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have a profound effect upon transportation in
and out of Newfoundland by this means of
communication.
NATIONAL FILM BOARD
FILMING OF NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING
PROJECT

On the.orders of the day:
Mr. G. K. Fraser (Peierborough West): I
should like to direct a question to the Prime
Minister, following his statement with regard
to the national capital project. On what
authority has the national film board, as
reported in the press, spent $13,000 or $14,000
on filming the capital planning when this
planning is not even completed, according to
the Prime Minister?
Righi Hon. L. S. Si. Laurent (Prime Minister): I will look at the hon. member's
question and ascertain whether or not there
is any foundation for the press reports to
which he refers.
NEWFOUNDLAND
TERMS OF UNION WITH CANADA-ADDRESS
HIS MAJESTY THE KING

TO

The house resumed from Tuesday, February 15, consideration of the motion of Mr.
St. Laurent for an address to His Majesty the
King respecting the terms of union of Newfoundland with Canada.
Righi Hon. W. L. Mackenzie King (Glengarry): I should not like the debate on this
resolution to conclude, Mr. Speaker, without
saying how greatly pleased and grateful I am
to have the opportunity of joining with my
fellow members of this House of Commons
in the concluding stages of the necessary
steps to be taken to bring Newfoundland into
confederation.
When the resolution is
adopted, this House of Commons will have
taken, so far as its authority extends, the last
necessary step to effect the union of Newfoundland with Canada.
As you, Mr. Speaker, will recall, on Friday
afternoon last the Prime Minister indicated
that there were some hon. members who
would wish to speak on the terms of union
but who were not present at the time, and
that an opportunity would be given them to
speak on this motion. It was the desire, I
think, of all who were present that the third
reading should be carried on Friday afternoon, and it was so carried, after but one hon.
member had spoken.
In my remarks this afternoon, which will
be brief, I hope no exception will be taken to
my referring to the debate on the terms of
union as approved by this house. In other
words, I do not wish to be held too strictly
[Mr. Drew.]

to speaking solely on the matter of procedure,
which is the one dealt with in the resolution.
I count myself as very fortunate in having
had the privilege, as head of the government
at the time, of welcoming to Ottawa in the
name of Canada the delegation from the
national convention of Newfoundland, headed
by the Hon. Mr. Bradley, which came to
Ottawa to consider and discuss with representatives of our government whether there
was a fair and generally acceptable basis for
federal union with Canada. The delegation
had its first meeting with representatives of
our government on June 25, 1947. That was
the beginning of the conversations which led
to the negotiations that resulted in a basis
of union since drafted into an agreement that
has met with the approval of hon. members.
It was also my privilege to have shared with
some of my former colleagues in some of the
other proceedings which led up to that
agreement.

The basis of union having been firmly
established, and the terms of agreement having been approved by this house I should like
to take the earliest opportunity of warmly
congratulating the Prime Minister (Mr. St.
Laurent) and his colleagues, who carried on
the subsequent conferences with representatives of Newfoundland, on the successful
manner in which they have carried through
the negotiations. Their task was not an easy
one. It required on all sides a good deal in
the way of tact, judgment and patience. It
speaks well for the representatives of Newfoundland and the representatives of Canada
that in the time at their disposal it was possible for them to reach an agreement which
has since commended itself so favourably to
hon. members of all parties in this house.
I should like to say a special word about
the Prime Minister's contribution to the success of the working out of the terms of the
agreement.

I happen to know something of

the zeal which he showed in upholding the
cause of union. From the very beginning he
made the cause of union his own. He spared
neither time, energy, nor aught of his great
abilities in seeking to bring about the happy
result which in this house we are rejoicing
over today.
May I be permitted, Mr. Speaker, as the
oldest member of this House of CommonsI hasten to say, not oldest in years, but in
years of membership in this house-to congratulate hon. members collectively on the
quality, yes, the excellence of the debate which
took place on the terms of union. The debate,
naturally, was one of the memorable
debates in the annals of our country's history.
It is bound to be so regarded, it will be so
regarded, since it marks one of the significant
milestones in Canada's development. It was
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a debate of which Canada's House of tom-

