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Secrets Act; second, the giving of false infor-
mation to get a passport, and third, forging of
an application for a passport.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

CONTINUATION 0F DEBATE ON ADDRESS IN REPLY

The house resumed from Thursday, Janu-
ary 27, consideration of the motion of Mr. D.
F. Brown for an address to His Excellency
the Governor General in reply to his speech
at the opening of the session.

Mr. George A. Drew <Leader cf the Oppo-
sition): Mr. Speaker, in rising to address the
house in this debate I think my first words
should be words of sympathy to the hon.
the Speaker of the Senate in the tragic loss
of his wif e, which has just been announced
today. Like many others here, I had the
privilege of being received by her as recently
as Wednesday, and I do wish personally to
convey to Dr. King my very deep sympathy,
which I feel sure is shared by every hon.
member.

I should like first of ail to pay my tribute
to the mover and seconder for the adresses
which introduced this debate, and to join
with them in some o! the things that were
said in regard to the necessity for advancing
the development of this country. I particu-
larly wish to join my own wishes to the hope
that was expressed yesterday that every
possible step will be taken to expedite the
development of the St. Lawrence river in
every way that it can be done.

I also want to mention the fact that all of
us here have a feeling of satisfaction in the
birth not long ago of a future heir to the
throne, and the knowledge that the much
beloved princess, the daughter of the king
and queen of England, is herseif so well, and
that this young prince gives every evidence
of being worthy to take his place in the line
of succession to the throne.

In coming to the speech from the throne
itself, I must say that since this is the first
speech from the throne that I have read since
becoming a member of the house, it does
seem to me to leave a great deal to the
imagination and a great deal to determine
by future discussion. One of the things
which certainly every hon. member, and
every Canadian fromn one end o! Canada to
the other, is anxious to know Is what the
intention of the government really is in
regard to the taxation being imposed, f ar
above the actual requirements o! this country
at the present time.

I notice that in the press reports of the
'speech from the throne it was suggested that
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the indication contained in the speech fol-
lowed somewhat the same Uine as the speech
of the Prime Minister (Mr. St. Laurent) before
an assembly outside the House of Comxnons
within the past few days, and that it also
indicated the possibility of an early election.
It was suggested that it indicated a cut in
taxation. I think that hon. members will
want to know a good deal more of the actual
intention of the Minister of Finance before
they can come to that conclusion, because the
paragraph covering that subi ect reads as
follows:

Prosperous conditions now prevailing are being
reflected in the buoyant level of national revenues;,
a condition to whlch due consideration la belng given
by my munisters In the preparation of forthcoming
budgetary proposais.

On past occasions buoyant revenues have
been given consideration by the ministers,
and they have used those buoyant revenues
for the purpose of overtaxing the people of
Canada to a point where, even with high
levels of earnings, any savings are extremely
difficuit. I hope the consideration now being
given by ministers to buoyant revenues will
lead them to another conclusion, in spite of
the repeated arguments made publicly by the
Minister of Finance (Mr. Abbott) that under
some theory of cyclical budgeting he should
tax the people as heavily as possible while we
have buoyant finances. I express the hope
that we shail have from him some indication
that he has abandoned that strange theory of
public financing, and that such consideration
will lead to a reduction in taxes, which the
people from one end of Canada to the other
are demanding-and rightly demanding.

Most of the other points in the speech from
the throne will be dealt with in a way which
will probably lead to further information.
However, there is one paragraph to which I
should like to refer before passing to the
main theme of my remarks.

Royal commissions have a very useful and
very important function, if they are given
terms of reference which clearly define their
responsibilities, and if they are given a task
which can be performed in a way that will
lead to some useful resuits. There is refer-
ence in the speech from the throne to a royal
commission to deal with transportation, which
at the present time is being used mainly for
the purpose of diverting public attention from
the fact that this governiment has failed to,
deal effectively in any way with the problem
of freight rates, something which should be
dealt with by the government with the in-
formation now available instead of setting up
a further inquiry into this very subi ect.

But 1 should think that the royal commis-
sion-which would be a royal commission
neyer to be forgotten, if proceeded with in the
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form suggested-is the royal commission
which, it is stated, is to be set up. That royal
commission is described in the speech from
the throne as follows:

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 conscious-
ness of our national heritage and knowledge of
Canada abroad. For this purpose, the government
intends at an early date to establish a royal com-
mission.

Mr. Rowe: The Twentieth Century club.

Mr. Drew: I would express the hope now,
in these first remarks in the debate, that if
any such commission is set up-which will
certainly be a commission to arouse criticism
of all royal commissions, because of the vague-
ness, uncertainty and lack of any limitation
of its scope-there is no thought that the
setting up of that commission will be given
as a reason for not dealing with any of the
subjects mentioned in the terms suggested by
this paragraph in the speech from the throne.

Just take as an example the fact that this
commission is to deal with television. This
afternoon it was suggested that we had pro-
gressed in Canada from the early primitive
stages to the days of television. I do hope
hon. members in the house will realize that
in Canada we have not advanced to the stage
of television, and that at the present time we
are being prevented from reaching that
advanced stage by an arbitrary denial of the
rights of those people who are prepared to
provide television in this country, without
the treasury of Canada being committed to
the expenditure of one cent for this new
service. I should like also to suggest that
the full possibilities of this commission be
fully recognized before the terms are drafted.

Then it contains the words "the encourage-
ment of arts and sciences". That in itself,
without some limitation, would cover a very
wide field.

"Research"-that, too, covers the broadest
possible field, because it would include
research into every conceivable type of
activity we now have.

"The preservation of our national records,
a national library"-these may well be sub-
jects for consideration by somebody.

"Museums"-well, they are set up by
national, provincial and municipal organiza-
tions, as well as by private organizations.
The limitation on that would be very difficult
indeed.

"Exhibitions"-I wonder what the purpose
of that could be. Are we going to have
inquiries into the conduct of county fairs and
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of agricultural exhibitions across the country?
Are we to have inquiries into various activi-
ties of that kind?

Then, above all, let us imagine the wide
possibilities of examining into "activities gen-
erally which are designed to enrich our
national life." If there is one activity de-
signed to enrich our national life, it is educa-
tion; and although I recognize that this
government constantly forgets it, the fact is
that under the constitution the provinces of
Canada were given certain designated powers.
One of those exclusive powers covered
education, which, in my opinion, is the most
important way of enriching our national life.

I am not going to go into all the other
possibilities. There are much younger mem-
bers in the House of Commons than I am,
but I doubt if any one of them would still
be alive, when this commission finally com-
pleted its inquiries, if it were to really carry
out all the possibilities contained in this
paragraph.

Mr. Rowe: It would tide them over until
after the election.

Mr. Drew: That, of course, is the inescap-
able suggestion when, coincident with the
announcement by the Prime Minister (Mr.
St. Laurent) at a friendly gathering on Tues-
day night that an election might not be very
far away, we have this omnibus reference to
a royal commission. I am expressing the
hope now that before attempting to do this it
will be recognized how absurd the results
would be. Also I do hope there will be no
suggestion at any time in the present session
that the setting up of such a royal commission
will limit the discussion here of any subject
coming before it, because there are very few
subjects which would be discussed here which
could not in some way be brought under the
wide umbrella of these terms of reference.

I find no positive statement as to the
advancement of the national health program.
Certainly I had hoped that there would be
some positive statement in regard to that
subject in view of the fact that at a very late
date the dominion government did advance
with the early steps of inquiry into the broad
basis of the health requirements of this coun-
try so that other health programs could be
proceeded with. Actually, from beginning to
end, this statement by the government of its
intentions during the present session is
marked by the absence of any positive evi-
dence as to the things that it intends to do,
in the field either of health or of social
security, in the reduction of taxation or in
meeting the very urgent problem of housing
that exists in this country at the present time.

There is a very clear and very important
omission. There is no reference in the speech
from the throne to the possibility of any



JANUARY 28. 1949

further meetings with the provincial govern-
ments of this country to work out a system of
co-operation between those governments and,
above all, to define the constitutional rela-
tionships of those gover'unents within our
federal system. The speech from the throne
starts with a very simple and proper state-
ment of the situation with regard to external
affairs. It says:

The first concern of government in world aff airs la
to ensure peace and security. To this end, Canada
continues to support the principles of the united
nations charter.

It then goes on to discuss foreign policy.
No one will disagree with the fact that the
first concern of this and every other govern-
ment and every other parliamentary body is
to do everything humanly possible to preserve
peace and to protect the people in the country
which it serves. But there is another matter
of almost as great importance, the constitu-
tion itself. Without an understandable consti-
tution, an enforceable constitution, it is
difficult for any nation to continue its course
as a united nation. The constitution is in fact
the framework upon which the national
structure is built.

Yesterday the Prime Minister (Mr. St.
Laurent) stated that he had been invited to
visit the President of the United States. I feel
sure that every hon. member in this bouse
will welcome the fact that the Prime Minister
is going to have personal discussions on
important subjects with the head of that
great and friendly nation with which we are
so closely associated. I hope it will be
remembered that in the United States par-
ticular emphasis in public life is placed upon
the constitution. As the Prime Minister, in
the early stages of his responsibilities, is
going to establish contact with the President
of the United States, I hope he will keep in
mind the oath which the president takes
when he assumes office. It is a simple oath
which reads:

I do solemnly swear that I will faithfully execute
the office of President of the United States, and wil
to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and
defend the Constitution of the United States.

I for one do not feel that Canadians should
lollow the pattern of any other country except
where they find that that may be useful.
However, I think it would be well for us to
recognize the importance which is given in
the United States to the constitution as the
foundation of all their govermnental responsi-
bility. It is noticeable that the oath taken
by the governor of every state in the United
States when he is sworn in contains a similar
provision, that to the best of his ability he
will defend the constitution of his state and
the constitution of the United States.

I believe the time has come when it is
essential that the head of the government in
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Canada and all members of the government
should have some feeling of responsibility
for preserving the constitution of this country.
This has been one of the great strengths of
the democracy with which we are so closely
associated. Our constitution is threatened
today by a carefully planned effort to deny
the provincial governments the opportunity to
carry on their own affairs with the freedom
and discretion which comes from independent
taxing sources which will make them free to
determine the things that they can do.

For that reason I propose to devote the
remainder of my remarks to the necessity of
a return in this country to the true principles
of the federal system and to the recognition
of the fact that national unity in Canada
became possible under that federal system
and that national unity can be continued only
if that federal system is respected in fact
as well as in name.

At six o'clock the house took recess.

After Recess

The bouse resumed at eight o'clock.

Mr. Drew: Mr. Speaker, at six o'clock I
was referring to the constitutional position
and to the steps this government has taken
to centralize authority under the dominion
government. I propose now to discuss the
broad constitutional problem, with particular
reference to what have been generally des-
cribed as dominion-provincial relations.

Until a very few weeks ago my respon-
sibilities lay in another field. Consequently
I neither had the opportunity nor was It
particularly my duty to deal with statements
that might be made in other parts of Canada
about what had taken place at the dominion-
provincial conference, or about the present
situation in regard to that gathering. The
reason I feel I should deal with this subject
in this speech, during the debate on the
address in reply to the speech from the
throne, is that this is the first opportunity
I have had in the House of Commons to cor-
rect some extraordinary statements that have
been made about what did take place at that
conference, and to place on record the
sequence of events which led up to the
adjournment of the conference in May, 1946,
and to say why today I feel it is so necessary
that this conference be reconvened if we are
not to increase the constitutional confusion
already existing in Canada.

