: Mr. Speaker, before any remarks
are made in connection with this motion, I
think the house should have some indication
of the reasons why there is any cause to con-
sider it at the present time. I would point out
that yesterday afternoon the Prime Minister
said that in any event it was the intention of
the government to proceed during the coming
week with the debate on the address in reply
to the speech from the throne. For that rea-
son there is no evidence of any necessity for
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the consideration of this motion this after-
noon. Certainly nothing has been put before
the house which would suggest any reason
for supporting such a motion.

Mr. Si. Laurent: The reason for making the
motion is to determine now that on February
7 we may proceed with the resolutions and
legislation necessary to implement the agree-
ment for the union of Newfoundland with
Canada. It is an express term of that agree-
ment for union that it will come into force
and bring about the union if there is assented
to, by His Majesty, a bill of the parliament
of the United Kingdom confirming legislation
passed by this parliament and by the govern-
ment of Newfoundland ratifying the terms of
that agreement. That procedure requires that
there be in this house first of all a resolution,
the one that was mentioned first under the
heading "government notices of motions" to-
day. That resolution is necessary before any
bill can be introduced, because a bill to con-
firm the agreement will impose charges upon
the consolidated revenue fund. Then the bill
itself must run the gauntlet of the usual
stages of procedure in this house and in the
other place before it can become the law of
the land. It is felt that it would be undesir-
able to have the matter dealt with at all by
the parliament of the United Kingdom until
the parliament of Canada has expressed the
views of the people of Canada with respect
to the union. Before the parliament of the
United Kingdom will attempt to deal with
the matter at all, in order to comply with the
terms of the statute of Westminster there will
be required a joint address of this house and
of the senate asking His Majesty to lay before
the parliament of the United Kingdom a bill
embodying the proper legislation.

When I was over in London some months
ago I had some discussion on this subject with
members of the government of the United
Kingdom, and I was told that they would like
to have not less than three weeks to deal with
the legislation in their houses of parliament
after the proceedings had been completed
here. It is therefore urgent, I think, that we
reach this matter and ascertain, at as early a
date as possible, the views of the parliament
of Canada upon the terms of union that were
signed last December. It was for that reason
that, when I announced to the gentlemen of
the press the date that was fixed for the
session, I explained to then that we were
calling parliament together on a Wednesday
instead of a Thursday, as had been done in
several previous years, so that there might
be a couple of days of debate on the address
before we asked parliament to suspend the
debate and deal with the matters concerning
Newfoundland, as it had been our intention

[Mr. Drew.]

to ask parliament to do at the time specified
in the motion as printed on the order paper.

When notice of this motion was given I
found that there were many members of par-
liament on both sides of the house who felt
that it was not necessary to commence on
January 31 in order to have the Newfound-
land proceedings properly dealt with in time,
and that they wished to have at least another
full week of debate on the address before
adjourning it.

It is my view that we do generally make
better progress in dealing with the substan-
tive business of parliament if we do not have
too many disputes over matters of procedure,
and I would take it for granted that we would
be probably just as far advanced with the
Newfoundland matter after a week or two if
we met the wishes of hon. members who wish
to have an additional week to debate the
address.

The reason for bringing the motion forward
is to have it fixed, that we will start on this
matter on February 7, and to inform the law
officers of the United Kingdom of this change,
which we hope will not necessarily mean that
we shall be delaying them in putting before
them, if parliament approves of the agree-
ment, the required material so that it can be
dealt with in orderly fashion in the United
Kingdom parliament.

Mr. George A. Drew (Leader of the Oppo-
sition): Mr. Speaker, first of all may I assure
the Prime Minister (Mr. St. Laurent) and hon.
members that on any procedural matters that
will facilitate the business of this house he
will find the full concurrence of myself as
leader of the opposition and those associated
with me; but that concurrence does not
extend to the point of departing from well
established practices, for which departure no
substantial reason can be offered. The reasons
now presented by the Prime Minister offer no
justification whatever for presenting this
motion today. I would point out that through-
out the whole record of the House of Com-
mons, not only in this chamber but in other
chambers in early buildings since confedera-
tion, in the majority of occasions on which
the debate on the speech from the throne has
proceeded without interruption it has actually
been completed within the time which would
elapse between now and next Friday.

Some hon. Members: No, no.

Mr. Drew: Some hon. members, of course,
are basing their views on recent experience,
whbich is not traditionally the experience of
this house, if they examine the record.

[Interruption.]
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I do not wonder that hon. members at the
other end of the chamber have difficulty in
hearing the debate when it seems so difficult
for some hon. members to keep their own
thoughts inaudible.

The motion that is before the house at the
present time is one which has the effect of
terminating the debate on the address before
anyone in the house knows whether in fact
it will still be going on next Friday. It is a
very easy matter to examine the record of
Hansard and to ascertain that postponing the
debate and then reviving it, and thereby bring-
ing back the subject matter that was under
consideration, inevitably prolongs the whole
debate. But there are other reasons why
this motion should not be accepted by hon.
members without a great deal more explana-
tion than has been offered. The date on which
agreement was called for between the parlia-
ment of Canada and the representatives of
Newfoundland, described in the agreement
as the government of Newfoundland, was
March 31. That date was decided on before
the government had fixed the date of the
session. If there was any reason to believe
that additional time was needed it would
have been very easy to have fixed an earlier
date for the opening of the session so that
the debate on the speech from the throne
could have proceeded in an orderly way to
its customary termination without interrup-
tion, such as is now suggested.

It is difficult to imagine what the urgency
Lb WILLUll h VAbLCb0 LJAiL IL lb ûLebaiy LU avv
this bill considered a week from Monday,
particularly when more than two months will
still elapse between the date on which agree-
ment is required and today. After ail, there
is no reason to suggest that any extended
delay will be involved in presenting the views
of this house to Westminster, because it is
inconceivable that the government of Canada
has not already presented all the facts to the
government of the United Kingdom other
than the appropriate indication of such deci-
sion as may be reached by this parliament.
That being so, the time that is suggested as
being necessary for these proceedings seems
to bear no relationship whatever to any
reasonable requirements to deal with this
matter in the ordinary way.

There is of course another and very much
more cogent reason why this motion should
not be accepted by hon. members. The rules
of this house are not different from the rules
of any other house. Please do not think for
one moment that I am unaware of the tactics
that can be employed in delaying the con-
sideration of a debate on the speech from the
throne, because if it is delayed the govern-
ment finds an opportunity to introduce a
number of extraneous subject matters which
in their opinion will divert public attention

Business of the House
from the inadequacy of the statements in the
speech from the throne and from the weak-
nesses in the position of the government. I
am certainly convinced that this is the reason
the adjournment is sought, rather than the
reason that has been suggested in the house
today. It will of course be very convenient
if the striking omissions from the speech from
the throne are supplemented by appropriate
statements from day to day by various minis-
ters who will make those bright promises
which the minister of reconstruction does
not think are as useful as they once were.