mons may well be proud, a debate in every
way worthy of the purpose that it was
intended to serve, the high and noble purpose of bringing confederation to its full
stature.
May I congratulate hon. members, not only
collectively but individually, on having come
into the right of being included among members of that distinguished company which, is
known as the makers of Canada. Every one
in this house who assisted in bringing about
this union has earned some title to that
distinction.
It was all of a century and a quarter ago
that one and more of the leading public men
in this country began to advocate what was
then referred to as a union of all the BritishAmerican colonies. It is that union which
has been all but brought about at this time.
Not only has that result been achieved, but
today we have all but succeeded in bringing
about what we al I think have had much
at heart, namely, the rounding out, in its true
proportions, of the Canada we had al hoped
to live to see.
I should like particularly this afternoon to
speak as a Canadian, as a representative of
the people of Canada in this House of Commons. I hope we all remember that we are
here not merely as representatives of individual constituencies, but as representatives
of the people of Canada as a whole. In
speaking as one of such, I should like above
al to say how warmly and sincerely all
Canada, as at present constituted, will welcome the entrance into confederation of the
island province of Newfoundland and how
delighted we are at the welcome which we
know awaits Newfoundland when, as the
tenth province of Canada, she is greeted by
her nine sister provinces.
It must be a source of deepest satisfaction
to the people of Newfoundland who followed
the debate on the terms of union, as it is to
the people of Canada, to realize that with
respect to each of the essential successive
steps in this historic transaction, there has
been, with the exception of a single dissenting
voice, unanimous approval by the members
of Canada's House of Commons. The one
dissenting voice has only helped to emphasize
the completeness of our unanimity. Nothing
could more eloquently express the warmth of
the welcome which this House of Commons
extends to the people of Newfoundland on
becoming a part of Canada. Nothing could
more eloquently have expressed the feeling
of the people of Canada, as disclosed by their
representatives here, than this unanimity.
When Newfoundland comes into confederation it will be a day of nation-wide rejoicing,

Newfoundland
rejoicing over the northern half of an entire
continent from sea to sea, rejoicing from the
break of dawn on the easternmost shores of
the Atlantic, to the last glow of the setting
sun on the westernmost shores of the Pacific.
I have desired to say only these few words,
Mr. Speaker. I have felt that in the minds of
some, the discussion of the last day of two on
a matter of procedure may have served to
dim the brightness of the achievement itself,
the great objective which was reached so
splendidly in the course of the debate on the
agreement.
There can be no doubt that the union of
Newfoundland with Canada will be to the
mutual advantage of the peoples of both
countries. It will, however, mean more than
mere mutual advantage. The talent, the
enterprise, the resources which each will contribute to the other will help to strengthen
both. What is more, at a time such as the
present, it will help to give each of us a
greater confidence as we face the uncertainties of the future.
There will undoubtedly be difficulties to
be overcome; there will be obstacles to be
surmounted; there will be rough places to be
made smooth once the union has taken place.
Readjustments are always difficult but these
are domestic matters which wil be as successfully met as similar problems in the past have
been met. What, I believe, is most important
of all, is the fact that this union, when it
comes into being, will be of great mutual
advantage not only to Newfoundland and to
Canada, but to all countries which, directly
or indirectly, are concerned with the maintenance of peace. It will mean more effective
co-operation between free nations at this time
of great uncertainty in world movements and
affairs. It means much to have the most
effective co-operation between all of those
nations that cherish kindred ideas and ideals
and which are anxious to protect their freedom.
Union wil be of advantage not only to
the provinces which have combined to make
a larger Canada, advantages in the way of
strength and security. It will be of advantage
in particular to other parts of the British
commonwealth of nations and to the United
States of America in their common efforts at
the maintenance of peace. The more that
-can be brought about in these days by way
of effective co-operation between nations
which seek to maintain the peace, the better
it is going to be for mankind.
It is true that sometimes it takes the small
things of the world to confound the strong.
It may well be that out of this union of two
democracies on the North American continent,
this union of forces in no way comparable
to some of the great world forces, there may
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nevertheless be imparted to other communities
some of that strength which will help to
preserve the freedom of mankind. May we
not all wish and believe that a divine blessing
will rest upon such a union.
Mr. Gordon Graydon (Peel): Mr. Speaker,
I am sure the wholehearted and genuine
applause which greeted the former Prime
Minister, the right bon. member for Glengarry
(Mr. Mackenzie King), upon his happily
chosen words this afternoon, will be an indication to him of that unanimity, to which
he referred in his remarks, with which the
admirable people of Newfoundland will be
welcomed into a great, and perhaps now an
even greater, Dominion of Canada.
I have followed the right hon. gentleman in
this debate; and, if I may, perhaps I might at
this stage follow the procedure he adopted
in a debate in 1943 on a somewhat similar
matter, which procedure is reported at page
4347 of Hansard of July 5 of that year. He
said:
Mr. Speaker, I intend to move at once that this
question be now put.
Then the right hon. gentleman proceeds to
indicate his authority for moving in that
fashion. Basing my motion now upon the
same authority as that used by the right hon.
member for Glengarry, I desire at this stage
to move, seconded by the hon. member for
Vancouver South (Mr. Green):
That the question be now put.
Mr. George A. Drew (Leader of the Opposi-