This is no new subject. It bas been a
matter of concern to thoughtful Canadians
for many years, and in 1937 this government,
under the previous Prime Minister, appointed
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a royal commission for the purpose of inquir-
ing into the whole broad field of dominion-
provincial relations, to make recommenda-
tions as to the way in which our federal
structure could be best improved and the
way the combined resources of Canada could
be best put to the use of all our people, so
that every part of Canada might benefit
from the combined wealth and prosperity of
the whole country. I have seen statements
reported in the press coming from supposedly
responsible people to the effect that it was
very unfortunate that the premiers of Ontario
and Quebec had prevented agreement at the
dominion-provincial conference. Merely as
an example of the many statements of that
kind coming from presumably responsible
sources I would quote these words:

It is calamitous for Canada that the Ontario and
Quebec governments could not have continued with
those of the other seven provinces in the negotiation
of a compromise of the small area of disagreement
which still remains between the seven provinces and
the dominion.

Similar statements have been made in dit-
ferent parts of Canada; that the premier of
Quebec and I, while premier of Ontario, had
prevented agreement. Let me say without
reservation that any such statement is utterly
false and wholly unrelated to the truth.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Drew: I am making these remarks, of
course, for those who are capable of under-
standing them. As far as my position as
premier of Ontario at that time was con-
cerned, I was quite able to deal with that
subject within the legislature where my
responsibilities then lay; but I do feel that
in the interests of an understanding of this
vitally important subject it is just as well
that the record be put straight and that some
of this false and vicious propaganda, designed
to create prejudice and misunderstanding as
between different parts of Canada, be cor-
rected right now on my entry into this house.

The constitution is not something to be
treated as merely a scrap of paper. We have
seen very convincing evidence of the import-
ance of a working and workable constitution
in a great many countries throughout the
world in the past few years. It is significant
that when France, one of the homes of real
democracy, was freed after the invasion of
Normandy and the German armies were
driven out, the first thing that was done, even
before any attempt was made to set up a
government, was to draft a constitution
which would be acceptable to the people and
would, in their belief, continue the freedom
which had been restored to them. Hon.
members will recall that the first step was
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the calling of a constituent assembly, whose
purpose was the drafting of a constitution,
which was then submitted to the people for
approval or otherwise. And as will be also
recalled, the first draft was refused, while
the second was accepted.

I merely mention this to indicate that we
have ample evidence before us that the con-
stitution of any country is a vital feature
of good government and of the preservation
of the democratic structure at a time when
democracy and freedom are the most precious
things in the temporal sphere of man's
activities.

For many long years it has been apparent
that substantial changes were necessary to
bring to its full efficiency and vigour the
combined system of national government we
describe as confederation. To a slight extent
the first world war, but to a far greater extent
the economic difficulties that followed, and
then the second world war, emphasized the
need for adjustments and for closer and more
effective co-operation. It was out of that
understanding of the need for an examina-
tion of our constitution that the royal com-
mission was appointed in 1937 and that the
subsequent discussions took place. Not for
the purpose of emphasizing my participation
in any of these events, but simply because
it happens that I did have a fairly active part
in them, I believe it is important to put on
record some of the details of the earlier
stages prior to the dominion-provincial con-
ference which met in August of 1945.

Upon the presentation of the report of the
Rowell-Sirois commission, a dominion-pro-
vincial conference was called but it did not
produce very decisive, practical results. That
was prior to the time I was premier of
Ontario. Time passed and I was called upon
to assume office in August, 1943. At that time
I emphasized the need for a continuance of
these discussions.

In November and December of 1943, I had
occasion to go to England. On my return
I found reported in the press a number of
statements by members of the dominion
cabinet indicating the intention of the do-
minion government to introduce legislation
dealing with matters which were obviously
within the provincial field. At that time I
was concerned about the fact that if this
were done it might cause unnecessary con-
fusion and might prevent the possibility of
a harmonious working out of some of these
practical problems.

For that reason, immediately on my return
I wrote to the Prime Minister of Canada and
I think this letter, in itself, is a fairly effec-
tive answer to those uninformed propagan-
dists who attempt to create the impression
that I was a reluctant attendant at the meet-
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ings here and not greatly interested in the
advancement of dominion-provincial relations.

This is the letter I wrote on January 6,
1944, to the then Prime Minister of Canada.
It reads as follows:
Dear Mr. King:

Since returning to my office I have had the oppor-
tunity to read a number of speeches made by do-
minion cabinet ministers, referring to plans that are
being made for post-war employment and recon-
struction. I find that in most cases they refer to
fields of activity which would ordinarily be under
the exclusive jurisdiction of the provincial govern-
ments.

I need not say we are most anxious to co-operate
in every practical measure which will assure effec-
tive post-war planning and the prompt rehabilita-
tion of the members of our armed forces. I believe
it is extremely important, however, where it will
be necessary to obtain agreement of the provincial
governments in regard to the joint occupation of
fields of legislation ordinarily under their exclusive
jurisdiction, there should be previous discussion
so that any measures introduced will be on a basis
agreed upon in advance.

At present there are agreements in regard to
health and education awaiting adjustment between
the dominion and provincial governments. I believe
that it is very difficult to deal with these or with
any other similar agreements until we have reached
some understanding in regard to the present and
future constitutional relationship of the various
governinents.

I would therefore urge that a dominion-provincial
conference be called at the earliest possible date to
consider the broad question of post-war planning
and reconstruction. Not only is this necessary for
the purpose of determining the basis upon which
the dominion and the provincial governments will
co-operate, but it is also necessary for the purpose
of considering the subject of taxation in relation to
these measures.

I believe it is of the utmost importance that such
a conference be held before any measures are
introduced, either in the dominion parliament or
the provincial legislatures, which call for ultimate
agreement between the dominion and the provincial
governments. We will be prepared to send represen-
tatives to a conference of this nature at such time
as will be convenient to you. but I do urge that the
conference be held at the earliest possible date.

That letter was signed by myself.
I mentioned that letter for this reason.

The Prime Minister of Canada at that time
evidently thought sufficiently well of the
general review of the situation which I put
forward that he submitted a copy to the
premier of every other province and asked
whether, in their opinion, this suggested a
satisfactory basis for a dominion-provincial
conference. It is a matter of record that
each of the provincial premiers indicated this
would be a satisfactory starting point for such
a conference.

I need not mention any of the intervening
discussions which took place, but a confer-
ence did convene in Ottawa on August 6,
1945. At that time the dominion government
placed before the conference a number of
proposals in regard to taxation, health, social
security and public investment. I wish to
emphasize this. All the governments attend-
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ing that conference accepted the proposals
as the basis of discussion and indicated their
approval of the general principles set forth.
It was then decided it would be best to dis-
cuss the subjects in closed sessions, and in
order to assist these discussions a co-ordinat-
ing committee was set up to bring together
the combined knowledge and effectiveness of
the governments in dealing with these sub-
jects.

Again, simply as a matter of record, may I
point out that the co-ordinating committee of
representatives of every government, domin-
ion and provincial, was set up on my motion
as premier of Ontario, with the unanimous
consent of those attending the conference. It
then proceeded to discuss the broad fields of
proposals which had been put forward. In a
very short time it became apparent that there
was a great deal of statistical information not
yet available which was essential for the
practical consideration of these proposals.

On my motion as premier of Ontario a
dominion-provincial economic committee was
set up, constituted of the economic experts
from each of the governments for the purpose
of examining the combined economic picture
with which we were called upon to deal. As
a result of these inquiries which were carried
on in August, in November and again in
January, it became apparent to all the gov-
ernments that much still remained to be
done before it would be possible to interpret,
in exact figures and financial terms, the
health, social security and public investment
proposals which were then under considera-
tion.

Various changes were suggested by the
different governments, all of which were
given consideration. In my official capacity
I emphasized one particular point at that
time, that, from 1867 on, there had been no
attempt by official representatives of the gov-
ernments to examine the possibility of a
general readjustment of our whole taxation
system. One of the proposals that I put for-
ward, and I am now quoting from my state-
ment presented as to our position, was as:
follows:

Inmediately after the ratification of the new
agreement steps would be taken by the co-ordinat-
ing committee, with the assistance of the economic
committee and such other expert assistance as might
be deemed advisable. to conduct a thorough exam-
ination of the whole Canadian tax structure for the
purpose of establishing a new and revised system of
taxation which would leave clearly defined and
clearly divided taxing powers to the dominion and
provincial governments, under a system which
would impose the least onerous burden upon the
individual taxpayer.

It seems to me that was a sound and prac-
tical suggestion. Then on the subject of
health insurance I also urged that we should.
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all accept in principle the proposals put for-
ward, and then, when we had the economic
and statistical figures that we required, we
should proceed to deal with them with the
advantage of this continuing dominion-pro-
vincial co-ordinating committee and the
dominion-provincial economic committee. I
might quote what was in my presentation to
the conference:

The Ontario government expresses its belief that
the highest possible measure of co-operation should
be established between the dominion and provincial
governments in the development of their resources
and the maintenance of all types of production. It
approves the idea of holding back public construc-
tion and public investment during the period when
private investment and private production can pro-
vide the opportunities for employment which assure
gainful occupation to all our people.

Then I went on and further urged the need
for a dominion-provincial conference at least
once a year, but expressed our own belief
that it would be advisable to have a confer-
ence at least every six months to bring these
governments together. I proposed that in our
case we would then set up permanent pro-
vincial offices in Ottawa, and that there be a
permanent secretariat here serving all the
provincial governments, so that this combined
team of governments could work continuously
together as one functional organization in
their field of common legislative and adminis-
trative responsibility.

I have seen some statements, which were
just as remarkable as the others to which I
have referred, to the effect that Ontario
refused to share its favourable financial posi-
tion with other provinces. That statement,
I might say, is absolutely false. Fortunately,
there was a Hansard record of those proceed-
ings and it is there to show that as premier
of Ontario at all times I asked, or insisted:

. .. that the special advantages enjoyed by the
province of Ontario through the location here of
head offices of large national organizations be recog-
nized and that a plan bo devised whereby the taxes
paid by such national organizations be distributed
to all provinces on the basis of the actual business
done in those provinces and not in relation to the
mere fact that the head office happened to be in
the province of Ontario.

What is more, in our submissions to the
conference we urged the very thing to which
the Rowell-Sirois report had attached such
great importance, something that the dominion
government had not urged, and in fact refused
to consider at the conference. We urged the
setting up of a national adjustment fund,
which was a key point in the Rowell-Sirois
recommendations. We not only urged the
setting up of a national adjustment fund but
we urged that this fund be set up on a level
much higher than that which had been sug-
gested only a few years earlier in the Rowell-
Sirois report. In order that I may not simply
generalize but may refer to my exact words,

[Mr. Drew.1

I should like to quote from what I said to the
conference which was meeting on May 1,
1946, and I shall be quoting from the Hansard
record until I indicate that the quotation has
ended.

Mr. St. Laurent: Would the hon. member
mind indicating the page?

Mr. Drew: I shall be happy to furnish the
Prime Minister with it because I am reading
from an extract from it. It is the Hansard
record of May 1, and I shall be happy to give
him the exact page.

Mr. St. Laurent: I have the record here, and
I should like to follow it.

Mr. Drew: I shall be glad to give the exact
page. The quotation is as follows:

Ontario believes in the system of fiscal aid to
those provinces which from time to time require
special assistance because of the fact that their
economy is not so widely or so flexibly based that
through their own free taxing powers they can meet
the difficulties which arise.

What I said then and what I repeat now is
that, while we suggested one form of admin-
istration of this national adjustment fund,
we were not married to that proposal-I
believe those were the exact words I used-
and that we would accept any system of
administration of a national adjustment fund
which was acceptable to this conference. We
shall not within the term of any agreement
we now sign be drawing upon that fund to
which, naturally, we shall contribute very
heavily.

Then I went on, after certain words which
intervened, as follows:

I stated the principle to which we adhere, that
we are accepting the principle of fiscal aid in a
fund administered on a basis acceptable to those
provinces which will be dealing with it; and we are
prepared to agree to whatever may by mutual con-
sent here be regarded as an adequate sum for ad-
ministration in that national adjustment fund.

In the face of those words on the record,
hon. members can perhaps understand my
surprise when I read from time to time some
of these rather extraordinary allegations,
that 1, as premier of Ontario, was unwilling
to share with the other provinces of Canada
such advantages as Ontario might possess.