But these can go on from day to day in the
intervening period. And of course it would
appear that the Minister of Finance (Mr.
Abbott) holds a similar view. These can go on
indefinitely-and this is nothing new. I think
the hon. members of this house not only on
the opposition side but on the government
side should seek to have an explanation on
the one hand in regard to certain statements,
which are extremely vague, in the speech
from the throne and-

Some hon. Members: Order.

Mr. Drew: I will debate it on the appropri-
ate occasion.

An hon. Member: Speak to the motion.

Mr. Howe: Are you speaking on the speech
from the throne?

Mr. Cruickshank: I thought you knew the
ruies.

Mr. Drew: I think it is very obvious that
a number of motions can be padded out with
various statements that can be introduced on
the one hand by presentation to the house,
and on the other hand by those interesting
pieces of information which appear in the
press throughout Canada, without any names
attached to them, stating that the press is
authoritatively informed from someone very
close to the minister that such and such a
thing is going to be done.

There is of course a still further reason,
and one which, it seems to me, is very difficult
for some hon. members opposite to dispute:
that is, that the debate on the speech from
the throne is no mere formality, as some
people seem to ,suggest from time to time.
It is in fact the most important debate in
many cases which will take place in any
legislative assembly. Because, under the
practice established here, as in every other
parliament or legislature within the common-
wealth, the debate on the speech from the
throne offers an opportunity to the house to
say by its vote whether the government still
commands the confidence of the House of
Commons. It may be a comfortable assump-
tion on the part of the government that they



HOUSE OF COMMONS
Business of the House

can look at the list of members and count
every vote according to the places where
they seat themselves in the house. But if
any house of commons or legislative assembly
reduces itself to a position where individual
discretion, intelligence and conscience mean
nothing, then there might just as well be no
recorded vote at all, and the vote might just
as well be taken from the printed sheet.

The fact is that members of this House of
Commons and other legislative bodies in the
country have demonstrated that measure of
independence which is the hallmark of free
parliaments. There is no reason on this or
any other occasion to assume that merely
because of the tag on which a member was
elected he is simply to become a servile digit
to be named by the leader of his group, with-
out any respect for his own conscience, when
some subject is before the house.

The practice is very well established, and
on this occasion I think it would be well if
I were to place before the house the opinion
of a member whose virtues have been loudly
extolled by a number off hon. members op-
posite as one who understands the real mean-
ing of parliament, and of this parliament
particularly. I would quote the words of the
right hon. member for Glengarry (Mr. Mac-
kenzie King). It is true that we have not
always agreed on every subject; but in this
instance surely I can offer to hon. members
opposite no better advice than that of the
man for whom they have shown such un-
reserved respect in these past few days and
for whose opinion they have the highest
regard.

Therefore I should like to read what the
right hon. member for Glengarry said in
1921, as it is reported at page 151, volume I
of Hansard for that year. These words, it
seems to me, set forth the very core of the
consideration that should be in our minds. I
shall quote his words, and these will be his
words until I have indicated that the quota-
Lion is ended:

We take the position that without the confidence
)f this house and of the country they are not en-
:itled to introduce a bill or to spend a dollar; and
unless my right hon. friend can show us some pre-
cedent for adjourning the debate on a motion of
want of confidence in the government to take up
another matter, we would be justified I think in
adhering to the position which we have taken from
the outset, namely that the government lacks the
confdence of the country, and therefore is not
entitled to proceed with any legisiation.

There the quotation ends.
The mere fact that the want of confidence

motion has not yet been moved varies in no
way the effectiveness of this statement-
because the only reason there is no want of
confidence motion before the bouse is that
this motion has been introduced before the
debate has been resumed. The view put

[Mr. Drew.]

forth there by the right bon. gentleman is
one in which I think all bon. members might
well concur; because if for any reason mem-
bers in the house do not support the govern-
ment, then the government may well have
committed itself to a course with which it had
no right to proceed, unless that confidence
bas once been established.

There may of course be varying reasons.
We would simply not recognize reality if we
were to say that there could be no occasion
upon which some emergency situation might
arise where a motion of this kind might be
called for, if the debate were to be unreason-
ably protracted. But no such situation arises
now. The debate is going on next week, by
decision of the Prime Minister (Mr. St.
Laurent) and his colleagues. That being so,
until there is any indication whatever that an
emergency actually presents itself, and the
debate is in fact proceeding next Friday,
there is no reason whatever to support the
motion. It should be opposed in principle in
any event. But even without that, the motion
is wholly unnecessary, and therefore it is
opposed.

Mr. M. J. Coldwell (Roseiown-Biggar): Mr.
Speaker, when the proposal was first made
that the debate should be interrupted from
today, my colleagues felt the request was one
we could not approve. The government, how-
ever, has compromised to this extent, that
next week the debate on the address will con-
tinue, and that at the end of next week we
shall take up the matter of union with
Newfoundland.

I think it is unfortunate that this debate
must be interrupted, but my experience in the
twelve years I have been here is that nor-
mally the debate on the address lasts any-
where from three to six weeks. I realize that
there is great urgency in connection with the
Newfoundland agreement, but that urgency
arises because of a situation not in our own
country or in our own parliament but in the
British parliament. May I say that that is
the reason why we shall support the amended
resolution that bas been introduced this after-
noon. At the moment the British house is
engaged in many important matters dealing
not only with their own grave domestic situa-
tion but with the international situation as
well. I think we owe it to them, if they
require at least three weeks to deal with this
matter, to see that they have ample time in
which to consider this agreement, which
according to newspaper reports will be
opposed by some members of the opposition
in the British House of Commons.

While we dislike these interruptions of the
debate on the address, on this occasion we
think that the government bas a better reason
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for asking for an interruption than it has had
on any other occasion I can remember. When
we first saw the request made by the govern-
ment we f elt, particularly in view of the
experience of last year, that we should hesi-
tate and consider carefuily whether we should
consent to such an interruption. From time
toi time, however, it is necessary that those
of us who are in opposition should view mat-
ters of govennment convenience, particulanly
when they involve courtesy to another parlia-
ment, in a broad way. I repeat that we have
decided to support this amended nesolution.

I would remind hon. members that many
weeks ago, in the autumn, we asked that par-
liament be called to deal with matters of
ungency, and of course this has become one
o! the matters that could have been dealt
with had panhiament been cailed before
Christmas or eanhier this month. This is the
criticism I make of the govennment at the
moment-that the session should have been
called earlier. But it was not called earlier,
and we are now faced with the necessity of
giving considenation to union with Newfound-
land. Af ter all, this is a most important
event in the history of this country-the
addition of a new province, something which
was contemplated by the fathers of confedera-
tion as long ago as 1867 and, in relation to
what will be the tenth province, is about to
be consummated in 1949.