tion): Mr. Speaker, in rising to speak on the

motion placed before the house, I wish to say
that I feel sure every member in the house
shares the feelings expressed by the right
hon. member for Glengarry (Mr. Mackenzie
King) toward the people of Newfoundland,
and the desire for harmonious union with that
ancient colony more recently given the status
of a dominion, the future of which is under
consideration at this time.
Every speech-or shall I say nearly every
speech-made in the debate has indicated the
extremely warm feeling of the people of
Canada as expressed through their representatives in the House of Commons towards
those splendid people, whose background is so
closely intertwined with our own. And there
has been, almost without exception, a very
strong feeling of sentimental attachment
toward a people whose association in peace
and war has brought to our own people an
increasing respect for all that they represent.
Obviously, however, there has been some
misunderstanding of certain aspects of the discussion which has taken place in this chamber.
The issue which bas been under discussion,
and in relation to which many members have
expressed their opinions, is not the issue of
[Mr. Mackenzie King.]

Newf'oundland entering into the union of
Canadian confederation, or otherwise. The
discussion which has been taking place on
the main motion is one relating to the procedure by which that association is to be
consummated. Any attempt to create the impression that a discussion of the constitutional aspects of this problem is out of place
in this debate is not in keeping with the
position of this House of Commons, and is
not in keeping with a recognition of the
fundamental importance of the constitution,
not only to the people of Canada, but to the
people of Newfoundland who must look to
that constitution as their assurance of the
validity of the undertakings now given to
them. And the very time we should be least
willing to tamper with the provisions of our
constitution in any way is the time when we
extend the hand of friendship to the people
of Newfoundland, and say to them, "Here are
the terms we offer you; and, as an assurance
of the sanctity of those terms, here is the
constitution under which we live."
It is so easy to make statements to the
effect that a different point of view has been
expressed on different occasions. I would
suggest to those bon. members who make
these loose assertions, more designed for
consumption outside than inside the houseAn hon. Member: How well you know it.
Mr. Drew: -that they bear in mind that
there has been no more vigorous advocate of
the sanctity of our constitution than the right
hon. member for Glengarry, who has just
spoken.
It was said last night by one hon. member
immediately to my left that, after all, there
were matters of urgent importance to consider, that we must examine those from the
point of view of the welfare of the people of
Newfoundland, and that we must not be too
concerned with a mere argument as to technical details. This is not the first time discussions have taken place in the house on
matters of great importance, and which were
of great concern to many people at that time.
It will be recalled that during the 1930's there
were most urgent reasons for steps being
taken to meet the very difficult conditions
which arose at that time by reason of the
economic storm which swept the whole world.
It will be recalled by every member of the
house that, in an effort to deal with the conditions which then existed, the Prime Minister
of that time, who has been quoted in this
debate, placed before the house legislation
designed to meet some of these extremely
difficult human problems which were causing
concern to every thinking Canadian. It will
be recalled that the various social security
measures put forward by the Prime Minister
of that day, the late Lord Bennett, did not
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come into effect until some time afterwards,
because it was pointed out that there were
constitutional reasons why that should not
be done, and that, no matter how desirable
action of that kind might be, it would be most
unwise to create, for the future, a precedent
which was established upon a violation of the
constitution.
It will be recalled by every member of the
house that it was the right hon. member for
Glengarry (Mr. Mackenzie King) who, exercising his very proper prerogative as leader of
the opposition, pointed out what he regarded
as constitutional defects in these extremely
important measures which every Canadian
knew were to the advantage of Canadians at
that time in so far as the purpose was
concerned.
Mr. Howe: He did not bring them down.
Mr. Rowe: You were not even here then.
Mr. Howe: I was not around.
Mr. Rowe: That is why you do not understand it.
Mr. Drew: It can always be read in
Hansard. Those bills dealt with matters of
great human concern. No one can plead
today, any more than he could plead then,
that there were not urgent reasons why this
parliament should deal with those matters
if it lay within its power to do so. It will
be recalled that at that time the argument
was put forth that it could be done under the
broad reference of peace, order and good
government, having relation also to certain
undertakings which had been given in the
international sphere. During the course of
the debate which has taken place about the
entry of Newfoundland into confederation
with Canada, we have heard that the thing
which must be considered here is whether
or not this parliament has that measure of
supremacy which makes it possible for it to
deal with the things which could be done by
the representatives of Canada. The argument
is not new. In fact it was put forward in
support of the measures to which I have
referred, and which undoubtedly were
measures that were being sought by the
people of Canada at that time.
When it is suggested that an unusual practice is indicated when the proposal is made
that the provinces should be consulted about
amendment of the British North America
Act, which unquestionably affects their interests as well as the interests of Newfoundland, may I remind hon. members that
in the very discussions to which I have
referred the need for consulting the provinces
was mentioned, and was emphasized in most
vigorous arguments. Perhaps it would be
appropriate that I quote certain words spoken
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by the then leader of the opposition, who is
now the right hon. member for Glengarry,
because they indicate recognition of this very
principle. Granted the subject matter was
different, granted that some of the constitutional questions hinged on different points,
yet it must be remembered that a proposal
had been made that the dominion government
deal with the matter by virtue of its overriding powers under the constitution. The
argument had been made that this was
something which it was essential for the
government to deal with, but the proposals
were opposed, and this was one of the statements made in the debate. I read, from
page 750 of Hansard of February 12, 1935,
the words of the right hon. member for
Glengarry. They are as follows:
We have all seen, understanding the jurisdiction
to be as we all along have believed it to be, that.
if a national scheme of unemployment insurance
was to be drawn up, it could be done only in one
of two ways. One way was by agreement with the
provinces whereby they would act within their
jurisdiction and the government of Canada would
contribute grants in aid, as has been done in the
case of old age pensions; the other way was by
amending the British North America Act in a manner that would enable this federal parliament alone
to deal with the question. We always said that a
conference with the provinces, if properly carried
on, would enable us to reach agreement on an
amendment of the British North America Act, but
five years have been lost in the holding of any
conference of the kind. I say here that we will yet
discover that such a conference must take place.