Then also, as to the suggestion made by
those who should know better,-and of course,
I am referring particularly to some of those
who were there-may I recall that in the
Hansard record the very last words I
addressed to the conference the day it
adjourned, on the motion of the dominion
government, were as follows:

I want to remind the conference that I have made
it quite clear all along that nothing we have put
forward is "take it or leave it."

Those were the broad general details,
and that was the spirit of the proposals that
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I put forward in my official capacity at that
time. I was also extremely surprised to find
the suggestion made that we had in any way
made the continuance of the conference dif-
ficult, because those who have not taken the
trouble to do so-and it is obvious that a
great many hon. members have not-should
read the record of those proceedings. If they
do they will find that when the various pro-
posals had been put forward, and the various
criticisms had been directed to certain fea-
tures of the dominion proposals and alterna-
tive suggestions had been made, the Minister
of Finance at that time, who was at the
conference, then said it would be necessary
for the dominion government to examine al
the proposals before it, that it would need
more time, and therefore moved the adjourn-
ment of the conference sine die.

The interesting thing is that it was the
premier of Nova Scotia, Mr. Macdonald, who
said, just before the motion was put:

I take it that Mr. Ilsley is not suggesting that
there will not be another conference.

And, in the absence of anything to suggest
the contrary, we all accepted the motion in
the belief that we would be meeting again;
and there was no reason to suppose for a
moment that we would not be meeting again,
because the stated purpose of the adjourn-
ment was to consider the various proposals
which had been put forward.

It was therefore with very considerable
surprise, and I may say indignation, that I
learned on June 27, 1946, that the Minister of
Finance had placed financial proposals before
the House of Commons without notifying any
provincial premier, except of course those
closely associated with him, that there was
any thought of the conference not proceeding
as had been intended. At that time, without
any relationship to the other subjects we were
discussing and the constitutional problems
which are vital, and which must be solved if
we are to have a workable form of govern-
ment under our federal system today, those
proposals were put forward as a statement of
what the provinces could get if they gave up
their major taxing powers. No conference,
no discussion, but here is what you get. It is
not for me to say what anyone else should
do in that respect, but the explanation that
was given is one that is worth repeating in
putting the record clear.

In explaining why they were following this
course the Minister of Finance at that time
made a statement on the matter, as reported
at page 2908 of Iansard:

Ontario,. it is true, did offer a proposai which was
an alternative to the dominion proposals, but it
was not until the closing hours of the conference
that the financial implications of that proposal were
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revealed. These involved so large a net increase in
total cost to the dominion as to put the proposal
beyond the possibility of responsible consideration.

That was the explanation. The truth is
that by the steady process of attrition, and by
the steady demands of one province after
another, most of the things that the Ontario
government proposed at that time were
actually done bit by bit. The government
weakened in order to appease its friends. I
do not suppose that any hon. members have
forgotten that when the terms with British
Columbia were announced there was an
immediate and very vigorous outburst by the
premier of New Brunswick, who indicated
that he regarded this as an extremely unfair
deal for New Brunswick, and then of course
New Brunswick had to get similarly fair
treatment; and so it has gone on by a steady
process of putting a little more into the ante
to sweeten it for al those who have to try
to explain to their own constituents just why
they accepted these agreements.

The fact is that there had been a very
narrow field of difference between the gov-
ernments at the time the meeting adjourned.
The real barrier which existed was not a bar-
rier on the basis of the money involved. The
barrier was the determination of the domin-
ion government to acquire centralized finan-
cial power through the proposed agreements,
upon terms which would have made all pro-
vincial governments mere annuitants depend-
ing upon the dominion treasury. No other
explanation is possible.

An examination of our proposals-and I
hope that some of those who have been mak-
ing such loose statements will really take the
time to examine them before making some of
the statements they do make-will show that
in many ways the dominion government would
have been much better off in accepting the
proposals then put forward by Ontario and
other provinces; and the people of Canada
would have been much better off because the
proposals put forward by the provinces would
have ended the double taxation which the
dominion government insisted upon retain-
ing at that time. Some of these double taxes
have since been reduced. It was quite inter-
esting to see that what seemed to be quite
irresponsible to the Minister of Finance in
June, 1946, became the height of responsi-
bility at some later date, at a time when some
provincial governments were not finding the
results too satisfactory.

To read many of the statements that have
been made, one would think that the only
objections which had been presented to the
proposals put forward by the dominion gov-
ernment, or the only counter proposals, were
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those put forward by the government of
Ontario. In the search for information,
which I hope will be pursued following these
remarks, I suggest that, in reading the record,
careful attention be paid to what was said by
Premier Macdonald of Nova Scotia, who in
the clearest and most cogent terms criticized
this attempt to centralize power, and pointed
out the fundamental and historic danger to
a federal system of substituting annual sub-
sidized payments to a provincial government
in return for their own independent taxing
power upon which their legislative independ-
ence must depend. The fact is that some very
useful proposals were put forward by other
premiers. An extremely clear, useful and
powerful argument in regard to independent
taxing powers, and the ability of the provin-
cial governments to carry out their function
in clearly defined fields, was put forward by
Premier Manning of Alberta. I must confess
that I have not been able to quite understand
why it was that such a determined effort was
made to make it appear that only Ontario and
Quebec had failed to agree with these
proposals.

Those two governments did not sign the
tax terms-remember, the tax agreements re-
lated to this conference. They did not sign
the arbitrary tax terms put forward in June
of 1946, because they were able to carry on
their own financial affairs. And the time will
come when the people of Canada generally
will have reason for considerable satisfaction
that there were two provinces which were
able to hold out, so that complete centraliza-
tion of financial power did not get into the
hands of the dominion government.

I have noticed that one of the less informed
members who have spoken on this subject
made the statement not long ago that as
premier of Ontario I had no concern with
principle in connection with this until after
the conference, that it was only a question of
the amount of money we got. To him par-
ticularly I would urge a little reading. But
I think that, taking the generous view, it was
a lack of knowledge of what occurred that
led to such a remark.

I think I should clearly indicate what some
of the basic principles were which were being
asserted by myself as premier of Ontario at
that time and by the premier of Quebec, and
by the premier of Nova Scotia, and by the
premier of Alberta, and by others who were
attending that conference. I think you will
find a very high measure of unanimity in the
general views we expressed.

There was very clear evidence of a belief
that under the federal system, which divides
the fields of legislative and administrative
responsibility between the dominion and pro-
vincial governments, the establishment of an
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effective functional relationship is probably
more important than anything else, and that
one of the really effective steps toward the
solution of our constitutional difficulties is to
create the simple mechanism that will bring
the governments together in continuing co-
operation, through some form of permanent
secretariat, and the regular meetings of repre-
sentatives who meet with the knowledge of
what the general responsibilities of the
governments are.

However, admittedly, that is a detail of
operation. The main point with which we
were concerned was that there must be no
doubt about regular conferences, if we were
to make use of all the combined powers we
had in bringing about a solution of our con-
stitutional difficulties. One of the things that
was emphasized, and probably emphasized
more strongly by Mr. Macdonald than by
anybody else, was that unless some such
meetings took place, and started then, the
agreements that were described as temporary
must inevitably become permanent agree-
ments-because when the time came for the
present agreement to terminate no solution
would have been found for the problem; and
it would simply be a case of going ahead,
following the same course and adjusting the
amounts.

It would mean that the provinces would be
giving up effectively the main taxation fields
made available to them under the British
North America Act without the assurance of
any other exclusive fields of taxation, within
which their taxing powers could be exercised
with any degree of independence for the-
purpose of raising those revenues necessary
to carry out their many and increasingly
complex responsibilities.

To enter into any agreement such as that
suggested, no matter how attractive it might
have appeared at the time, without the
assurances which were asked, would simply
have meant that the provinces would have
established by agreement their permanent
dependence upon a system of subsidies which
has wrecked every federal system in the
history of the world after a relatively short
period of time, once it has been put into
effect.

I have seen it argued that we were incon-
sistent in asserting these principles-and
may I remind at least one hon. member
opposite that it was principles we were
asserting. In relation to these principles it
was pointed out, however, that Ontario was
prepared to sign a transitional or temporary
agreement, because we knew that we had not
a solution then- so long as there was an
unqualified and enforceable undertaking that
we would meet right away to examine our
whole tax structure and prepare for a new-



JANUARY 28, 1949

and really satisfactory tax agreement at the
termination of the temporary one, under
which our constitutional problems would be
solved, and under which we might have a
better taxing method, for the advantage of
all the people of Canada.

That weaknesses have developed in this
federal system of ours, no one can deny.
Those weaknesses in the British North
America Act are the result of the great
changes in the conditions in this country, the
scale of our activities, and the scale of our
production. The fundamental weakness lies
in the fact that the provinces were given the
right to raise revenues only by direct taxa-
tion for the purpose of carrying out their
exclusive responsibilities, while the dominion
government was given the power to raise
taxation in any way.

That never created any problem until 1917
when, for the first time, the dominion govern-
ment, in order to raise the revenue necessary
to carry on the very heavy responsibilities
of the war in those days, went into the
income tax field. At that time, recognizing
the practice which had been so clearly estab-
lished since 1867, Sir Thomas White, then
Minister of Finance, gave the assurance that
they would vacate that field as soon as
possible.

Time went on, and greater invasions of
those fields took place. But it was not until
the early part of the second world war that
the great and substantial change in the
financial relationship took place which really
presents the critical basis of the problem at
the present time. At that time the dominion
government proposed to the provincial
governments that they should give up their
great progressive fields of taxation of per-
sonal income tax and corporation taxes for
the duration of the war, in return for annual
payments, so that the dominion government,
with all the necessary centralization of
authority, might also have what they re-
garded as centralized financial authority
related to it.

At that time I was leader of the opposition
in the Ontario legislature, and I agreed
wholeheartedly with the premier of Ontario
in the acceptance of that proposal. But might
I remind hon. members that at the time the
provincial governments gave up their great
fields of taxation, which had been the basis
of their economic and financial independence
since confederation, they did it upon the
firm and unqualified and very emphatic
assurance of the Minister of Finance that the
taxing power would be restored to the prov-
inces at the end of the first fiscal year fol-
lowing the termination of hostilities, and that
their taxing powers would be diminished in
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no way by their acceptance of this proposal,
which was for the purpose of meeting the
emergencies of war.

In examining the situation today, in con-
sidering the necessity of early discussion of
this whole subject, it is essential that it be
remembered that the provinces gave up their
taxing powers on that consideration. That
undertaking was not only a verbal undertak-
ing, it was not only one that was put in the
form of a letter, it was actually given the
sanction of a legislative promise by being
included in the statute which approved the
tax agreements themselves.

Let me make it quite clear that I did not
suggest then, and I do not suggest now, that
any particular tax should be made available
to one government or another. What I do say
is that a position has been reached where it
is absolutely essential that the whole prob-
lem of taxation by all governments, dominion,
provincial and municipal, be carefully exam-
ined so that the most efficient system possible
may be devised. I said at the conference, and
I say now, that I was not wedded to the allo-
cation of one particular tax or another. I say,
and in this I am simply echoing what has been
said by the premiers of most of the prov-
inces, that if the federal system is going to
work and the local authority of the provincial
governments preserved there must be real
taxing powers available to those governments.
If they are dependent upon subsidies for a
substantial part of their revenue, their legis-
lative and administrative independence will
be illusory, because at every point where they
seek to do something they must try to find
out how much they are going to get from the
government that is going to supply the
necessary money.

I realize that there are those who believe
that it would be a good thing if we had only
the one government in Canada. No one need
deny the right of anyone to hold that view.
It is a perfectly natural question for anyone
to ask whether one central government
might not be more efficient than a dominion
government with provincial governments
dealing with local affairs. There are people
who state that, and then there are people who
state publicly that they believe in the federal
system but who nevertheless are challenging
all the lessons of history and following a
course which if pursued is bound to destroy
the federal system.