I say again that we dislike interruptions to
the debate on the address. We believe that
this interruption could have been avoided by
calling parliament earlier. But since par-
liament was not called, since the union of
Newfoundland with Canada is an important
matter which should be dealt with, and since
we should give the British parliament ample
time in which to deal with it and to plan its
work, we will support the amended resolution.

Mr. Roland Beaudry (Si. James): FoIlowing
the words of the hon. member for Rosetown-
Biggar I should like to ask the hon. member
for Carleton (Mr. Drew) if he suggested
earlier that panhiament should have been
convened sooner, for instance at a time when
it was impossible for the leader of the opposi-
tion to have a seat in this house?

Mr. Graydon: The hon. member did not
make history with that remank.

Mr. J. G. Diefenbaker (Lake Centre>: Mr.
Speaker, I have listened to the explanation of
the Prime Minister (Mr. St. Laurent), and to
the arguments advanced by the leader of the
C.C.F. (Mr. Coldweil). I agree with the hon.
member that everything should be done to
enable consideration at the earliest possible
day of the resolution with regard to the
admission of Newfoundland into confedera-
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tion. With hlm I agree also that that event
will represent a step forward in the com-
pletion of the destiny of this dominion. In
that regard I arn i agreement with him;
but he failed to answer the argument advan-
ced, and the government has as yet not
answered the argument of the leader of the
opposition (Mr. Drew), that first and fore-
most the governent of this country must
have the confidence of the House of Com-
mons.

This resolution carnies out an old plan;
there is nothing new about it. Parliament
could have been called three weeks ago, if
not before, and this matter could have been
determined.

Somne hon. Memnberu: Oh, oh.
Mr. Diefenbaker: I cannot hear the inter-

ruptions, so I shall not say anything in reply.
It was most interesting to hear the interrup-
ters on the other side of the house when my
leader said that the debate on the address in
reply to the speech from the throne might be
determined within a week. They ridiculed
that statement; they jeered.

An hon. Member: Certainly they did.
Mr. Diefenbaker: My hon. friend the leader

of the C.C.F. says that it wiil take anywhere
from three to six weeks to complete that
debate. Having regard to the fact that an
election is not too f ar away, I have no doubt
that this debate will take a considerable time.
If so, the responsibility rests upon the Prime
Mînister for failing to cali parliament together
early enough to have this matter determined.

Mr. McIlraith: Even without a leader of the
opposition?

Mr. Graydan: You will get plenty of hlm
before you are through.

Mr. Diefenbaker: Duning the days of the
war we in the opposition co-operated with
the government at ail times.

Same hon. Mombers: Oh, oh.
An hon. Member: Explain.
Mr. Diefenbaker: in relation to anything

having to do with our war effort, the words
of the hon. member for Carleton were to that
effect. During the war there were invasions
of the rights of a free parliament, but we of
the opposition intend to be assured that they
shail flot be continued in the days of peace.
More than anything else the people of this
country are asking that parliament be restored
to the prestige that it enjoyed in the years
prior to the war. They are asking that parlia-
ment shal flot continue in living stagnation
while government by bureaucracy continues
i this country. They are asking to have ne-

stored the right o! the people's representatives
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to preserve the rights of the people and to
represent all the people in this country. I
congratulate my right hon. friend upon be-
coming Prime Minister, but I say to him that
his duty as the leader of this government,
with the reshuffing of the cards that has
taken place and the addition of certain mem-
bers to the cabinet, is to demand at the first
opportunity a vote of confidence, thus giving
to hon. members the opportunity to deter-
mine the question once and for all.

I do not want to be over-critical--

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Diefenbaker: I said over-critical; but I
do say to my right hon. friend that in the last
couple of days the government has shown an
uncertainty, a lack of unity, and a failure to
realize in what direction it is going except in
the direction of an election. We have the
right to know whether my right hon. friend
and those associated with him have the con-
fidence of this house. The people want the
members of this parliament to have an oppor-
tunity to let the government know that its
taxation policy is wrong, that its income tax
is unjust. When I say this I speak for the
farmers. The government says it has the
confidence of the people. The farmers want
an opportunity of having their lack of con-
fidence in this government placed before this
house, because that lack of confidence extends
from one end of the country to the other.

My hon. leader says members of parlia-
ment are not mere digits to be pushed about,
to be directed. Not since the end of the war
was there a finer declaration of the principles
of parliament and what it stands for than was
contained in the words of my hon. leader
this afternoon when he pointed out that,
regardless of our position, we in this house
have a responsibility which can be discharged
only when each of us individually votes on
the question of confidence or non-confidence
in the government. I say to my right hon.
friend that he should give the members of
this house an opportunity of saying to him
and to those associated with him-and I
should think they would want it-whether
this house has any confidence in them, before
they proceed with notices of motions and
resolutions calling for the expenditure of
millions of dollars. On one occasion the right
hon. member for Carleton expressed similar
views.

Some hon. Members: Glengarry.

Mr. Diefenbaker: Glengarry has been repre-
sented so often by leaders of the opposition
and prime ministers that it is easy to under-
stand the mistake I just made. I say, sir,
that the house should be given the oppor-
tunity of declaring whether or not it has
confidence in this government. My right hon.

[Mr. Diefenbaker.]

friend should not translate into the days of
peace the conduct of parliament in the days
of war, which all too often was contrary to
the highest principles of constitutional gov-
ernment. We on this side intend to do our
utmost to see that the invasions of parlia-
mentary rights, which were pathways in the
days of war, do not become permanent high-
ways of peace.

Mr. Donald M. Fleming (Eglinton): Mr.
Speaker, I am glad hon. members opposite
are beginning to show some evidence of
awakening from their normal lethargy, and
I trust that this degree of awakening will
extend also to the rights of this bouse which
are placed in jeopardy by the motion now
under debate. It would be a happy day indeed
if we could see on the part of hon. members
to your right, Mr. Speaker, some degree of
concern for constitutional practices and the
preservation of the rights and responsibilities
of a free parliament.

Let no one underestimate the importance of
the subject now under discussion. It is not a
mere question of procedure for today or pro-
cedure for Monday. What is at issue here
goes far deeper than that. It is procedure
measured in terms of the duties and respon-
sibilities of the executive branch of govern-
ment to this house. Is the government sup-
reme? If so, it matters little what happens
here, and certainly the motion should pass.
If, however, the house is supreme, then it is
the house that should determine the order
in which business shall be taken up; and
above all things, before this government is
permitted to lay any business before the
house, it must establish, in the recognized
constitutional manner, that it possesses the
confidence of the bouse. Under conditions
now obtaining in this house and this country
the government has no right to lay before
this chamber one item of government business
calling for a decision without having estab-
lished that it does possess the confidence of
the bouse.