May I remind the members that I am
quoting from the words of the right hon.
member for Glengarry.
I say here that we will yet discover that such a
conference must take place; we will yet discover,
before any legislation of this character comes
within the jurisdiction of the federal government,
that it will have to be by the path of some conference between the dominion and the provinces, and
through agreement reached as a result thereof.

Mr. Martin: Was that the unemployment
insurance debate?
Mr. Drew: On February 12, 1935.
Mr. Martin: The unemployment insurance
measure?
Mr. Drew: I have given the page reference,
page 750 of Hansard of that date. As
the members will recall, the provinces were
subsequently consulted, and as a result of
that consultation, agreement and understanding, the amendment to the British North
America Act, providing that the dominion
parliament could deal with unemployment
insurance, was duly advanced in the ordinary
way. Surely no one will question the fact
that the subject matter of the discussion on
that occasion was a matter of vital concern
to Canada, and to the people of Canada.
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Mr. Mackenzie King: If I may interrupt
my hon. friend on the essential point of
what he is discussing, is it not that the matter
he refers to was one which belonged to the
provinces and could not be dealt with by
the federal government without agreement
by the provinces?
Mr. Drew: Yes, but I think perhaps the
right hon. member for Glengarry may not
have been here when I pointed out that there
is nothing in the British North America Act
which draws a distinction between those
cases where the interests of the provinces are
involved and where they are not, where it
is within the exclusive jurisdiction and where
it may not be. Never yet has there been any
settlement as to where the borderline is; and
one of the things under consideration for
some time, which was actually discussed at
the meetings of the dominion-provincial conference which began here in Ottawa on
August 6, 1945, was the desirability of establishing a clear division of responsibility, a
clear division of legislative and administrative authority, and also finding a way in
which we could actually deal with our own
constitution without any uncertainty as to
how it was to be done.
In this case we have before us a matter
that does involve an amendment to the
British North America Act. Any suggestion
that it does not involve such an amendment
has been disposed of by certain statements
made by hon. members on the opposite side.
Mr. St. Laurent: I am sorry to have to
intervene, Mr. Speaker, but on a point of
order I think I owe it to the house, having
the responsibility of leadership in the house,
to point out that it is the rule that a matter
which has been decided by the house cannot
be debated again during the same session.
The question whether or not the provinces
should be consulted in respect of this matter
was debated during two days and was determined yesterday by a rather decisive vote.
Though it is always most interesting to hear
the leader of the opposition (Mr. Drew) on
these matters, I do not think it is in order
to hear him again on the matter which was
decided last evening.
Some hon. Members: Question.
Mr. Drew: Mr. Speaker, I am not going
to debate the point that has been raised. I
am speaking on the motion, and I will be
happy to furnish the Prime Minister (Mr.
St. Laurent) with the best authority I have
seen on the right of an hon. member to debate
a motion of this kind, since the matter was
in fact discussed by Sir Wilfrid Laurier and
is provided for in the rules of this house. But
[Mr. Drew.]