It is not mere accident that every nation
with a land area one-third the size of Canada
or more has adopted the federal system. That
system is the only workable one for great
land areas. The United States, Australia and
other large countries have all found that to
be the only workable system. But there are
other reasons why we should be extremely
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careful not to weaken the federal structure
in any way but rather to strengthen it and
to give to the provincial governments that
measure of independent authority in dealing
with their local affairs which is the only way
in which they can do the tremendously
important job that they have to do.

There is a great background to this whole
question. Canada had experimented with a
single government. In 1841 the Act of Union
provided for a single government, not only
for what is now Quebec and Ontario but for
the other provinces to the east as well. Actu-
ally those other provinces never came into
that union and consequently Ontario and
Quebec carried forward that experiment in
unitary government from 1841 to 1867. One
of the compelling reasons for the adoption of
the federal system in 1867 was that even with
all the efforts that were made to make that
system work it was found that there were
reasons why this country could not carry on
under a single system of government. There-
fore we followed the course which seemed
to provide the greatest assurance of national
strength in the central government with the
retention by the provincial governments of
those local rights and conditions without the
preservation of which this country could not
have become one great united nation.

Then there was another very important
consideration. Those who discussed the fed-
eral system here in Canada had before them
evidence of what had occurred in the United
States, and in their thinking they were
greatly affected by what had taken place
there. It is quite clear from the discussions
that they gave great attention to the exchanges
which had occurred between those brilliant
and highly trained men who had drafted the
constitution of the United States more than
75 years earlier.

Because we as a nation followed the United
States to a considerable extent in the drafting
of our constitution, it is well for us to remem-
ber that another very important reason for
adopting the federal system was that it pro-
vided checks and balances between the two
levels of government which seemed best
designed to prevent over-centralization of
power at any time in the hands of the central
government. Going back to the discussions
which took place in the United States at the
time of the drafting of their constitution, and
using the word that is still used very fre-
quently in relation to it, they were seeking
to prevent the usurpation of power at any
time within the framework of the democratic
structure.

So that it may not be suggested that I am
merely making this statement here in the
House of Commons and expressing a different
opinion to that which I have held at any
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other time, may I quote from a statement I
made in the Ontario house which is recorded
in the Ontario Hansard of April 1, 1947. I
do this in order to explain what I gave to the
Ontario legislature as one of the reasons why
it was essential that we respect in all its
integrity the concept of the federal system
which was laid down in 1867. I am quoting
from the Hansard of the Ontario legislature
of April 1, 1947, as follows:

In examining the effect of such proposals upon
national unity, it would be well for all of us to
consider their effect upon the province of Quebec.

There are good reasons why the province of
Quebec attaches special importance to the provisions
of the British North America Act and is less likely
to accept substantial changes which are made with-
out the consent of that province and without ade-
quate compensating protection, if any of their
established rights are to be diminished. With good
reason Quebec looks to the British North America
Act as their guarantee of their own civil law, of
their customs, of their language and religion.

It would be well for all of us to keep in mind
the reasons why those special rights were assured
to the province of Quebec in 1867. The provisions
of the British North America Act merely carried
forward undertakings which were first given at the
time of the capture of Quebec in 1759. Those under-
takings were given statutory form in the Quebec Act
of 1774 and repeated in the Constitutional Act of
1791.

It is not for anyone living in any other part of
Canada today to question the wisdom of that deci-
sion. There can be little doubt that if those rights
had not been granted the people of Quebec would
have seen no good reason for not joining the other
North American provinces which seceded and
formed the United States, after the Revolutionary
War which began in 1775.

Nor is it likely that the soldiers of Quebec would
have fought so gallantly and so successfully in the
defence of British North America in the war of
1812-14 if the Constitutional Act had not reassured
them of those rights in 1791, and in doing so gave
them a good reason for remaining loyal to the
British crown.

In view of the fact that those rights have been
undisturbed for nearly two hundred years, there is
no reason why the province of Quebec should accept
any agreement which would have the effect of weak-
ening their provincial government, and by central-
izing financial power in the central government
present the very real possibility of the establish-
ment of a unitary government, in fact if not in
name.

If these deductions are correct, then those prov-
inces which hope to maintain national unity will
follow a course which it is possible for Quebec to
follow as well. But, Mr. Speaker, in emphasizing
the special reasons why Quebec would resist agree-
ments which would weaken the federal structure
and lead to centralization, I wish to leave no im-
pression that it is Quebec alone which would be
unwilling to lose control of its own local affairs.
The people of Ontario are very properly jealous of
their great traditions and I do not believe that they
would be willing to hand over the control within
their province of their local customs, their adminis-
tration of justice, and their own long-established
educational system.

I have read that quotation at length because
I believe it is something it is necessary to
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bear in mind today, since there is a firm con-
viction that those local rights and traditions
which mean so much to the continuing unity
of Canada are being threatened by the course
which is being followed by the dominion
goveriment, and its repeated refusai to re-
convene the dominion-provincial conference.

I amn not f orgetting it bas been said that
there is no threat o! centralization in the
course being followed by the dominion gov-
ernment. The evidence, however, is quite
to the contrary. Centralization becomes a
reality the moment the provincial govern-
ments place themselves i a position where
they are flot free to, exercise their own
discretion as to bow they do their business,
and are not able to finance their own affairs.
History must flot become our master, but
history is a very useful guide. We can best
judge the effect o! this subsidy systemn by
examining what has been said by those who
should know something about it. One o!
the bistoric facts which cannot be escaped
is that any attempt to centralize autbority
and make the local governments dependent
upon the central government or vice versa
-and there have been botb tendencies-has
always ended ini the ruin o! the federal
system which tried it. That started well
over two thousand years ago witb the break-
down o! the first federation, the Acbaean
league. There is plenty of evidence o! what
happens when centralization or dependence
of this kind takes place.

I know it has been said over and over
again that there was no intention of keep-
ing these tax fields. It will be remembered
that the Minister o! Finance of that time gave
bis solemn undertaking that the provinces
would have returned these great fields o! the
income and corporation taxes. Neyer mind
whether some alternative can now be devised;
that was the undertaking; and until an
alternative is devised by consultation that
undertaking should be fulfilled, and it is not
being fulfilled. I find the present Minister o!
Finance (Mr. Abbott) made a statement on
January 27, 1947, which indicated quite
clearly that he bas no thought o! ever
returning these tax fields to the provinces.
He said:

Why not divide the tax fields between the do-
minion and the provinces and let each ralse ail its
own revenue? The chief objection ta followlng any
such plan is based on the Inequality existing be-
tween the wealth of the varlous provinces. 1 doubt
if any partition of the tax field could be agreed
upon which would be equltable, efficient and ade-
quate for ahl governments under the great com-
plexity of conditions and needs that exist today.

That statement is in direct opposition to
the undertaking of the previous Minister of
Finance, who gave bis assurance at the time
the provinces gave up these taxing powers.
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Then may 1 go back to the early ideas of

confederation. George Brown emphasized this
very point, that they were going to give the
provinces taxing powers. These were his
words:

No longer shail we have ta complain that one
section pays cash while the other spends it. Here-
after they who pay will spend. and those who spend
mnore than they ought will bear the brunt.

That is a simple, blunt statement by one of
the early leaders in this country. Another
great Liberal leader, Sir Wilfrid Laurier.
made this very clear statement:

It is a completely false principle that one govern-
ment should impose taxes and another government
spend the revenue therefrom. This will always lead
to extravagance.

Then he went further; and I emphasize that
these are flot my words, but the words of Sir
Wilfrid Laurier describing the very type of
subsidy payrnent that has now been forced
upon certain of the provinces of Canada:

Too often this increase of subsidy-

And that is just what we have seen.
-has been nothlng on the part of the federal gov-
eronent other than the payment of a note in return
for political treachery.

If anyone does not like those words it is
too late to criticize the author, but please let
me remind hlm that they are the words of a
great leader o! the Liberal party who held
strong views about the preservation of the
federal system. Then I would like to read
the words of another leader of the Liberal
party whose views have been accepted widely
in the statements that have been made. This
is what he said in this House of Commons in
1930, in discussing this very idea of subsidy
payments:

When on a previous occasion we were discussing
this matter of grants from one treasury to another.
I said I thought it was an unsound principle; In
fact I think 1 used the expression that it was a
vicious principle ta have one body ta raise the
taxes and another body spend the people's moneys
thus raised.

Now, that is the second time today I have
agreed with the right hon. member for Glen-
garry (Mr. Mackenzie King), and agreed coin-
pletely, as to the soundness of the position
taken in regard to the dangers of subsidies o!
this kind instead of giving effective taxing
powers to the governiments which have to,
carry on their business.

Today we have a situation in which we are
no nearer solution of our constitutional prob-
lems than we were several years ago. The
acceptance of these arbitrary ternis put for-
ward i the House of Commons in June, 1946,
did not advance the solution o! our constitu-
tional probleins or bring about agreement on
health, social security and other measures
under discussion at thot conference. As a



HOUSE OF COMMONS
The Address-Mr. Drew

matter of fact, they may only hinder it, unless
there is, in fact, some early solution of these
difficulties.

This problem is not confined to our own
country. This is a problem faced by all
countries with a federal system, because in
every country those who had a taste of con-
centrated power always felt that taste linger-
ing in their mouths, and the flavour in some
way affected their thinking. It happened in
the United States after the war of 1812-14.
Students of the history of that country will
recall that the very same idea of a centralized
taxing power was offered there as an efficient
solution of their difficulties, much the same
as we have seen here. It has been tried over
and over again in different countries. Wood-
row Wilson gave this warning in one of his
discussions of governmental problems. I
quote his words:

The history of liberty is the history of limitation
of governmental power, not the increase of it. When
we resist concentration of power, we are resisting
the powers of death, because the concentration of
power is what always precedes the destruction of
human liberty.

Then, just to bring the last expert witness
forward, I should like to quote the words of
that great democrat, and I use that word with
both the capital and the small "d", Franklin
Roosevelt. In discussing this tendency of
centralizing power under similar devices
developing in the United States, he used these
words:

To bring about government by oligarchy,
masquerading as democracy, it is fundamentally
essential that practically all authority and control
be centralized in one federal government . . . the
individual sovereignty of our states must first be
destroyed.

The strength of this country has been built
upon the combined strength of all the govern-
ments. The great developments that have
taken place in the nine provinces across Can-
ada have very largely been the result of the
wise and \intimate guidance of the provincial
governments in each of those provinces.
Canada has good reason to be proud of the
enormous expansion of its productive capacity
during these past years, particularly during
the years of war, to meet the crisis this coun-
try then faced. Let it never be suggested for
one moment that the dominion government
was responsible for the whole of that great
development. Remember that in every prov-
ince the roads which carried the heavy move-
ments of food, munitions and production of
all kinds, were roads put there by the provin-
cial governments. The resources which were
used were resources brought to their develop-
ment and made available under the wise and
sensible administration of these same provin-
cial governments.
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The thing which gave our workmen as high
a degree of skill as that shown by the work-
men of any country in the world was the
educational system in each of those provinces
with which the dominion government has
nothing to do at all. Going right across the
field you will find the ground had been laid
for this great expansion. Please do not let
anyone following me suggest that I am for
a moment seeking to leave the impression
that the vast industrial development was not
in a great many cases carried out under the
direction of the dominion government. The
military production and the adoption of plans
were also under the direction of the dominion
government, but the ground work was there.
The work which was done when these broad
plans were laid was, very largely, the work
of these provincial governments, which in
peace and war, since confederation, have been
close to the people. For that very reason the
provincial governments were able to bring
to the highest point of efficiency the efforts of
the people from the Atlantic to the Pacific.

Certain changes have taken place since the
conference adjourned on May 3, 1946, at the
instance of the dominion government. The
present Prime Minister of Canada asserted
the proposition that this parliament has the
power, by majority decision, to change our
constitution. His own words were:

The central power does not need to go back to
the provinces in order to say what Canada shall be
in the future.