Consider exactly what it means if this
motion is adopted. In the first place, it means
the government has asserted that the time of
this house must be rationed. It means that
the government asserts its right to sidetrack
the important debate on the address in
favour of a measure it proposes to introduce.
It means also, in effect, that the government
does not owe a primary responsibility to the
bouse. It is time this house, out of self-respect,
out of a sense of responsibility for the main-
tenance of its constitutional position in the
interests of freedom in this country, asserted
its right to determine the kind of government
that should occupy the seats of office; and
that can be determined under present cir-
cumstances only by a vote in this house which
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wil show tbe confidence hon. members are
prepared to extend to or withhold from the
government.

At no time in the 111e of this parliament was
it more important that the debate on the
address should proceed without interruption
until it was established wbether or not the
government held the confidence of the house.
Hon. members opposite seem to f orget that,
technically at least, there bas been a change
o! government witb the change of prime
ministers, that there bas been a change in
portfolios, tbough in most cases the same
ministers were reappointed. It is in that
sense a different government; and it has not
establisbed in any particular that it possesses
the confidence o! the bouse.

Perhaps I sbould not have been amazed,
but I mnust confess to some degree of surprise
that the hion. member for Rosetown-Biggar
(Mr. Coldwell) sbould have submitted so
weakly this a! ternoon in the face o! the
government's steam roller. That is evidence
of an altogether too friendly association
between Liberal members and the C.C.F.
party in this bouse. If that is to be an
example o! the way in wbich that group is to
function in opposition, then I suggest it came
out in its true colours and proclaim itself as
simply a wing of the government party. If
we are to have a continuation o! that attitude
the criticism of government policy we may
expect from the C.C.F. party during this
session wrnl be a very friendly, mild and
ladylike kind o! criticism.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there has been an
attempt on the other side to, ridicule the
importance o! this debate. The reason is
perfectly obvious, Mr. Speaker. The fact of
the matter is that the debate on the address
gives the members of the opposition, yes,
and sucb other private members of the bouse
as choose to assert their !reedom and respon-
sibility as members of the bouse, an oppor-
tunity to stand in their places and criticize
the government on its past record, on its
policy, on the contents o! the speech from.
the throne, and on the omissions from it.
Not only is this a duty; it is a responsibflity
whicb every member of the house must
exercise according to bis rights if hie would
do bis duty by those whom he represents.

Necessarily, any government cbaracterized
by such fiaws in its record affords very great
opportunity for criticism. If this debate is
flot throttled, or sidetracked by the govern-
ment steam roller, there wfll be plenty o!
criticismn o! the government in this chamber
during the course of this debate. Is it any
wonder, Mr. Speaker, that a government
wbich bas shown itsel! so impatient of
criticism would desire in this way to throttle
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criticisin? That is precisely the issue whicb
is before the house today. Shail criticism
have a free voice in a free parliament? It
is that issue that wrnl be determined in the
vote on this resolution today.

This resolution means precisely what it
says. It signifies that the government is not
prepared to permit parliament, in the
ordinary way, to proceed i freedom to
express criticism of government policy. The
reason becomes ail the more obvious in the
light of what has been said of late-sup-
posedly emanating from government circles
or sources close to the government, and
referred to by my esteemed leader- about
the possibility of a general election. What
could better suit the purposes of a govern-
ment, such as the one in office today, than,
on the eve of an election, to throttle criticism
in this bouse, and this at a time when much
criticism is being heard from the people of
this country. That is the measure of the
government's sense of responsibility to those
to whom it owes responsibility, that, at this
above ail times, it should seek to stifle
criticism.

In this house the day before yesterday,
Mr. Speaker, we went through a formi which
is foilowed on the opening day in every
parliament which stems from the mother of
parliaments. In the measure which has
been traditionaily introduced respecting the
administration of the oaths of office, the
house asserts its right to proceed with busi-
ness of its choosing without first having to
take up the program laid down before it in
the speech from the throne. Is that an empty
formality? Is it simply a reminder that in
days gone by a free parliament found itself
at odds with a monarch?

It goes a good deal furtber than that, Mr.
Speaker. It amounts to the assertion, if this
house has the courage to assert wbat it
sbould, of the right of the house to proceed
witb its business in the proper way. In this
instance no business can be taken up, if that
constitutional position is to be preserved,
until the government has established that it
possesses the confidence of the bouse.

The same old mentality dominates this gov-
ernment as dominated the one which it suc-
ceeded last faîl. There is the samne old com-
plex; the same old bureaucratic approach to
all of these problems; the same contempt for
parliament; the same irresponsibility in its
attitude towards the elected representatives
of the people ini this house. If this is a new
governiment, Mr. Speaker, it has learned its
constitutional practice from the government
wbich preceded it, and that was a poor way
to learn sound constitutional practice. It was
a very good way to learn oligarchic practice.
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If this is a new government, it is not yet a
reformed government, since it has the same
old mentality that imposed taxation by radio
and in many ways heaped contempt upon
parliament.

Let me turn for a moment to a high
authority, to no less a person than the hon.
member for Quebec South (Mr. Power). Con-
cerning this government and its attitude to
such matters, he spoke words from which
hon. members opposite would do well to
profit. I will quote, Mr. Speaker, from a
speech of the hon. and esteemed member for
Quebec South, as reported in the Ottawa
Journal of August 9, 1948. It happens that
this speech was delivered before the national
convention of the Liberal party. In review-
ing some of the things to which I have
alluded, the bureaucratic complex of this
government and its tyrannical and irrespon-
sible attitude towards the House of Commons,
he said this:

Without the existence of an almost all-powerful
bureaucracy. it is unlikely that we would have had
budget by radio, restraint of trade by embargoes
and prohibitions, bungling of freight rates, and a
snarling of interprovincial relations.

Let me say again, Mr. Speaker, that is just
what this government has attempted to do.

He says further:
But to me loss of individual freedom through ir-

responsible bureaucracy is too high a price to pay
even for security.

I ask hon. members of all parties of this
house to weigh well the memorable words
uttered by the member for Quebec South on
that occasion, when he said:

Since the beginning of this convention there have
been hints that from high places from now on all
would be well; that things would be different in the
future; that we would mend our ways. The pride
that could flout a parliamentary caucus or a house
of commons quailed before a national convention.
But tonight the delegates will be gone, the old pride
will return.

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, the old pride has
returned. We have proof of it in this govern-
ment resolution today.

The old plea of urgency has, of course, been
trotted out. I think we have had enough in
what the Prime Minister has said to com-
pletely disprove this allegation of urgency
with respect to the Newfoundland measure.