I am not going to argue the point because I
want to proceed with the main motion, following the remarks I have made.
Mr. St. Laurent: I am not challenging the
right of the hon. gentleman to debate the
motion that the question be now put. I am
challenging the right of the hon. member, in
debating that motion, to raise issues that
were decided by the vote of last evening.
Mr. Drew: I have no intention of debating the point raised by the Prime Minister
because, very conveniently, he raised the
point exactly at the time I had finished my
remarks in that respect.
Mr. St. Laurent: I should like a ruling on
my point of order.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Prime Minister
has brought to my attention the fact that last
evening the question whether this matter
should be referred to the provinces was
decided. In view of that, under the rules of
the house that point is not again debatable.
Mr. Drew: As I indicated, Mr. Speaker,
I intend to proceed with a discussion of the
remarks that have been made and of the
main motion.
Mr. Fournier (Hull): You have spoken
already on the main motion.
Mr. Drew: Or rather with the motion with
which we are dealing.
Sone hon. Members: Question.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. Under the
rules of the house an hon. member who has
already spoken on the main motion may
speak on the motion now before the house.
Mr. Drew: As was indicated earlier, and
as I have already indicated this afternoon.
there is almost complete if not complete
unanimity in the desire to bring Newfoundland into Canada under terms that will be
acceptable to that country and that will maintain harmony and good will in that new
part of Canada in the years that lie ahead.
As has been pointed out on many occasions
however, we in this house have a responsibility to make sure that the course we follow
is in keeping with our own practice and our
own constitution, and that it produces no
precedents which may endanger the sanctity
of that constitution; and also that we do
nothing to weaken respect for our constitution on the part of those whom we intend to
welcome as members of the Canadian federation. I have already quoted the words of the
right hon. member for Glengarry (Mr.
Mackenzie King)Some hon. Members: Order.
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the necessity of
Mr. Drew: -indicating
recognizing the importance of that constitution; and I am pointing out now that the
debate which has been going on in this house
has related to constitutional procedure, that
we have already dealt with the principle
involved, and that this is not what is now
before us. We have stated our position
clearly. We have made it plain that there is
a way to deal with this matter which does
not violate the constitution.
Some hon. Members: Order.
Mr. Drew: We want to welcome Newfoundland into Canada on terms that will preserve
harmony, good will and unity in the coming
years. We do not want them coming in by
the back door; we want them coming through
the front door as friends welcomed into the
Canadian family.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I wish to make it
clear that, recognizing the importance of the
principle involved, and insisting that the constitution be respected, it is our intention to
vote against this improper procedure which
is now before us.
Mr. M. J. Coldwell (Rosetown-Biggar): Mr.
Speaker, I was hoping that the remarks of the
right hon. member for Glengarry (Mr. Mackenzie King) would conclude the debate on
a high tone and with unanimity; but I regret
that we have now had a discussion, entirely
out of order, dealing with matters which were
voted upon and disposed of last evening. You
know, there are some people who think of
constitutions when it suits their convenience.
There are constitutions that govern the relationships of the various parts of a country;
there are constitutions that govern bodies of
men and women elected to public office. We
have in this house a constitution which lays
down certain rules of procedure; and if we
are going to respect constitutions generally I
think all of us should set an example by
observing the constitution of this house; for
example is much better than precept.
In the debate last night we disposed of
certain aspects of the constitution. When the
hon. leader of the opposition was. speaking, I
was tempted to have something further to say
about the attitude of the early fathers of
confederation, and particularly Sir John A.
Macdonald. Since that is not permitted by
the rules of the house, I am not going to do
so. I am not going to repeat what I said
before about the entry of Newfoundland into
confederation. It is a great event in our
Canadian history. As the right hon. member
for Glengarry (Mr. Mackenzie King) said a
few moments ago in a few well chosen words,
it rounds out this great confederation.
One hundred and twenty-five years ago we
were a few scattered colonies in British North
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America; today we are united, and I hope
permanently united, people. We are not
stretched in scattered communities across this
continent, but welded together as a great,
powerful, influential and prosperous nation.
If we are going to preserve that nation, there
are in relation to our constitution some matters that we should be considering at the
present time. During the course of this
debate, we have heard so much about the
constitution. We like to think our constitution preserves freedom of speech. I am afraid
that, in some parts of Canada today, freedom
of speech has been threatened from time to
time.
Equally important with some of the aspects
of the constitution that have been discussed
within the last few days is freedom of worship according to the dictates of one's conscience; freedom to associate in our religious
organizations; freedom to express ourselves
through press and radio. At this time I mention those three particularly because I have
been reading the newspapers. I have read
that the allies of my hon. friends of the Conservative party are undermining all three of
those freedoms. Only this morning I read in
my hon. friends' newspaper, the Montreal
Gazette, that the leader of L'Union Nationale,
Mr. Duplessis, in the province of Quebec had
advised retail merchants to exert pressure
upon the newspapers to prevent a certain kind
of publicity in that province. I say, Mr.
Speaker, that that kind of thing reinforces
what the leader of the opposition said in
1936, that there was a growing fascism in the
province of Quebec. This undermining is
done by the ally of my hon. friends.
If we are going to guard the great heritage
given to us by the fathers of confederation,
we have to have the right to promote the
development of our individual cultures. I do
not think there is anyone in this house who
would gainsay the fact that at the very rootAn hon. Member: You do not know.
Mr. Coldwell: Someone says I do not know;
that might be said of some of the people
about whom I am talking this afternoon.
There is no one in this house who should fail
to recognize that the very foundation of this
country lies upon the recognition of the right
to divers cultures. We want to see that that
right is adequately protected in our country's
constitution. We want protection of the right
to maintain those things given to the provinces under section 92 of the British North
America Act; the right to maintain those
social welfare services and responsibilities
attached particularly to family life.
May I say, Mr. Speaker, that if we are
going to build the kind of nation we wish
Canada to be, then those problems that are
of national importance can be dealt with
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only on a national scale. In order that ail
(Translation):
our people shaîl have an equal opportunity,
Mr. Frederic Darion (Charlevoix-Saguenay):
such matters must be placed more under the In view of certain remarks that have
just
control of this parliament; that is not been made, I feel bound to add a few words.
centralization.
I had not intended to participate in this
debate, but I believe it behooves me to do so,
Mr. Fleming: It certainly is.
on account of some remarks whîch the hon.
Mr. Coldwell: It is common sense. Today member for Rosetown-Biggar (Mr. Coldwell)
we have no national health program.
has just made. Even if this debate has only
served to reveal the stand of our public men
Mr. Martin: Oh, yes, we have.
with regard to certain ideologies which are
Mr. Coldwell: No.
now spreading across Canada, I must say that
Mr. Fraser: You should flot kick your bed- it has had a good result.
fellow.
Even though the leader of the C.C.F. should
Mr. Coldwell: We have no national health make a show 0f fighting communism, as he
program comparable to those which exist in has claimed he was doing these last few days,
other civilized and progressive countries. even though he should tell us to protect ourTrue, some foundation may have been laid selves against communism, it is well that we