At first glance that seems rather plausible.
You have seen suggestions about the prov-
inces assuming great measures of power and
feeling they had to be consulted about this
and that. The provinces came together to
form a nation on the clear understanding
there was a constitution which protected their
rights and preserved their traditions and their
laws. It is not for this parliament to change
that constitution without consulting those
provinces. Never mind whether anyone might
think a sufficiently cogent argument could
be put forward in any court to uphold that
proposition. There is more than a legal
decision involved in this; there is the unity
of Canada. There will be a very real threat
to the unity of this country if there is any
doubt about the fact our constitution is not
something which does, in fact, preserve those
rights which were regarded as so important
in 1867.

No country could possibly carry forward
as a great nation without an understandable
and workable constitution. Right now neither
the dominion nor the provincial governments
know where the border line is between many
of their responsibilities. We see evidence of
that in much of the legislation that is under
consideration here. Some of the legislation



JANUARY 28, 1949

that has been suggested is definitely in the
field of provincial authority. Those are the
things that are going to cause difficulty. All
this difficulty could be avoided by bringing
these governments together in a conventional
relationship such as has been suggested.

I emphasize this point again. This confer-
ence came to an end in May of 1946 by the
decision of the dominion government, and it
has not met since, for one reason and one
reason alone, namely, the refusal of the dom-
inion government to convene it. The record
is clear. I for one have on frequent occasions
urged the reconvening of that conference. I
have written not only to the previous Prime
Minister but to the present Prime Minister,
while be was acting in that capacity, urging
the reconvening of the conference; and I am
not the only provincial premier who did so
during the intervening years. But may I
emphasize that there are those, whose views
cannot under any circumstances be said to
have a political flavour opposed to this gov-
ernment, who take that stand. For that reason
may I just quote the words of Hon. Angus
Macdonald spoken in the Nova Scotia legisla-
ture on May 12, 1947. I shall quote fairly
briefly, but the passage shows exactly what
the position was, in the words of that able
public servant. These are his words:

There are important matters yet ta be settled,
constitutional and economie. In the constitutional
field, there remains the whole problem of a revision
of the constitution in the light of the experience of
eighty years and-in the light of Canada's identity as
a federal state. This revision can only be made at
a general conference between the dominion and the
provinces, and such a conference ought not ta be
long delayed. Indeed, it should be held without
any delay.

Then he made certain detailed observations,
and I quote again:

For a proper settlement of the constitutional and
economic questions that still remain, we in Nova
Scotia shall continue ta press. Let it not be thought
for a moment here or elsewhere, that by simply
increasing the subsidies ta this province as is done
under these proposais, Ottawa has rid itself of
listening ta just provincial demands and claims.
Anybody who holds that view is sadly mistaken.
[n the words of a great Scottish warrior, "They
have not seen the last of my bonnets and me."

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

Mr. Drew: I am still quoting Hon. Angus
Macdonald:

Thus far the dominion government has steadily
refused ta reconvene a general conference. I do
not think it can long continue in this position. I
believe that public opinion alone, if nothing else,
will bring about the holding of a general conference
on these important matters, even though one of the
parties is reluctant to agree ta such a meeting.

That is a general summary of the situa-
tion. Everything I have said is borne out
by the record. In the face of that record, I
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can only say that anyone who suggests that
the premier of Ontario of that time, or the
premier of Quebec, in any way prevented the
reconvening of the conference, is challenging
the record and is stating what is directly
contrary to the truth.

This concentration of power which has been
achieved is already producing highly unsatis-
factory results, because the dominion authori-
ties were able to get the exclusive field of
personal income taxes. And they did that;
because, when the governments of Ontario
and Quebec refused to accept those arbitrary
terms, they did not impose income taxes. By
the invasion of other fields, particularly the
succession duty field, which, according to the
statement of the Minister of Finance at that
time, was supposed to be left clear, this gov-
ernment through its Minister of Finance
during the current fiscal year is overtaxing
the people of Canada to the extent of at least
$600 million. That is what they do with
the measure of centralization they have now
achieved. I hesitate to think what they
would do if they had been able to achieve
that full measure of centralization which they
were seeking and failed to realize only be-
cause the provincial premiers recognized the
sound basis of the federal system.

This federal structure was intended to
create checks and balances. It was intended
to create checks on too great centralized tax-
ing powers. It was intended to prevent the
over-centralization of authority of any kind.
Let us all remember what was done in order
to carry that structure into effect. Following
what was done in the United States, those
who drafted our excellent constitution in the
months prior to July, 1867, left with the prov-
inces the exclusive jurisdiction over those
personal affairs which largely determine the
kind of life our people live from day to day.

The result is that under that federal con-
stitution civil rights, property rights, the
administration of justice, which establishes
those rights through our courts, the muni-
cipal laws, the supervision of municipal af-
fairs, which has so great an effect on the life
of every one of us, and education, which
determines the whole destiny and character
of a nation, were all left exclusively with the
provinces. That was done mainly with the
idea that, so long as they retained their
authority, there could be no usurpation of
power by a central government at any time
if, temporarily at least, power were assumed
by those who believe in centralized power.
It is just as important to preserve protecting
provisions of that kind as it is to create
them.

If the full protection of those measures is
to be retained, then, under a new and revised
system of taxation which will be to the
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advantage of all Canadians, the provincial
and municipal governments must have, under
their laws, adequate independent taxing
powers in order to be able to carry out their
heavy responsibilities to the people whom
they serve. The preservation of those parti-
cular rights and functions was never more
important than it is today, when all over the
world freedom is being threatened and cen-
tralized power is in so many lands destroying
the democratic system in which we believe.

There are other reasons why this over-
centralization of power has consequences
that cannot be ignored. I think we are all
indebted to the Minister of Reconstruction
and Supply (Mr. Winters) for an unusually
frank statement he handed to the press last
Tuesday. I think it will bear quotation
because it must be one of the frankest admis-
sions made by any minister of the crown
since confederation. These were his words
in a statement handed to the press on Tues-
day afternoon:

Getting votes is obviously not a matter of hand-
outs or tumbling over ourselves to outsocialize the
socialists. The recent by-election in Digby-Anna-
polis-Kings highlighted the point. More was done
for this constituency by way of direct financial
beneficence than probably any other constituency
in Canada, and you know what happened.

Mr. Rowe: One honest politician.

Mr. Drew: We knew it was happening but
we did not expect a frank statement by a
minister of the crown that they were trying
to buy the constituency with public money
and f ailed.

Mr. Rowe: They could not sell their apples
and they were paid $4 a tree.

Mr. Drew: This admission, over-frank or
naive, or just slightly exuberant, whichever
it was, cannot be passed over too lightly.
It is as frank an admission as I have ever
seen of the fact that this government has
been using the additional financial powers it
had acquired in the hope that it would affect
votes in the constituencies where the money
was spent.

Mr. Sinclair: Cocktail bars in High Park.
Mr. Drew: I am going to be able to give

you further evidence of the inclination of
this government if you will be patient for a
moment; but I do want to say this. The
minister of reconstruction was right to this
extent: that the fine people of Digby-Annap-
olis-Kings were not to be bought by bene-
ficences, to use his term, and that they sent
to this House of Commons a man worthy of
the great traditions of that constituency, a
man who will represent them well. It was
because of his character, his integrity and
his ability that he is here today in spite of
what was done.

[Mr. Drew.1

But to those who seem to regard this as
a rather humorous incident-and I would
think that ministers of the crown might not
so regard it-I would point out that this is
not an isolated example of the same attitude.
It can be said for the Minister of Recon-
struction and Supply that he has not shown
the experience, either in government or in
public statements, that is possessed by the
other ministers who do something somewhat
similar. The other minister is the minister
who has in his hands the control of this
enormous concentration of money. Let me
read a report from the Halifax Herald of
January 6 of this year. I am quite prepared
to admit that this outdoes the minister of
reconstruction. Until I indicate that the
quotation is ended I am quoting from the
Halifax Herald:

Kentville, January 5. Finance Minister Douglas
C. Abbott has replied to a resolution passed at the
eighty-fifth annual convention, Nova Scotia fruit
growers' association, here last month, in which an
appreciation to the federal government for its finan-
cial assistance to the Annapolis valley apple in-
dustry, was voiced in a letter read by the secretary
at the first meeting of the new directorate.

Mr. Sinclair: Hear, hear.

Mr. Drew: Let me read the last part of the
quotation, which is as follows:

Mr. Abbott, in acknowledging receipt of the reso-
lution, said he was very glad to know of the ex-
pression of appreciation, but regretted this apprecia-
tion had not "taken the form of a larger vote for
the government in the recent by-election."

Mr. Black (Yukon): The chickens are com-
ing home.

Mr. Rowe: They are not politicians, they
are statesmen.

Mr. Drew: It is not possible that there were
ever two more completely frank admissions.
To use that gracious word employed by the
minister of reconstruction, the Minister of
Finance had conferred his beneficences upon
Digby-Annapolis-Kings and regretted that the
beneficences made possible by the money of
the people of Canada had not been duly
recognized by voting for the Liberal candi-
date in the by-election in Digby-Annapolis-
Kings.

Mr. Sinclair: Is frankness so rare in
Ontario?

Mr. Smith (Calgary Wesi): You had better
take it, Jimmie.

Mr. Sinclair: He is surprised that we are
frank. Frankness surprises your leader. We
are not surprised.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Graydon: Stick to the C.C.F., Jimmie.
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Mr. Depuly Speaker: Order.
Mr. Sinclair: We are not surprised that

frankness surprises bim.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. May I remind

ail bon. members that tbeir remarks must be
dîrected to the Speaker.

Mr. Drew: Tbe hon. member wbo bas just
spoken bas said tbat we have no reason to be
surprised at the frankness, and we bave none,
because this is the pattern of this goverament
wbicb is using this money power in this way.

Mr. Sinclair: On a point of privilege, since
the leader of tbe opposition used my words
1 will say I was not surprised that be was
surprised at frankness. Everybody in tbe
house knows that frankness is quite unknown
to the leader of the opposition.

An hon. Memnber: Tbey certainly fell for
that one.

Mr. Drew: By its refusal to reconvene this
conference to wbicb I bave referred, tbe
dominion government is not only tbreatening
national unity, but makîng impossible any
solution 0f our constitutional problems. For
that reason this government should not
receive the support of hon. members of tbis
House of Commons in the course it is fol-
lowing. By the admission to wbicb I bave
referred, and by the added admission just
made, it is obvious that neither tbis bouse
nor the people of Canada have any rigbt to
have confidence in the government.

Therefore I move, seconded by tbe bon.
member for Peel (Mr. Graydon):

That the following words be added to the said
address:

"We respectfully submit to Your Excellency
that Your Excelleney's advisers do not possess the
confidence of this house."

Righi Hon. L. S. Si. Laurent (Prime Minis-
ter): Mr. Speaker, I wish to associate myseif
witb tbe words of the leader of tbe opposi-
lion (Mr. Drew), in which he expressed bis
deep sympatby with the Speaker of the
other place in the terrible bereavement whicb
bas so suddenly overtaken hlm. I can assure
hlm that ah bhon. members in the bouse have
experienced a feeling of sbock and surprise
that the cbarming lady who so graciously
received us on Wednesday afternoon bas now
passed away.

I should like to extend sincere congratula-
tions to the mover and seconder of the
address in reply to the speech from the throne.
It is a great pleasure to bave such good
reason to compliment botb of themn upon the
excellence of the speeches they made in the
house yesterday. I f eel sure we are ail of the
opinion that they acquitted tbemselves witb
personal credit, and tbereby brought distinc-
tion upon tbe constituents who elected tbem
to this House of Commons.

The Address-Mr. St. Laurent
The niover of the address in reply (Mr.