Where is the sense in the government
seriously saying it is imperative that the
throne speech debate should not be permitted
to proceed-it would probably last two or
three weeks-because there would not be time
to pass this Newfoundland legislation? Why
could not the house have been called two
weeks ago? No reason has been given-no
reason whatever.

But the Prime Minister was not satisfied
with that. When we met here on Wednesday
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there was tremendous urgency about this
Newfoundland business. It was so urgent
that it had to be proceeded with on Monday
next. The most this government was pre-
pared to permit, by way of rationed time in
this chamber to speak in this debate, was
Thursday and Friday. Two days to air the
grievances of a nation in a parliament in
which the new government has not yet proven
it possesses the confidence of the house! Two
whole days for the assertion of the rights of
democracy in this House of Commons before
the government steam roller begins to put
legislation before the house and sidetrack
other forms of discussion!

Suddenly, Mr. Speaker, that urgency began
to fade somewhat in view of the snarl into
which the government had gotten itself by
its attempt to dictate to the house. The Prime
Minister then decided that the house might
have another week to discuss it. Today he
says, and I recall his words, that we would be
as far ahead after a week or two of debate on
the speech from the throne. Then, why con-
fine the debate on the address to one week if
we would be as far ahead after a week or
two?

The way in which democracy is functioning
in free parliaments and legislatures the world
over today is being watched by many people
as the race narrows down between the true
democratic way of life and the communist
totalitarian method. There never was a time
when it was so much the duty of members
of a free parliament to assert the rights of
all its members, if they would value their
freedom and the constitutional processes they
were elected not only to carry out but to
defend.

What would be your attitude, Mr. Speaker,
if you were one of those detestable commun-
ists, after seeing what was being attempted
by the government in this House of Commons
today, after hearing the talk about the rights
of parliament, about parliament being a place
where the grievances of the people are being
aired, and where criticism can be leveled at
the government without fear of individual
retaliation, and then government comes along
and decides that it will ration freedom of
speech in this chamber? What would be your
attitude, Mr. Speaker, if you were a com-
munist? You would say, Is that not a fine
sample of democracy? You would say, If that
is democracy, then, after all, what is the fund-
amental difference between it and the
totalitarian method?

This is no way for any government to
expedite the business of the session. If they
want to do that, let them first give this house
a free opportunity to express an opinion as
to whether or not they possess its confidence.
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Mr. Solon E. Low (Peace River): Mr.
Speaker, I think it has become apparent that
we are not getting anywhere. If we have
just a little bit of time in which to think this
whole matter over, I believe we shall be able
to come to a decision much more amicably
than we perhaps would today. For that
reason I am asking leave to adjourn this
debate.

Some hon. Members: No.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is there a seconder to

the motion?
Mr. Cruickshank: Grey North.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn

is not before the house.
Mr. Howard C. Green (Vancouver South):

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you and to the other
members of the house that a serious question
is raised by this debate, and I trust that you
will bear with me for a few minutes while I
try to analyse it in what I hope will be a
nonpartisan way.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

Mr. Abboit: That would be hard for you.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.
Mr. Green: I realize that at times we all

must show certain partisanship in this house,
but I meant what I said when I indicated
that I planned to try to analyze this question
in an unbiased way. The question is whether
or not the members of the government are
taking the right attitude towards the debate
on the address in reply to the speech from
the throne. Let me direct the minds of hon.
members back to the announcements made in
the press about this session. In Vancouver
I read that the speech from the throne would
be considered for only a day or two and that
we would then go on to discuss this proposed
union with Newfoundland. In other words,
the Prime Minister and the cabinet from the
start have had the idea that this throne speech
debate would last for a matter of only a few
hours and then would be adjourned, or in
effect would be pushed aside and used as a
filler between other items of government
business. The result must inevitably be that
the debate on the speech from the throne will
be of little use to the members of this house
or to the country.

We saw this same attitude taken at the
opening of the last session. Back in Dec-
ember 1947 we were all surprised to learn,
again from the press, that the house was to be
called into session a few days before Christ-
mas, and that the reason it was being called
was to deal with the Geneva trade treaties.
I may be wrong in that, but I think that was
the main reason given for calling the house
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in December. Mention may also have been
made of the austerity program. In any
event, I came east then believing that the
main reason for calling that session was to
consider the Geneva treaties. When we came
here we were met with exactly the same plan
that is being attempted at this session. The
speech from the throne was to be dealt with
for a day or two, and then we were to go on
with this emergency business. As it turned
out, the debate on the Geneva treaties lasted
for two days, and then was adjourned until
after Christmas, when it was again adjourned.
The treaties were sent to a committee and
the committee made a report, but the house
never dealt with it or with the treaties; they
have not been approved to this day. They are
to come up again at this present session. On
that former occasion the same attitude that is
being taken today was taken by the cabinet
towards parliament and towards the debate
on the speech from the throne.

I submit that there are some serious objec-
tions to that attitude; in fact, there are grave
dangers in the government of Canada adopt-
ing that attitude. First of all, the Prime
Minister and his colleagues have placed far
too little importance on this throne speech
debate, which can only mean that they place
far too little importance on parliament itself,
on the private members of this house, whether
they be in the opposition or on the govern-
ment side, and on the people represented in
this house by the private members. The
keystone of our democratic system of govern-
ment is parliament, not the cabinet. Parlia-
ment is composed of men and women
entrusted by their constituencies with the
responsibility of leading the nation. Under
our system the leadership of this nation
should not come from the cabinet; in the
final analysis it should come from parliament.
The cabinet is only the executive of
parliament.

At the opening of each session the private
members gather here from all over Canada,
fresh from contacts with the people. They
know the problems that are worrying the
people and the action that the people want to
have taken by parliament. We who come
here as private members are certainly much
closer to the people than any member of the
cabinet can possibly be. He is here in Ottawa
practically all the time; he has many other
things to do and cannot be in such close
touch with the people as a private member.

If the debate on the speech from the throne
is held immediately after the opening of par-
liament it gives the private members a chance
to bring the views of their constituents
directly to the attention of the cabinet. That
is important, because it can, or it should,
influence the legislation that will be brought
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down by the cabinet. Hon. members in this
way also bring these views to the attention
of their fellow members and of the Canadian
people.

Some of these matters are of the utmost
urgency. Let me give the house an example
of the matters which are of great concern to
us on the west coast at the present time. One
is the position of our merchant marine and
of our shipbuilding industry. Our merchant
navy is fading away. It is like the old
soldiers, Mr. Speaker. You remember the old
saying that old soldiers never die, they simply
fade away. That is what is happening to
our merchant marine. It was built up during
the war in a remarkable way. We trained a
great many seamen who took their full part
as the fourth arm of the service. In our ship-
yards we built a great many ships. We did a
wonderful job. We developed a highly
skilled personnel and in fact established a
remarkably good Canadian merchant marine.