by the health grants, but those health grants should know where he stands. It is edifying
are a long way froin the kind of national to see him take the defence of communism as
health program this country needs at the he has just done by his remarks on the
province of Quebec.
present time.
I arn proud of the fact that the present
We need a national marketing system. The
predecessors of my hon. friends to the right, government of the province of Quebec has
the Progressive Conservatives, enacted suceh a set an example to the whole world in the
a bill in 1935. It was declared ultra vires of fight it is now waging against communism,
this parliament.
We need national social against the subversive ideologies of this day;
securjty. Those are policies we need and and if governments had followed the same
they should be the constitutional right of course in Hungary, in Czechoslovakia, in
Canadian citizens; the right to security, life, Poland and in Roumania, we would not have
liberty and happiness from the cradie to the to lament what is now taking place, we would
not have to lament the scandalous persecugrave.
tions which we are now witnessing.
So I say that, when we are thinking of the
It is well, Mr. Speaker, that we should
entry of Newfoundland into this confederation,
I hope it will highlight some of these problems know what direction our political men are
which are as much constitutional problems taking, and who are their supporters and
as those other factors which have been debated friends; and I arn glad that this debate has
in this house during the past two or three been initiated this afternoon, because it bas
days. On behaîf of my colleagues and myself, given us the opportunity of ascertaining where
I should like to say we welcome the people the friends of communîsts are to be found.
of Newfoundland. They have a remarkable
(Text):
history. I arn not going over their history
Mr. Jean-François Pouliot <Temniscouata):
again because I mentioned some of its interesting features when this matter was intro- I rise on a point of order, Mr. Speaker. The
duced in the house. They are the descendants point of order is my contention that it is
of hardy fisherfolk, in the main; descendants impossible to adopt the main motion nowv
0f the people who braved the storms of the since it contains a statement which is flot
Atlantic and settled on the island to the east true. I mention one in particular. Before
of us against great odds, discouragements and that, there were joint motions from the House
preventions. Today I wanted to mention some of Commons and the Senate. At the present
considerations which we must keep in mind if time the motion is submitted to both houses.
we are to make Canada great, not geographi- In the motion I read the folloxving paragraph:
And whereas the agreement containing termns of
cafly, but in humanity, in progress and in
between Canada and NewfoundIand set out
welfare. We must keep these basic conditions union
mn the schedule to this act has been duly approved
in mind if we want to build a great country by the parliament of Canada and by the governent
which will be an example to the rest of the of Newvfoundland;
world. Let us hope that, when Newfoundland
I do not know whether the government of
is gathered into the family of Canadian prov- Newfoundland bas approved it. It may have
inces, we may go forward with renewed done so. But the parliament of Canada has
courage and renewed hope to a heaithier, nut yet approved it. The Senate is still at it.
happier and more secure Canadian nation.
Although this is the last stage of discussion
[Mr. Coldwell.]
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in the House of Commons, I do not see how right hon. member for Glengarry, then Prime
we can adopt the motion without an amend- Minister, who moved at that time that the
ment to the effect that it has not yet been question be now put. That motion was then
adopted by the Senate. The wording of the decided by a vote of the house. When that
motion is wrong. If we vote in favour of that motion had been disposed of, the Speaker
motion, we approve a procedure which has then said, "The question is on the main
not been rightly drafted. My point of order motion", which was the motion moved by the
is that the motion should be amended then Minister of Justice, now Prime Minister;
accordingly or the debate should be adjourned and upon that motion the house decided. But
until the Senate has passed the bill in all there were two different motions which had to
stages.
be disposed of by the house, by means of a
Mr. St. Laurent: Speaking to the point of vote or otherwise.
order, I would invite the hon. member to
Mr. Si. Laurent: The whole of the debate
read the resolution. It is a resolution that must take place before either of the motions
a petition be presented jointly by the two is put. When the motion "that the question
houses of parliament. The hon. member can be now put" has been affirmed, it is immedihave the assurance that the petition will not ately put.
be presented until parliament has finally disMr. Knowles: But it might be defeated.
posed of the bill; and when it is presented
it will be true that parliament will have
Mr. St. Laurent: If it is defeated, of course
approved the measure in question.
the debate goes on.
I take it that I am concluding the debate.
Mr. Graydon: That is right.
I would not want to go on at this point if
there are other members who wish to speak.
Mr. Si. Laurent: But if it is agreed to, the
Mr. Knowles: On a point of order, certainly question is immediately put. If I have anyI do not wish to speak, but if the Prime thing to say on the main motion, I must say
Minister speaks now he is speaking to the it now; otherwise, in the event of the previous
previous question which was moved by the question being adopted by the house, I would
hon. member for Peel (Mr. Graydon). He be deprived of my right of saying it.
can speak again later on.
Mr. Graydon: That is quite right.
Mr. Si. Laurent: The previous question preMr. St. Laurent: On the main motion, I
vents any amendment of the main motion. merely wish to make two short points. The
The previous question having been moved, first is that should the attitude announced by
nothing else can be decided but the main the leader of the opposition be the attitude of
motion. There does not have to be a pre- the house-that is to say, that this motion be
vious decision on the previous question. The rejected--that would mean that there would
moving of the previous question prevents any be no union of Newfoundland with Canada on
other matter but the main motion being put the terms that have been approved by this
to the house. All those who are entitled to house.
speak on the main motion may of course do
Mr. Rowe: Not necessarily.
so now. If there are others who wish to
speak, I will not do so at this moment,
Mr. St. Laurent: Yes, it would; because,
because I would be closing the debate.
unless there is a petition, there cannot be a
Mr. Graydon: I am not sure, Mr. Speaker, bill in the parliament of the United Kingdom.
that the Prime Minister has fully appreciated And unless there is a bill in the parliament of
the point that is involved here. The debate the United Kingdom, receiving the royal
to which I referred when I was moving the assent before March 31, 1949, all the work
motion in the original instance, that is, on that has been done up to this time falls by the
July 5, 1943, bears out, I think, my under- wayside and must be started over again. The
standing that the motion then was on all second point I wish to make is this. I would
fours with this, both as to the substance of ask Mr. Speaker, when putting the main
the resolution and as to the procedure. I motion, to cal for the yeas and nays so that
think the Prime Minister will readily see all members of this house, on this historic
that there are two matters to be disposed of. occasion, may have the privilege of standing
One is the motion I made, seconded by the up and letting their fellow members in this
hon. member for Vancouver South (Mr. house and their fellow Canadians know what
Green), that the question be now put. If the their position is.
Prime Minister will turn to page 4367 of
Mr. Speaker: The question before the house
Hansard of July 5, 1943, he will find that the is the motion moved by the hon. member
for
first motion put there was the motion of the Peel (Mr. Graydon) and seconded by the hon.
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member for Vancouver South (Mr. Green), Power
Probe
that the question be now put. Is it the Raymond (Wright)
motion?
Reid
pleasure of the house to adopt the
Motion agreed to.
Mr. Speaker: Is the house ready for the
motion of the Prime Minister?
Some hon. Members: Question.
The house divided on the main motion (Mr.
St. Laurent) which was agreed to on the following division:

Strum, Mrs.
Thatcher
Townley-Smith
Tremblay
Viau
Richard (Gloucester)
Richard (Ottawa East)
Warren
Robinson (Simcoe East)
Weir
St. Laurent
Whitman
Sinclair
Williams
Sinnott
Wright
Smith (York North)
Stewart (Winnipeg North) Young
Zaplitny-140.
Stuart (Charlotte)
NAYS
Messrs:

YEAS
Messrs:
Abbott
Archibald
Argue
Arsenault
Baker
Beaudoin
Beaudry
Belzile
Benidickson
Bentley
Bertrand (Laurier)
Bertrand (Prescott)
Black (ChateauguayHuntingdon)
Blanchette
Boivin
Bonnier
Boucher
Bourget
Bradette
Breithaupt
Brunelle
Bryce
Burton
Campbell
Castleden
Chevrier
Clark
Claxton
Cleaver
Cloutier
Coldwell
Coté (Matapedia-Matane)
Coté (St. Johns-IbervilleNapierville)
Coté (Verdun)
Cournoyer
Croll
Cruickshank
Demers
Denis
Dickey
Dion (Lake St. JohnRoberval)
Dionne (Beauce)
Douglas
Emmerson
Eudes
Fontaine
Fournier (Hull)
Fournier (MaisonneuveRosemont)
Gardiner
Gariépy
Garson
Gauthier (Portneuf)
Gibson (Comox-Alberni)
Gibson (Hamilton West)
Gillis
Gingues
[Mr. Speaker.]