Brown) is flot a newcomer to the house. He
has been a member tbroughout the if e of this
parliament, and for three years has been the
chairman of the committee on Indian affairs.
In that capacity be has won both the admira-
tion and the respect of ail those who took
any part in the valuable work performed by
that committee. He has sbown like compe-
tence and diligence in ail bis activities in
relation to the business of the bouse. I hope
it will flot be tbougbt amiss tbat I sbouid say
that he bas set a fine example in the way he
bas sougbt to serve in tbe House of Commons
the interests flot only of bis constituents but
of the country and tbe Canadian people as
a whole.

(Translation):
Righi Hon. L. S. Si. Laurent (Prime Min-

ister): The seconder of the address in reply
to the speech from the throne is a new rnem-
ber, only recently elected to represent the
riding of Laval-Two Mountains.

We are very pleased to bave him witb us
on this side of the bouse and, after listening
to tbe splendid speecb he made yesterday,
we realize tbat bis support will be most
valuable to, this side of tbe bouse.

Before bis election, be already bad a fine
reputation because of bis public services as
an agronomist in the Montreal district. He is
an expert on agricultural problems and I arn
sure he bas especially set his heart on work-
îng for the interests of tbe farmers.

In bis first appearance in this bouse, be bas
sbown fluency and cleverness to a degree
wbich. is seldom attained by a newcomer.

The electors of Laval-Two Mountains, I arn
sure, are still prouder today than on election
night of tbe fortunate choîce tbey bave made
in the person of this member.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

(Text):
1 should like also to extend a word of con-

gratulation to the leader of the opposition
(Mr. Drew) upon the very interesting address
to wbicb we have listened. 0f course, he wrnl
flot expect me to ailow tbis debate to be
diverted into the channel he bas seen fit to
choose, ratber than to have it deal with the
subject matter of tbe question now before the
bouse. The matter before the bouse is an
address to His Excellency tbe Governor
General, tbanking bim for the speech he bas
addressed to the two bouses of parliament,
setting out for tbem the purposes for wbicb
this fiftb session of the twentieth parliament
bas been called.

I tbink we owe some measure of attention
to the speech be pronounced, and tbat it is
only proper that tbat measure of attention
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should be accorded to it. Of course, that does
not mean that I am not going to have any-
thing to say about what the leader of the
opposition, in the course of this debate, has
taken so long to say. But before coming to
that, I believe I would be sticking rather more
closely to the traditions of the house if I were
to deal with some of the matters dealt with
in the speech from the throne.

Before doing that, however, I want to say
to the leader of the opposition that there are
many of the things he said in his speech con-
cerning dominion-provincial relations, and
concerning the constitution of Canada, and
its principles, with which I am in entire
agreement. And if there was any hope any-
where that an issue could be created upon
that, then I am sorry that we shall have to
disappoint those who may have entertained
such hopes.

The speech which His Excellency has
addressed to the houses of parliament states
that the first concern of government in world
affairs is to ensure peace and security. The
leader of the opposition has agreed that that
should be the first concern of government.
But it is rather surprising that he found it
sufficient to devote but one or two short
phrases to that aspect of the great problem
of peace in the world and security for Canada.
At other times and places he has stated the
position of his party, and I assume that he
did not consider it necessary to enlarge upon
it in the course of his address on this occa-
sion. I find reported in the Winnipeg Free
Press of January 12 that he had stated the
night before in Winnipeg, with regard to the
North Atlantic defence pact, that his party
was on record as favouring an association of
western powers for the preservation of
peace.

That is quite true, because I referred back
to the resolutions adopted at the convention
where the hon. gentleman was chosen leader
of his party. I found this resolution:

Western defensive union. In the present crisis
Canada should give its strongest support to the con-
cept of the establishment of a western defensive
union of nations.

I took the trouble to look up those resolu-
tions because it was not so very long ago that
the leader of the Conservative party in the
province of Quebec made statements that
were quite the opposite of this resolution. Le
Devoir of November 13, 1948, had very
substantial headlines reading:

"M. St-Laurent n'a pas le droit d'engager le pays
à l'avance."

That translates:
Mr. St. Laurent has no right to commit the coun-

try in advance.

The report then goes on to state:
Au cours d'une conférence de presse, hier
après-midi, dans les bureaux du quartier général

[Mr. St. Laurent.]

du parti progressiste-conservateur, le leader pro-
vincial de ce parti, Me Yvan Sabourin, C.R., a qua-
lifié de malheureuses les récentes déclarations de
M. Louis St-Laurent, futur premier ministre du
Canada, au sujet de "l'impossible neutralité" de
notre pays, advenant une troisième guerre mondiale.

A free translation of that would be:
In the course of a press conference yesterday

afternoon in the offices of the general headquarters
of the Progressive Conservative party the provincial
leader of that party, Mr. Ivan Sabourin, K.C.,
described as unfortunate the recent declarations of
Mr. Louis St. Laurent, the future Prime Minister
of Canada, concerning the impossibility of main-
taining the neutrality of our country in the event
of a third world war.

The press conference reporter then went
on to state:

M. Sabourin a soutenu que le Canada peut fort
bien rester neutre advenant un conflit armé entre
la Russie et les États-Unis; il a cité l'exemple des
États-Unis qui sont demeurés neutres pendant une
période assez prolongée, lors des deux dernières
guerres mondiales.

Then the reporter quotes:
"Il est fort possible", a-t-il ajouté, "que si la

guerre éclatait entre la Russie et les États-Unis,
le Canada puisse demeurer neutre, et suivre ainsi
ses meilleurs intérêts. Si les États-Unis ont Du
demeurer neutres, lors des dernières guerres mon-
diales, pourquoi le Canada ne le pourrait-il pas
au cas d'une troisième guerre? Il n'y a qu'à ren-
verser les rôles", a dit M. Sabourin.

Perhaps I may translate that as follows:
Mr. Sabourin contended that Canada might very

well remain neutral in the case of armed conflict
between Russia and the United States. He cited the
example of the United States, which had remained
neutral for quite a long period at the time of the two
last world wars.

"It is quite possible," he added, "that if war broke
out between Russia and the United States Canada
might remain neutral and thus best serve its in-
terests. If the United States were able to remain
neutral at the time of the last two world wars, why
could not Canada do the same in the next, third,
world war? It would only be required to reverse
the roles."

We are naturally concerned to know the
real attitude of the Progressive Conservative
party in that regard. I hope that when I read
the two short phrases of the leader of the
opposition about this great question of the
peace of the world and the security of Canada
I shall find some enlightenment there. I hope
that they are clear enough to let the people
of Nicolet-Yamaska know before February 7
where that party stands. There is to be a
by-election in that constituency and accord-
ing to reports in the same paper, Le Devoir,
there is a gentleman there who has been
nominated as the Progressive Conservative
candidate.

Mr. Graydon: Is this all on the speech from
the throne?

Mr. St. Laurent: It all has to do with the
attitude to be taken by the Canadian people
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on this primordial question of peace and
security for the world. The recent issue of
January 27 of this paper states:

Fait à remarquer: on ne trouve dans l'organisa-
tion du candidat conservateur à peu près personne
de l'organisation centrale conservatrice. C'est
une élimination presque complète.

M. Yvan Sabourin, leader provincial du parti,
a apparu dans le comté avant le choix du candidat.
Depuis, il n'y a pas remis les pieds. On nous
assure qu'il n'y viendra pas d'ici la fin de la
lutte.

Un organisateur de l'Union nationale...

The Union Nationale is the name borne by
a party which is probably known to some of
my hon. friends.

Mr. Drew: And which trimmed you down.
Mr. St. Laurent: To continue:
Un organisateur de l'Union nationale affirme

que cela se fait "par ordre". Il ajoute qu'on ne
veut "personne d'Ottawa. On ne veut pas les avoir
dans les jambes. Pour eux, la meilleure manière
de nous aider, c'est de ne pas venir nous nuire."

That could be translated as follows:
A remarkable fact is that we found no one in the

organization of the Conservative candidate from the
central Conservative organization. It is a complete
elimination. Mr. Ivan Sabourin, the provincial
leader of the party, appeared in the county before
the choice of candidate was made. Since then he
bas not come back and we are assured that he will
not come back between now and the end of the
campaign. One of the organizers of the Union
Nationale asserts that this is done by order. He
says, "We do not want any one from Ottawa. We
do not want to have ta carry them on our backs.
As far as they are concerned, the best way they can
help us is not to come down here to cause us
trouble."

That does create in the minds of some a
feeling of some uncertainty as to just where
the Progressive Conservative party in various
parts of the country stands on this matter of
a defensive pact for the western nations,
which was referred to in the resolution
passed by the convention. By the way, so
there may be no mistake in identity I believe
this Mr. Ivan Sabourin was either the pro-
poser or the seconder of the candidature of
the leader of the opposition (Mr. Drew) at the
Progressive Conservative convention. I am
sure that fact accredits him to a certain ex-
tent, and does give some people who see these
various statements occasion to be a little
disturbed as to the real situation.

Mr. Graydon: Particularly in Nicolet.

Mr. St. Laurent: Particularly in Nicolet;
because the article goes on:

C'est, nous affirme une personnalité locale du
parti, un test case. S'il réussit, on essayera de
procéder de la même manière aux élections géné-
rales.

It, asserts an important personage of the
locality, is a test case, and if that succeeds
they will try the same thing at the general
election. The Liberal party does not need

The Address-Mr. St. Laurent
any test case. Its attitude is right out in the
open, and it is the same whether it be in
Nicolet, in Toronto or in Winnipeg.

We really do want peace, and I believe the
people of Canada really want peace. I think
it was because the people of Canada really
wanted peace that this parliament approved
with such unanimity the signing by Canada
of the charter of the united nations in 1945.
We took the provisions of that charter ser-
iously; we believed them to mean what the
words written into the charter express. We
felt that if it were implemented in the spirit
in which it was written it would be a real
instrument to give us the sense of security we
required to proceed in the path our destiny
seems to have set for us. We agreed with the
statement in the purposes-

All members shall settle their international dis-
putes by peaceful means in such a manner that
international peace and security, and justice, are
not endangered.

We felt that article 24 was something which
would permit this charter to be fully imple-
mented:

In order to ensure prompt and effective action by
the united nations, its members confer on the
security council primary responsibility for the main-
tenance of international peace and security, and
agree that in carrying out its duties under this
responsibility the security council acts on their
behalf.

And we accepted the provisions of article
25:

The members of the united nations agree to accept
and carry out the decisions of the security council
in accordance with the present charter.

We attached much importance to the pro-
visions of article 43, designed to provide the
security coundil with the strength required
to make any recalcitrant conform with its
proper decisions for the maintenance of peace:

1. All members of the united nations, in order
to contribute to the maintenance of international
peace and security, undertake to make available to
the security council, on its call and in accordance
with a special agreement or agreements, armed
forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of
passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining
international peace and security.

2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the
numbers and types of forces, their degree of readi-
ness and general location and the nature of facili-
ties and assistance to be provided.

3. The agreement or agreements shall be nego-
tiated as soon as possible on the initiative of the
security council. They shall be concluded between
the security council and members or between the
security council and groups of members and shall
be subject to ratification by the signatory states in
accordance with their respective constitutional pro-
cesses.