Mr. Depuiy Speaker: Order. May I remind
hon. members that the debate is with respect
to procedure in the House of Commons. I
doubt whether it is in order to debate any
other questions at length.

Mr. Green: My basis for mentioning this
subject, Mr. Speaker, is the urgency of that
particular problem.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I did not stop
the hon. member when he mentioned the
subject, but I doubt whether he is entitled
to discuss the subject matter more fully at
this time.

Mr. Green: I shall simply repeat my state-
ment that the Canadian merchant marine and
the merchant navy men are fading away, and
that something must be done about it and
done quickly.

Another urgent matter which I shall men-
tion is that in my city at least there are a
great many employable unemployed piling up
on the different social agencies. I think the
dominion has accepted the responsibility for
such unemployed as distinguished from the
unemployable. Just before I came east I
was called in to attend a meeting of the
Vancouver community chest and council, and
some of the key social workers in the city
emphasized the very serious problem which
is rapidly developing.

Many of these unemployed are young veter-
ans. Something will have to be done very
quickly about that problem either by the
Department of Labour or by the Department
of National Health and Welfare or perhaps
by both. There again is an urgent matter
which I should have had the opportunity of
discussing fully on the address in reply to the
speech from the throne without having to wait
perhaps for three or four weeks and then
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speaking when the house will not listen,
when nobody is interested in the throne
speech debate.

I know exactly what will happen after the
debate on the speech from the throne is ad-
journed next Friday. It will be brought up
again on Mondays and Fridays, and all hon.
members from Ontario, or from parts of
Ontario adjacent to Ottawa, and all hon.
members from those parts of Quebec adjacent
to Ottawa will be away for the week-end
looking after their respective businesses.
There will be a few exceptions. The poor
old members from the far east and far west
will be here debating the throne speech. That
is exactly what is going to happen to the
speech from the throne. It is not good
enough.

I repeat that the Prime Minister (Mr. St.
Laurent) and his colleagues are underestimat-
ing the value of the throne speech debate.
In a country of such great distances and of
such divergent activities and varied outlooks
as Canada, it is of the utmost importance for
us to have a chance at the beginning of each
session to discuss these various problems, and
the debate on the address gives us that
opportunity.

The effect of the plan proposed by the
cabinet will be to make the debate a farce
and to belittle the private member, both here
in the house and in his constituency. That
is most unfortunate at a time when our
democratic system of government is under
attack both from within and from without.

There is another serious objection to the
proposal of the government, and it is this. It
continues an attitude in the cabinet-and I
regret very much having to say this-
which amounts to contempt for the place of
parliament in governing the nation. In any
event, it shows clearly that the government
attaches very little importance to parliament.
There is a reason for that. I do not think
the members of the cabinet have that out-
look maliciously. Only three of the members
of the present cabinet held office before the
war. The majority, including the Prime
Minister, have known only the wartime sys-
tem of governing the country, which can be
fairly described as government by order in
counci. Their training in governing Canada
has been by wartime methods. I am afraid
that wartime powers have spoiled them and
that is why they so lightly override parlia-
ment. They must remember-and it is here,
in the House of Commons, that they should
be told-that, like the private members, they
are the servants of the Canadian people and
not their masters. They are not the masters
of the private members either.

They would do well to remember the atti-
tude of the Right Hon. Winston Churchill to-
ward the British House of Commons during
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the war years. I rernember how impressed
I was to read time af ter tirne of his attitude
toward the house. He would corne before
the House of Commons in Great Britain in a
most terribly distressing time and say, in
effect, "I arn glad to be able to corne to the
House o! Commons and tell you my troubles,
and frorn the feeling that you are with me,
that you are trying to help me, I get great
strength to carry on in these difficult tirnes."
I think our former Prime Minister,, the hon.
member for Glengarry (Mr. Mackenzie King)
had rnuch that same attitude.

Mr. Mitchell: Will the hon. member permit
a question?

Mr. Green: Yes.

Mr. Mitchell: How long did they permit a
debate on the speech from, the throne to
continue in Great Britain when Winston
Churchill was Prime Minister?

Mr. Green: Wel-

Mr. Mitchell: Two days.

Mr. Green: I shaîl corne to that. That is
rny third point.

Mr. Graydon: You don't see any Churchilîs
over there.

Mr. Green: The Right Hon. Winston
Churchill has always been a House of
Commons man, and a little bit of that same
sort of attitude would be very helpful to the
ministers of the present Canadian cabinet.

With regard to the question of the Minister
o! Labour, what happened in wartirne is en-
tirely different from what should happen in
peacetirne. And that is exactly my point, that
the Minister of Labour (Mr. Mitchell) and
his colleagues stili act as if we were at war.

Mr. Mitchell: It happens in peacetime too.
Just read the history of the debates on the
speech from. the throne.

Mr. Graydon: Go back and read it; that is
your trouble.

Mr. Mitchell: It happened this year.

Mr. Green: One reason we are li this
trouble today is that there has been no-

Mr. Hawe: What trouble?

Mr. Green: Does the minister wish to say
sornething?

Mr. Howe: I just said, "What trouble?"

Mr. Green: Get up and say it, then.

Mr. Howe: I would like to ask rny hon.
friend what trouble he is referring to.

Mr. Green: What is that?

Mr. Howe: You spoke of trouble; 'vhat
trnuble?

Business of the House
Mr. Depuiy Speaker: The hon. member for

Vancouver South has the floor.

Mr. Green: The minister of-I forget-I
think it is now the Minister of Trade and
Commerce (Mr. Howe), was one of the three
who were here before the war. He should
know better; yet he is probably the one whose
attitude toward parliament is most subi ect to
criticism.

One reason we are facing this unpleasant
situation today is that we are trying to carry
on business in an age of television under a set
of rules drawn Up in the days of the hurdy-
gurdy. I have been here since 1935, and I
know there has been no revision of the rules
in those fourteen years. For that I rnust say
I blame the right hon. member for Glengarry
(Mr. Mackenzie King). I think he did not
keep up with the times. Quite often commit-
tees were set up to revise the rules, and sug-
gestions were made for such revision; but
nothing happened. I do hope that at this
session we wrnl have another comrnittee to
revise the rules, and that when the revisions
are recomrnended sornething will be dîmne
about them. Otherwise we are going to have
trouble just as we are having today, and we
wfll have it session after session.

I urge in conclusion that-have you some-
thing to say, too?

Mr. Gardiner: Not until you are through.

Mr. Green: I do urge that the governmnent
be not too strict in having the debate on the
address in reply cut off a week from today.
Do not close the door to finishing that debate
before going on with other business. If the
present attitude is continued there will be in
the end only one result, and that will be a
new government.