Gladstone
Golding
Gour (Russell)
Grant
Gregg
Hallé
Harris (Grey-Bruce)
Hartt
Healy
Herridge
Howe
Irvine
Isnor
Jaenicke
Jean
Jones
Jutras
King, Mackenzie
Kirk
Knight
Knowles
Lafontaine
Langlois
Lapointe
Laurendeau
Leger
Lesage
Little
McCann
McCuaig
McCubbin
McCulloch (Pictou)
McCullough (Assiniboia)
Macdonald (Brantford
City)
McGarry
McBraith
Macnnis
Melvor
Mclay
MacRinnon
MacLea
MacNaught
Maloney
Marier
Marquis
Martin
Matthews (Brandon)
Mstthews (Kootenay Hast)
Maybank
Msyhew
Mitchell
Moore
Mullins
Mutch
Nicholson
Nixon
Parent
Picard
Pinard

Adamson
Ashby
Aylesworth
Barrett
Black (Cumberland)
Black (Yukon)
Blackmore
Blair
Bracken
Bradshaw
Brooks
Cardiff
Case
Casselman
Charlton
Church
Cockeram
Coyle
Daniel
Desmond
Diefenbaker
Dorion
Drew
Drope
Fair
Ferguson
Fleming
Fraser
Fulton
Graydon
Green
Hackett
Hamel
Hansell
Harkness
Harris (Danforth)
Hazen
Hlynka

Hodgson
Jackman
Johnston
Kidd
Kuhi
LaCroix
Lennard
Cockhart
Low
McLure
McMaster
MacNicol
Manross
Marshall
Menary
Merritt
Miller
Murphy
Nowlan
Pearkes
Pouliot
Quelch
Robinson (Bruce)
Ross (St. Pauls)
Boss (Souris)
Rowe
Shaw
Skey
Smith (Calgary West)
Stephenson
Stokes
Timmins
Tustin
Webb
White (HastingsPeterborough)
White (Middlesex Hast)
-74.

Whereupon the members rose and sang
O Canada
and
Gnd Save thse King
Mr. S±anfield: I was paired with the Minister of Reconstruction and Supply (Mr. Winters). Had I voted I would have voted against
the motion.
(Translation):
Mr. Raymand (Beauharnais-LaPrairie Mr.
Speaker, I was paired with the hon. member
for Outremont (Mr. Rinfret). Had I voted,
I would have voted against the motion.
Mr. Gagnon: Mr. Speaker, I was paired with
the hon. member for Terrebonne (Mr.
Bertrand). Had I voted, I would have voted
against the motion.