We also relied upon the terms of articles
44 and 45. I need not take time at this
moment to read them, but they provided the
method by which the security council would
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proceed to exercise its primary responsibility disunity; and which reduce agreement to a lowest
for the maintenance of peace and security common denominator of action that in practice often
throughout the world. But in spite of our
reliance we collaborated with the other mem- Further down I read:
bers to insert into the charter articles 51 and The fact remains, however, that these problema-
52: -the problems arising out of disputes and

51. Nothing in the present charter shall impair the situations
inherent right of individual or collective self -defence
if an armed attack occurs against a member of the -must be solved and that procedures and practices
united nations, until the security council has taken which obstruct such solutions must be changed.
the measures necessary to maintain international This can be done by the voluntary ahandonment of
peace and security . .. these practices; by agreed conventions or under-

standings which will regulate them; or, if necessary.
52. Nothing in the present charter precludes the by amendments to the charter. We must hope that

existence of regional arrangements or agencies for no member of the security council will fout clearly
dealing with such matters relating to the main- expressed world opinion by obstînately preventîng
tenance of international peace and security as are change and thus become responsible for prejudicing,
appropriate for regional action, provided that such
arrangements or agencies and their activities are
consistent with the purposes and principles of the
united nations. Nations, in their search for peace and co-opera-

tion, will rot and cannot accept indefinitely and
Of course, all hon. members know what has unaltered a council whichwassetupto ensuretheir

been happening in the security council. At security, and which so many feel has become frozen
the meeting of the general assembly in Octo- in futility. and divlded bv dissension. If forced

they may seek greater safety in an association of
ber, 1946, speaking for the Canadian delega- democratic and peace-loving states willing to accept
tion I said: more specific international obligations in return

We are particularly concerned that the security for greater national aecurity.
council and the military staff committee have so far Such associations, if consistent with the principles
failed to make substantial progress towards a con- and purposes of the charter, can be formed within
clusion of the special agreements with individual the united nations. It is to be hoped such a develop-
members required to implement articles 43 and those ment will not be necessary. If t is unnecessary it
following of the charter and thus make force and will be undesirable. If, however, it is made neces-
other facilities available to the security council. sary, it will take place.
We are all of us bound under the charter to refrain
from using armed forces except as provided by the I think it has been made necessary, and it
charter. is taking place. It is taking place not as the

Then a little further down: best solution for the problems of the warld-
Canada, therefore, urges that the security council the best solution wauld be the proper impie-

and the military staff committee go ahead with all mentatin af this warld wide charter signed
possible speed in the constructive work of negotiat- at San Francisco. Unless and until thase who
ing the special agreements and of organizing the
military and economic measures of enforcement. ssgned that world-wîde charter are prepared

to respect their solemn obligations, the
We were concerned at that time that the pledged sanction af their states which accam-

charter, heralded with such applause through- panied their signature, we have gat ta be con-
out the world, was not being completed in tent with something not quite as gaod, but
its organs and put into position to carry out which was foreseen in those articles of the
the purposes and give effect to the principles charter which I have read.
of this potentially great instrument for the
peace and security of the world. The next The charter sets up the rule of law ta be
year again, speaking for the Canadian dele- abserved internationally as, in civilized
gation at the meeting of the general assembly, countries, we expect the rule of law ta be
I called attention to these facts in these abserved by aur fellow citizens. This North
words: Atlantic pact and the development of the

But the security council, founded on what is called Brussels pact also, sets up the undertaking of
the unanimity of its permanent members, has done the signatories ta avoid resarting to force
little to strengthen the hopes of those who saw in or the threat of force in connection with pas-
it the keystone of the structure of peace. It has
donc much to deepen the fears of those who felt sîble disputes that may arise between them,
that, with the veto, it could not operate effectively and ta apply the rule af law ta such situations
in an international atmosphere of fear and suspicion, or such threats ta the peace of the world as
where pride is allowed to take precedence over
peace and power over reason. may arise.

This veto privilege, attacked and defended with There are quite a large number a! the
equal vigour, if it continues to be abused, may well western democracies af Europe; there is the
destroy the united nations, because it will destroy
all confidence in the ability of the security council United States and there is Canada, wha, we
to act internationally, to act effectively, and to act believe, are willîng ta put thei- signatures
in time. ta a regional pact undertakîng ta have the

There is no point in deceiving ourselves. Our rule af law abserved between themselves as
peoples cannot be expected to accept, indefinitely
and without alteration, voting procedures and prac- well as ta unite their strength in the hope
tices which, in the name of unanimity, underline that their united strength will be sufficient

[Mr. St. Laurent.]



JANUARY 28, 1949

to deter any aggressor who might otherwise
feel disposed to repudiate the solemn under-
taking he signed at San Francisco.

There is no use deceiving ourselves or
mincing words. We know that the people
of the North American continent, that the
people of the democracies of western Europe,
fear there may be an aggression from this
great power which was allied with us in the
last war but which professes an ideology that
would necessarily exclude the civilization
under which our institutions have been estab-
lished. We fear that those totalitarians who
direct that great mass of human beings might
attempt, by force, to impose their ideology
upon the rest of the world. But we believe
they are realistic, and we believe that, if we
can negotiate with them from strength, they
win be apt to feel there would be consider-
able risk in starting any war. We believe
they will not start any war they are not con-
fident they can win.

We believe that those we mentioned as the
likely signatories of this North Atlantic pact
have the potential strength, manpower,
industrial know-how, material, the courage
and desire to remain free men which would
make it very doubtful that any aggressor
could overcome them. We are forming or
hope to form the alliance not for the purpose
of having to fight together-of course we
will if it is imposed upon us, but it is not for
that purpose. Primarily, it is being formed
for the purpose of doing that for which the
charter of the united nations was signed at
San Francisco in 1945.

It seems to me that any free man in any
of our countries should have no greater
hesitation in having his country become a
party to that North Atlantic security pact
than he had in having his country become a
signatory to the San Francisco charter.

Now, that is the matter in the international
field which His Excellency says, in the speech
from the throne, is the first concern of his
government. The second paragraph reports
that, in spite of the unsettled and disruptive
activities of international communism, the
nations of western Europe are making pro-
gress towards recovery, and that North
America is contributing substantially to the
restoration of economic activity, thereby
increasing their own power to resist aggres-
sion, either within or from outside. I think
that is a statement which needs no develop-
ment here. We all know that has been hap-
pening, and we know how effective it has
been. From the elections that were held in
Italy, we know what a partial restoration of
economic activity in that country was able
to do in repelling aggression from within.

It is said that an offensive for peace is now
being pushed by the eastern powers. This
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has been mentioned by the communist leader
in Italy as well as by the communist leader
in France. If it is anything but a sham,
those leaders have a wonderful opportunity,
as Mr. Lippmann pointed out in an article
which I think was in yesterday's newspaper,
of demonstrating their sincerity. If they will
instruct their fellows to help rather than
resist the restoration of economic activity in
their respective countries, then we may be
able to believe that this peace offensive is
more than a sham, ar.d that it is the
expression of some desire by the rulers of
these totalitarian states to put an end to this
enervating cold war that has been having
such serious effects throughout the world.

At home the situation is one that the speech
comments upon as being a cause for rejoicing
and satisfaction. Just let me put three or four
sets of figures on record in that connection. We
say that the economy of the country is buoy-
ant. Last year the gross national production,
according to the best available statistics, was
$15,500,000,000 as compared with something
of the order of $5 billion or $6 billion in the
years which preceded the war. The present
estimates for 1949 are $16,550,000,000. The
salaries, wages and supplementary labour
income for 1948, or the amounts distributed
to wage earners and salary earners, totalled
$7,135,000,000. The estimate for 1949 is
$7,810,000,000. The number employed in 1948
in civilian employments was 4,890,000 and,
in the armed forces, 35,000. The estimate
for 1949 is 4,966,000 in civilian employments
and 42,000 in the armed forces. Those are
figures which are significant of the activity
which is prevailing in this country and they
are, I think, a justification for the further
statement that progress towards social justice
for all in any country is an effective safe-
guard against the effect and influence of sub-
versive doctrines.

The next matter dealt with in the speech
from the throne is the union between New-
foundland and Canada. I think all hon. mem-
bers in this house look upon that as an
achievement, not an achievement of mine or
of any one of our colleagues, but rather an
achievement of the Canadian people in bring-
ing about a situation where the people of
Newfoundland desire to become associated
with us as one nation. It is a matter which
should be consummated by March 31. This
afternoon I indicated what were the steps
which must be completed before the union
could become effective, and what would hap-
pen if those steps were not completed by
March 31. I think there are quite a number
of people in Canada and perhaps quite a
number who are not yet Canadians but who,
under this arrangement, will become Cana-
dians, who will have noted the attitude of the
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various parties in this house this afternoon
upon this question of the union of Newfound-
land with Canada.

It was suggested that, if there was any
reason why any more time were required
than would be available until March 31, after
the discussion on the speech from the throne
of all the various matters that were referred
to by the hon. gentlemen who addressed you
this afternoon, Mr. Speaker, and the other
matters which you or the Deputy Speaker,
who sat in your chair, found it would not be
in order to discuss at this time, parliament
should have been called together earlier.

I would remind hon. members that the
terms of union which have been tabled and
which will be submitted to this house for its
consideration-and, if it sees fit, for its
approval-were not arrived at in one or two
days. Long and protracted negotiations took
place in order to settle those terms. Those
terms had been preceded by a fairly full pro-
posal arrived at after months of delibera-
tion last year. After the proposal had been
approved by a majority vote of the people of
Newfoundland in a referendum, the precise
terms were under discussion here for
upwards of two months, and the terms were
not finally signed until December 11. I was
the chairman of the Canadian committee that
had to do with the negotiations with the
representatives from Newfoundland; and I
regarded the completion of that undertaking
as something of consequence to the people of
Canada, yes, and possibly of consequence to
the people of the world. I felt that, so long
as there was any hope that we could get that
agreement into shape to have it for sub-
mission at this fifth session of the twentieth
parliament, it was worth while working at it.
We worked at it until December 11, and on
that date we put our signatures to the docu-
ment, subject of course to ratification by
parliament.

After December 11 it would have been
rather difficult, and not very convenient for
the members of this house, if an attempt had
been made to get them down here before
Christmas. They might have arrived two or
three days before Christmas; but I do not
believe, Mr. Speaker, that there are very
many of them who would have felt at all
kindly towards a government that brought
them down here at that time.

Mr. Graydon: The government did it last
year.

Mr. St. Laurent: The hon. mernber for Peel
(Mr. Graydon) has been here for some time.
He knows that parliament is not called to
meet the day after the proclamation is issued.
He knows that a reasonable time must elapse
between the issuing of the proclamation and
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the meeting of the house. Between December
11 and Christmas there were just fourteen
days, or two weeks; and it would not have
been possible to bring hon. gentlemen down
here at that time. While the negotiations
were going on, the attention of many members
of the cabinet was devoted almost exclusively
to the discussion of these terms of union.

Mr. Fraser: To election work.

Mr. St. Laurent: I think the hon. member
should try to be a little bit more serious in
the interruptions he sees fit to make.

Mr. Fraser: I know they were in my riding.

Mr. St. Laurent: We are discussing a matter
which has concerned the Canadian people
ever since confederation was mooted more
than eighty-one years ago, and it has now
reached the stage where it will be the respon-
sibility of the hon. member who is making
these interruptions, among others, to say
whether it should be completed or not. It is
my responsibility. I will not shirk it, and I
will not blush for the way in which I dis-
charged it, in recommending to my colleagues
the date for the opening of parliament. I
submit that the course I followed was a
reasonable one, and I am quite prepared at
any time to leave it to the public of Canada
to determine whether or not it was reasonable
under those circumstances.

Mr. Graydon: Whistling in the dark.

Mr. St. Laurent: The next paragraph in
the speech from the throne deals with amend-
ments to the Supreme Court Act to make the
Supreme Court of Canada the court of last
resort for Canadians.

There have been suggestions that this is
something which constitutes a threat to the
autonomy or liberty of the provincial govern-
ments. I had a compilation made of what
has been happening in that regard for the
last ten years. I asked for ten years but I
got it for eleven. It is given from the year
1938 to 1948 both inclusive, and, unless my
counting is wrong, that is eleven years. There
were fifty-five cases in which appeals were
asserted, or sought to be asserted, from judg-
ments of the Supreme Court of Canada. In
one case the appeal was withdrawn. In five
the appeals were allowed. In forty-nine cases
the appeals were dismissed and the judg-
ments of the Supreme Court of Canada were
affirmed. In no one of the five cases in which
the appeals were allowed was there any
constitutional issue between the dominion
and the provinces. That is the record for the
last eleven years in these fifty-five times
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when Canadians went over to London to
demonstrate that we in Canada were not able
to settle our own affairs at home.