Mr. J. A. Ross <Souris): Mr. Speaker, I
desire to express my dîsapproval of the
motion proposed by the Prime Minister (Mr.
St. Laurent) and amended by the Minister o!
Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner) which would set
aside to sorne future and distant date the
discussion on the speech from. the throne.

I endorse what has been said, that this
government, in a democracy, should have a
vote o! confidence before they proceed with
other measures as they now intend to do. Our
first duty in the House of Commons is not to,
the government. Surely in a free democracy
such as this our first duty is to the people
who sent us here, people who have many
problems confronting them at this time.

I know that in the prairies, frorn whence 1
corne, they have plenty of worries. The agri-
cultural producers of this country have rnany
worries as a resuit of controls and embargoes,
practically all by orders in council.
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Mr. Depu±y Speaker: Order. I must ask
hon. members to discuss the motion, and not
to discuss other problems.

Some hon. Members: Question.

Mr. Ross (Souris): Mr. Speaker, they have
many problems worrying them today. I
shall not discuss them in detail except to say
that they lost in the neighbourhood of $2,000
million because of controls and embargoes.
Then, there are other matters which are not
satisfactory. I have in mind the United
Kingdom-Canada wheat deal, in its present
form. I could list many other items about
which the people on the prairies are worried
today.

As the elected representatives of the
people, and as private members of the House
of Commons, we should be given an oppor-
tunity to discuss those matters on behalf of
the people. I cannot agree that there is the
urgency set forth this afternoon by the Prime
Minister, and endorsed by the hon. member
for Rosetown-Biggar (Mr. Coldwell), the
leader of the C.C.F.

I well remember that at the last session of
parliament we were here on December 5,
1947, chiefly to discuss the urgency of the
Geneva agreement. The house prorogued on
the last day of June, 1948, leaving that matter
entirely in the air. It has yet to be dealt
with.

The government was elected about four
years ago-in June of 1945. This is the fifth
session of the twentieth parliament, and
surely at a time such as this the government
should be willing to have discussions of the
problems confronting the people of Canada
and to give private members the opportunity
to do so, instead of throttling discussions as
they are attempting to do today.

Many hon. members have serious problems
to discuss on behalf of their constituents; and
under this motion the members from various
parts of the country would not have an oppor-
tunity for a long time to come to discuss those
matters. Only the other day a minister of
the crown made, in my part of the country,
statements concerning government business
and individuals which cannot be repeated and
substantiated in the House of Commons. By
this motion we would be denied the oppor-
tunity of bringing up that very important
matter, one which has an important bearing
on the dominion and the provinces, and upon
individuals in the House of Commons.

Surely at this time the Prime Minister does
not intend to be a party to that sort of thing
in a free democracy such as we are supposed
to have in Canada today. It ill behooves the
government at this time, in the fifth session
of a parliament, to offer such a motion. J

[Mr. Ross (Souris).]

should hope that it would be withdrawn and
that the goverrnent would give serious con-
sideration to these very important problems
confronting the people of Canada today. Many
who will be making their plans for the com-
ing season of production are greatly con-
cerned, and they would like an opportunity
for discussion of their future possibilities.
This motion would nullify that opportunity
for a long time to come. It is not in keeping
with the best interests of the country. I
voice my disapproval of the motion proposed
by the Prime Minister and amended by the
Minister of Agriculture, and I do so in the
interests of the common people of this
country.

Mr. John T. Hacket (Stanstead): Mr.
Speaker, I am not in a particularly bellicose
frame of mind this afternoon. I should, how-
ever, like to discuss one or two aspects of this
motion. Nothing clings to a man with more
tenacity than a bad habit. During the war,
parliament cultivated habits of disrespect for
rules of parliament, habits which were justi-
fied by the national peril then existing. Since
that time we have seen frequent recurrences
of departures frorn the rules.

The rules of the house are not just arbi-
trary enactrnents; they have grown out of
experience. This is not the time to trace any
of them back to their origin. But it will be
found that in most instances they can be
traced to some successful effort to escape
from tyranny, and from the abuses of
dictatorship.

Parliament exists for the purpose of tem-
pering lust for power, whether that power be
vested in an individual or in a group. With
great respect to the hon. member for Eglin-
ton (Mr. Fleming), I do not consider that the
gentlemen opposite constitute a new govern-
ment. I see a few new faces in old places,
and a few old faces in new places. But after
all, they constitute the same government;
they have the same policy, and, I fear, the
same bad habits. There has been some change
in leadership, and this would be a good time
to escape from the follies of the past.

One of the disabilities that has been
visited on this assembly as a result of the war
is the abuse of emergencies. The government
hatches an emergency every ten minutes.
Every time there is a difficulty it is overcome
by providing an emergency. I am not prone
to criticize, but seriously, is there anything
urgent or emergent before this house today?
The fact that the motion, if carried, will not
go into effect until ten days hence is an
answer to that. question. Ten days hence
there may be no reason to introduce this
motion.

I submit that there is nothing urgent or
emergent about the motion. I suggest that it
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be withdrawn and that we proceed in the
usual fashion prescribed by rules that make
for order, that make for discipline, and that
make for freedom. If there is anything
that tends more than anything else to
throw power into the hands of the admin-
istration and those who are associated with
them, it is disrespect for and departure from
the long-established traditions and rules of
this house. If we lightly depart from them,
as unfortunately was the custom in the last
three years following the war, we shail see
confusion, and loss of dignity in this house
and lack o! respect for it, which I fear is
already apparent.

Mr. Angus MacInnis (Vancouver East): Mr.
Speaker, I do not rise to take part in this
filibuster. This motion was introduced and
spoken to by the right hon. Prime Minister
<Mr. St. Laurent), who gave his reasons for it.
It was spoken to, by the leader of the opposi-
tion (Mr. Drew), who gave his reasons why
he considered it was not necessary. It was
spoken to by the leader of my party (Mr.
Coldwell), who I believe very clearly put our
case as to why we are supporting it. I can-
not understand ail this talk about the danger
to order, about the danger to democracy, and
ail the other dangers that have been men-
tioned. Surely this is a question of orderly
procedure in parliament, and whether we
agree with it or not is a matter to be decided
by the vote of parliament.

I think every hon. member, I suppose at
least every hon. member on this side of the
house, regrets that the government has felt it
necessary to postpone the debate on the
speech from the throne, or rather to postpone
it if it is not finished by the end of next week.
That is a longer time than the government
suggested at first, and that in itself is one of
the halimarks o! democratic procédure. There
has been a compromise between the two
extremes. If the governiment did not get all
they expected to get or wished to, get in the
first instance, the opposition got at least some
of what it wanted.

We will have a whole week to discuss ques-
tions which affect our own constituencies and
I agree with the hon. member for Vancouver
South (Mr. Green) and other hon. members
that there are important questions that will
have to be aired in this house. But I believe
that the sooner we get this issue finished
with the quicker we can come to questions
that are important. If the question of New-
foundland is not important, we can come to
questions that are.