Mr. Green: May I ask the Prime Minister
a question? Has he the figures for the appeals
direct from the provincial courts to the privy
council? Many of the appeals from British
Columbia go right from the court of appeal to
the privy council.

Mr. Si. Laurent: I know. I have long
deplored this apparent tendency of the liti-
gants of British Columbia to take their dis-
putes to the privy council instead of taking
then to the supreme court at Ottawa, but I
did not go into that because that did not
appear to me to have any bearing upon this
fear that what we were proposing was some-
thing that was going to be a menace to the
autonomy or the prerogatives of the pro-
vincial governments.

Mr. Drew: I just want to put the record
straight. It has nothing to do with the merits
of the proposition that is being discussed. I
am interested in the statement that there
were no constitutional issues involved, in view
of the fact that I have a vivid recollection of
the Canada Temperance Act appeal being
decided within a very recent period.

Mr. St. Laurent: I said that in the five
cases where the appeals were successful there
were no constitutional issues between the
dominion and the provinces. In all cases
where there were constitutional questions
between the dominion and any of the prov-
inces the judgments of the supreme court
were afirmed as rendered here in Canada.

The next paragraph of His Excellency's
speech has to do with navigation and power
of the great lakes-St. Lawrence basin, and
I am very glad to know that the leader of the
opposition is in full agreement with our policy
to press forward for that as speedily as
results can be hoped for. Here I wish to
compliment the hon. member for Essex West
(Mr. Brown) on his modesty when he was
speaking of the results of this development
with respect to the Canadian economy. He
spoke of there being a drop of 85 feet which
would be capable, in addition to its benefits
to navigation, of producing 2,200,000 horse-
power, to be divided one-half to our United
States neighbours and the other half to the
good people of the province of Ontario. That
is quite true, but it is only a part of the
truth. That drop of 85 feet is the drop in the
international section; but the complete drop
from lake Superior to the port of Montreal is
something over 550 feet, and the horsepower
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involved in the project to develop this basin
for navigation and power purposes is of the
order of something like five million.

There has already been developed in the
Soulanges section by the Beauharnois power
company, now controlled by the Quebec
hydro, 750,000 horsepower, which has been
at work for a number of years, and there is
in process of development there an addi-
tional 500,000 horsepower, which will be
,ready at a very early date, making the power
for the Quebec hydro from that development
a million and a quarter, which can be
increased by using over that head in the
Soulanges section some of the water that is
now being used less efficiently in existing
plants. That will be done some day, so that
the Beauharnois project will then be turning
out two million horsepower.

At the time the project was considered, and
even at the time the agreement of 1941 was
entered into with the United States govern-
ment, subject to ratification by congress and
by this parliament, the Lachine section was
looked upon as offering too costly a proposi-
tion for economic development.

Just about a year ago a commission was
set up by the federal government to inquire
again into the possibilities of developing the
Lachine section. In October last the Minister
of Transport (Mr. Chevrier) distributed the
report obtained from that commission which
was presided over by Mr. Henry and com-
posed of Dr. T. H. Hogg, Mr. Arthur
Surveyer, Mr. Guy Lindsay and Mr. C. W.
West. In this report they came to the con-
clusion that there is 1,200,000 horsepower
which can be developed just below the Vic-
toria bridge in the city of Montreal at capital
costs a little higher than the costs of the
capital installations in the other section of
the St. Lawrence, but that, in view of the
fact that it will not be necessary to have
huge transformers to step up or step down
this power, and it will not be necessary to
have transmission lines to make it available
to consumers, and there will be no losses in
transmission, the cost of that power to the
consumer will not be any higher than the
cost of the power from the international
section to the consumer of Ontario. So that
here we have in this project, in addition to
the navigation facilities, the opportunity of
there being made available to the industries
of these two central provinces of Canada
something over three million horsepower.

The leader of the opposition knows better
than I do that the increasing demand for
power in his province is at the rate of one
hundred thousand horsepower a year, and
that, without the one hundred thousand
horsepower a year, the development which is
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now proceeding in his province could not
proceed at the same pace. So that we have
good reason, whether we be of his province
or of my province, to see in this prospective
development an earnest of the great con-
tinued industrial development in our res-
pective provinces. I hope that the attempt
being made in the congress of the United
States at this time to have the agreement of
1941 approved will turn out to be successful.

I think it is only fair for us to say that if.
we cannot at this time get implementation
of this agreement for the double-barreled
purpose of navigation and power, the value
of the power is so great that we shall have
to give very serious consideration to going
ahead and developing it on the power side
alone-which would be amply justified, I
think, by the economic benefits which could
be derived from the power alone.

The next paragraph deals witli the legis-
lative provisions necessary to implement
agreements for the sale of agricultural
products to the United Kingdom. One hon.
member this afternoon was most anxious that
there be an opportunity to discuss problerns of
the agriculturists in the western provinces.
He was, I am sure, happy to note, if he did
note it, that the first step for the presentation
of this legislation to the Canadian parliament
was taken this very afternoon. I shall not
enter into the details of it; and I am not sure
that if the hon. member were to read the
views of Sir John A. Macdonald on the proper
scope of a debate on the address in reply to
the speech from the throne he would not come
to the conclusion that he had better wait
until this legislation is before parliament to
discuss the matters to which he was referring
this afternoon.

With respect to the international trade
agreement. the charter for the international
trade organization, and the efforts being
made by the government, its commissioners
and staffs abroad to remove specific obstacles
to the sale of our goods in our traditional
markets, I shall not say anything at this
time, beyond pointing out the fact that there
is a continuing committee which was estab-
lished by the governments of the United
Kingdom and Canada, when Sir Stafford
Cripps was here in the autumn, to supervise
the trend of trade between our two countries.
This committee is at this very moment sitting
in London, the meeting having been con-
vened there on January 25.

At this time I would say that I believe there
are things in our relations with our good
friends of the United Kingdom which are
more important than the specific terrns of
any one of these special agreements. I think
they mean to treat us fairly, and I think it is
very important that we treat thern fairly.
There have been some reports of actions taken
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by us and of actions taken by thern which
have left an unfortunate impression as to the
genuine desire existing on both sides to have
as full and as cordial trading relations with
each other as possible. I believe the con-
tinuing committee will be able to achieve for
us in that field, as well as in the field of
the actual shillings and pence or dollars and
cents involved, very beneficial results.

We have found ourselves in pretty tight
corners more than once in world affairs.
We have been proud to stand shoulder
to shoulder, and we have been successful
because we were standing shoulder to
shoulder. In spite of our best hopes for the
future of the world, mankind being what it
is we cannot be sure that in the future there
will not be other tight corners for us to stand
in. I think it is most important that we con-
serve, with respect to each other, the feeling
that we deal fairly with each other, that we
are pretty good people with whom to have
collaboration, and that it would be most
unfortunate if, as the result of reports they
get of what is going on elsewhere, our people
were to corne to the conclusion that we were
being let down by the people of the United
Kingdom.

I do not think we are. Under very difficult
circumstances I think they are doing their
best, and this matter of the balance of pay-
ments and dollar shortage is something which
is real. So far as we were concerned, we
knew it was real just a little over a year ago.
We had to take measures which were
distasteful to us and distasteful to the Can-
adian people. But at that time we planned a
course which has succeeded. Perhaps we
have been fortunate; but things have turned
out as we planned them. And over the period
which has elapsed since the putting into force
of our restrictions, our reserves of United
States dollars have doubled. We felt it was
necessary to the economic security of this
country to have thern doubled.

We must realize that those having the
responsibility for the economic security of
other countries are entitled to take the
measures which appear to them inevitable to
attain that degree of security their people
expect from them.

Something has been said about the fact
that during the war the urgency of the danger
made it necessary for the federal government
to encroach upon the field normally reserved
to the provincial authorities. This is so. We
had to do it, to a large degree, as a conse-
quence of the necessity of warding off the
danger which threatened our very existence.
That was recognized by my hon. friend the
leader of the opposition (Mr. Drew). I wish
to pay him that tribute. He made no com-
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plaint about what we did under the War
Measures Act, even though it did invade the
field which normally was within the jurisdic-
tion of the government of which he was the
head.

Since the war ceased, we have been trying
to get out of the fields we had thus entered,
and we have been doing it at a rate which not
so long ago a great many members in this
house were charging had been too rapid. At
the present time we have a few small con-
trols which it appears necessary to maintain,
unless they are exercised by some other
authority.

There is steel control. Steel control, in my
view, does not require the existence of a war
emergency for its justification in the hands
of the federal authority, if in fact steel is a
material in short supply. The defence of
Canada is a matter of federal jurisdiction at
all times; the defence of Canada requires
watchfulness and preparation at all times.
Steel is an indispensable material for the
proper organization and maintenance of those
forces which it is the responsibility of the
central government to keep in existence. Any-
thing that is necessary incidentally to the
exercise of federal jurisdiction can be done
by federal authority; and if it is necessarily
incidental to the proper equipping of our
armed forces to have a certain proportion of
the steel in short supply in Canada, then from
my reading of the constitution and my read-
ing of the decisions under the constitution we
are, I believe, justified in maintaining that
control.

We do not like to maintain any kind of
control any longer than it appears to us to
be absolutely indispensable. At the same
time we come before parliament asking
parliament to continue the legislation under
which we can exercise this control over steel.
We come to the Canadian parliament and say,
"Authorize us to make an agreement with the
producers of steel to increase their productive
capacity so that this short supply situation
which justifies the existence of the control
may be done away with."

There have been charges about the central-
izing tendencies of this government, but I
would invite hon. members of any opposition
to cite a single instance, since the end of the
war, where the central authority has at-
tempted to go beyond the limits prescribed by
the constitution. It is all very well to make
broad assertions, but the whole tendency of
this government since the cessation of active
fighting has been to withdraw from those
fields where during the war it had to invade
the ordinary jurisdiction of the provinces.

With respect to the control of domestic
rental housing, in October last the federal
government wrote to every provincial premier
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saying we felt that we would have to ask
parliament to continue for a further period
the legislative authority to exercise this con-
trol, but that if they chose to resume their
jurisdiction, whether they maintained the con-
trols or not, which was their own business,
we would immediately withdraw.

What has been the situation with regard
to that? I fear that if controls over domestic
rentals were withdrawn at this time it would
create a pretty chaotic situation in a great
many large industrial centres of Canada. We
have been building a lot of housing. Since
the end of the war, I believe, 278,000 units
have been erected. There were more erected
last year than in any previous year in the
history of Canada. But our economic pros-
perity, whether there be any infiationary ele-
ments in it or not, is increasing the demand
for housing a lot faster than materials and
manpower can provide the houses.

Although very large numbers are built each
year, the net increase in family units in
Canada keeps just a little bit ahead of the
central mortgage and housing corporation
and the others who are engaged in providing
housing units. The result is that at the
present time rental housing is still at a pre-
mium. Human nature being what it is, I
fear that if there were no control, or if the
control were immediately lifted, a great many
Canadians would be exploited as a conse-
quence of the shortage of housing. It is
clearly something which is normally within
provincial jurisdiction. But we put on the
controls and I do not think we would be
discharging our duty as humanitarian Cana-
dians to the Canadian public if we took them
off without those who normally have juris-
diction assuming the responsibility of either
maintaining them or removing them in their
respective localities.

What has been the result? The adminis-
tration of controls is not a comfortable or
easy thing. It does not bring in any revenue
and it does not bring in very much glory.
Those who have had to do with It have not
had very much satisfaction in that respect.
The premiers of the provinces realize what
the situation is. They realize that we have
caught hold of a lion's tail and we do not
want to let go until somebody else grabs it.
They say that they are not going to grab it.

Therefore it happens that we are going to
have to ask parliament to extend for a further
period our right, our privilege, of exercising
this control over the rental of domestic
housing.

On motion of Mr. St. Laurent the debate
was adjourned.

At eleven o'clock the house adjourned,
without question put, pursuant to standing
order.
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