I think it was the hon. member for Van-
couver South Who said that demnocracy was
under attack. I cannot conceive of anything
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that can bring democracy more into disrepute
than futile discussions in the House of
Commons.

The house divided on the amendment (Mr.
Gardiner) which was agreed to on the
following division:

YEAS

Messrs:
Abbott Jaenicke
Archjbald Jean
Baker Johnston
Beaudoin Jones
Beaudry Jutras
Belzile King, Mackenzie
Benidickson Kirk
Bentley Knight
Bertrand (Laurier) Knowles
Bertrand ( Prescott) LaCroix
Blackrnore Lafontaine
Blanchette Lalonde
Boivin Langlois
Bonnier Lapointe
Boucher Laurendeau
Bourget Leger
Bowern-an Little
Bradette Low
Breithaupt McCann
Brown McCuaig
Brunelle McCubbin
Bryce McCulloch (Pictoul
Burton McCullough (Assinibola)
Campbell Macdonald (Brantford
Caouette City)
Castieden McDonald (Parry Sound)
Chevrier McGarry
Claxton McBraith
Cloutier MacInnis
CoIdwell McIvor
Coté <Matapedia-Matane) McKay
Coté (St. Johns-Iberville- MacKinnon

Napierville) MacLean
Coté (Verdun) MacNaught
Cruickshank Maloney
Demers Marier
Denis Martin
Dickey Matthews (Brandon)
Dion (Lake St. John- Matthews (Kootenay

Roberval) East)
Dionne (Beauce) Maybank
Douglas Mayhew
Emmerson Mitchell
Eudes Moore
Fair MulIns
Fontaine Mutch
Fournier (Hull) Nicholson
Gardiner Nixon
Gariépy Pearson
Garson Picard
Gibson (Comox-Alberni) Probe
Gibson (Hamilton West) Quelch
Gillis Ravmond (Wright)
Gingues Reid
Gladstone Richard (Gloucester)
Golding Richard (Ottawa East)
Gour (Russell) Rinfret
Gourd (Chapleau) Robinson (Simncoe East)
Grant St. Laurent
Gregg Shaw
Hamel Sinclair
Hansenl Sinnott
Harris (Grey-Bruce) Smith (York North)
Herridge
H-lynka Stewart (Winnipeg North)
Howe Stuart (Charlotte)
Irvine Strum. Mrs.
Isnor Thatcher
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Inquirie

Tremblay
Viau
Warren
Welr
Williams

Adamson
Aylesworth
Barrett
Black (Cumberland)
Black (Yukon)
Blair
Bracken
Bradshaw
Brooks
Case
Casselman
Cockeram
Coyle
Daniel
Diefenbaker
Drew
Drape
Ferguson
Fleming
Fraser
Graydon
Green
Hackett
Harkness
Harris <Danforth)
Hazen
Henderson
Hodgson
Jackman

s of the Ministry
Winters
Wright
Wylie
Young
Zaplitny-141.

NAYS

Messrs:
Lennard
Macdonnell <Muskoka-

Ontario)
McGregor
McLure
McMaster
MacNicol
Manross
Menary
Merritt
Miller
Murphy
Nowlan
Pearkes
Robinson (Bruce)
Ross (St. PauI's)
Ross <Souris)
Rowe
Skey
Smith (Calgary West)
Stephenson
Stokes
Timmins
Tustin
Webb
White (Hastings-

Peterborough)
White (Middlesex East)

-55.

(Translation):
Mr. Gagnan: 1 was paired with the hon.

member for Terrebonne (Mr. Bertrand). Had
I voted, I would have voted against the
motion.

(Text):
Mr. Speaker: I declare the amendrnent car-

ried. The question is on the main motion.
Is it the pleasure of the house to adopt the
main motion?

Mr. Abba±±: As amended.

Same han. Members: On division.

Mr. Speaker: Carried on division.

Motion as amended agreed to on division.

SUPERANNUATED CIVIL SERVANTS

COST 0F LIVING BONUS OR OTHER SUPPLEMENT

On the orders of the day:

Mr. Stanley Knawles (Winnipeg North
Centre): I should like to direct a question to
the Minister of Finance. In view of repeated
representations, andi the widespread support
which their request has received, is the gov-
ernment considering the granting of a cost of
living bonus or other supplement to super-
annuated civil servants?

Han. Douglas Abbai± (Minister af Finance):
My hon. friend asked me a similar question
shortly before the last session of parliarnent
[Mr. MacInniis.1

prorogued. I gave him an answer at that
time, but I do not recali its exact terms. I
referred hirn, however, to a press statement
1 made last January, announcîng certain
increases in the salaries of civil servants, in
which I deait with thîs question of pensions
to superannuated civil servants. This is what
I said:

These pensions in essence are a special form of
savings and are flot related to the cost of living.
Other Canadians do their own saving in variaus
forms without help from their employers in this
particular way. and most of such savings are norm-
ally held in the form of bonds. bank deposits, mort-
gagea, annuities and other securities whose value is
fixed in terma of money. just as superannuatian
pensions are. While it is recognized that super-
annuated civil servants encounter difficulties during
periods of rising costs, these are similar to the diffi-
culties faced by other retired persans living on
pensions, annuities or other savings. and the govern-
ment does not consider that it would be fair or
proper in these circumstances to single out its
former employeea for special assistance.

So far as I arn aware the government's;
vîew in the matter has not; changed.

STRAIT 0F CANSO

INQUIRY AS TO REPORT 0F BOARD 0F ENGINEERS

On the orders of the day:
Mr. Clarence Gillis (Cape Brelan Sauth):

I wish to direct a question to the Minister of
Transport. It arises out of conflicting press
dispatches appearing in local newspapers
within the last couple of days with regard to.
the engineering commission appointed to,
inquire into the feasibility of the Canso pro-
ject and related matters. One report states
that the bridge might be proceeded with
immediately; another states that the com-
mission's report is stili under study, and yet
another states that the cornmission's report
will likely be released from. Kingston on
Monday. As the Minister of Transport is the
responsible minister, can he make a state-
ment clarifying the whole situation?

Hon. Lionel Chevrier (Minisier of Trans-
port): I arn afraid I cannot make a full state-
ment such as my hon. friend would wish me
to make. I can, however, say to him that the
board of engineers which has been established
to study the Canso project have not yet made
a report. They have had a conversation with
me in which they indicated that they have
studied several forms of transportation across
the strait, narnely, a causeway, a bridge, a
tunnel, and the present facilities with
improvernents. It was also suggested by them
that in relation to one of those proj ects, as to
which they could corne to no conclusion, that
of a bridge, they would require additjonal
data. They have indîcated to me that they
Wl 1 make a report as to the cost of obtaining


