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together on those things that will reach far
beyond our domestic economy. If I were to
mention one aspect in particular, I would
suggest that when our budgets corne down,
and a great clamour for reduction in taxation
is made, it should be remembered that
we have responsibilities in equipping and
defending our coasts.
Honourable senators, in our relations with
the United States concerning the North
American defence policy, let us take Newfoundland as a symbol of the co-operation
that must continue between these two halves
of the North American continent.
Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
Hon. Athanase David: Honourable senators,
it is too bad that the Canadian public at
large has no opportunity to assist in a discussion of this nature, which reflects a dignity,
broadmindedness and respect which we wish
could be observed everywhere else.
I was a member of the Legislature of
Quebec for twenty years and a Cabinet
Minister for seventeen. During that long
period, either under Sir Lomer Gouin or Mr.
Alexandre Taschereau, the Liberal party
always remembered the directives given it
through a speech made in 1905 by Sir Wilfrid
Laurier. I have not got the text of that
speech with me, but the thought that animated his words was that the welfare, unity
and stability of Canada resided, in part, in
the respect due by the central government to
the autonomy of the provinces.
We in Quebec have meditated and followed
those words. It is because I have been a
defender of this autonomy that I now rise to
refute the arguments presented in the press
and in political speeches, that the rights of
the provinces are encroached upon by this
legislation. To come to this conclusion one
has to go back to June, 1864, when delegates
from Upper and Lower Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island met in Quebec to elaboratelet us say by way of a gentleman's agreement
-upon the conditions of entry of their respective provinces into confederation. These delegates were so well acquainted with the idea
of Newfoundland entering confederation that
they went so far as to discuss the number of
would be
members that Newfoundland
entitled to in the Assembly, the number of
senators that would be appointed, and the
qualifications that would be required of them.
They also went so far as to declare that Newfoundland judges would be appointed from
amongst the members of the Bar of that
country. In their consultations they also
agreed that Newfoundland, abandoning its
rights as to mines, should receive an annual
sum of $150,000, payable semi-annually. More-

over, section 72 of the Quebec resolutions
specifies that the proceedings of the conference, duly authenticated by the delegates of
the different provinces, shall be deposited and
submitted to their respective governments. At
the London conference two years later, on
the 8th of December, 1866, the future entry of
Newfoundland into confederation was again
assumed-by section 10 of the resolution, if
I remember correctly. Finally, the British
North America Act, which was cited so brilliantly yesterday by the honourable gentleman from Vancouver (Hon. Mr. Farris), provided that upon addresses to the Crown from
the Houses of Parliament of Canada and the
responsible legislature of Newfoundland, that
colony could be admitted into confederation.
That procedure cannot be followed now,
because there is at present no responsible
legislature in Newfoundland. Who will sign
the address in the name of Newfoundland?
Will it be the Royal commission? Will it be
the authorized representatives of the majority
that voted in favour of confederation? This,
I believe we will admit, is a decision that
Newfoundland itself will have to take, as
legally directed.
Honourable senators, I said that I would be
brief. In conclusion, let me say that having
for twenty years defended, under the leadership just mentioned, the autonomous rights of
Quebec, I would be the first in this Senate to
rise in protest if I thought for a single
moment that the autonomy of Quebec, Ontario,
British Columbia, or any other province was
being encroached upon. For if we want unity
in this country of ours, if we want stability,
if we want contentment the first duty of
everyone must be respect for the rights of
others.
Hon. Mr. Howard: Honourable senators, I
move the adjournment of the debate.
The motion was agreed to.
.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS

IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from Wednesday,
February 9, the consideration of His Excellency the Governor General's speech at the
opening of the session, and the motion of
Hon. Mr. Farquhar for an Address in reply
thereto.
Hon. J. W. De B. Farris: Honourable senators, I feel some hesitation in rising to take
the time of this honourable body for the
second day in succession, but I have a compensating assurance to give honourable members. I find it necessary to leave Ottawa on
Friday night, and I can promise that for
some considerable time I shall not again
inflict myself upon the house.
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In beginning, I want to say a word about
a matter that was mentioned yesterday by
the honourable gentleman from Waterloo
(Hon. Mr. Euler) and today by the honourable gentleman from Calgary (Hon. Mr. Ross).
For my part, I do not feel it consistent with
my self-respect to make any denials. I have
before me the Holy Bible, and I refer honourable senators to verse 16 of chapter 20 of the
Book of Exodus, which says:
Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy
neighbour.

I suggest to my honourable friend the leader
opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig), who himself would
never be a party to any such scandalous
assertion as was made by an honourable
member of another place, that when he next
sees that honourable gentleman he quote that
verse to him and advise him to live up to it.
Honourable senators, I gladly join in the
congratulations that have been extended to
the mover (Hon. Mr. Farquhar) and the
seconder (Hon. Mr. Comeau) of the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne.
Their remarks provided a touch of colour
that is perhaps just a little out of the ordinary
in this house, and therefore worthy of
comment.
At this time I wish to express my personal
regret that a number of my friends who sat
opposite me last session are no longer here.
I express that regret not only personally, but
in my public capacity as a senator, for to
those who are interested in the constitution
and best functioning of the Senate it is a
serious consideration that members of the
opposition are dwindling in numbers and
growing in years, which means, of course,
that in some cases their vitality and vigour
of criticism of government or public policy
is not as great as it was. The zest of debate
would be gone if it were not for the fact that
in the speeches of one's opponents-no matter how friendly one may be with those
opponents personally-there is something
that stimulates a reply.
What I have said does not apply to my
honourable friend the leader of the opposition, for which I am glad. The speech of my
honourable friend the leader of the opposition has stimulated me with a desire to reply.
I am sure he will accept that remark in a
friendly spirit and as a compliment. When
be speaks I feel as if I were listening to an
opposing counsel in a case in court, and if
I may say so in a kindly way, I think that
some of the things he has said demand
criticism. In the first place, it seems to me
that in dealing with the Speech from the
Throne he spent too little time on the questions of policy formulated there and perhaps
too much time on wandering into fieldseven into wheat fields-that are not mentioned in the Speech.

I should like to direct the attention of
honourable members to a statement made by
my honourable friend, and appearing on page
30 of Hansard. He stated that $480 million
had been stolen from the farmers of western
Canada.
Hon. Mr. Horner: That is right.
Hon. Mr. Farris: With greatest respect to
my honourable friend, my answer is that that
assertion is pure nonsenseHon. Mr. Howard: No doubt about that.
Hon. Mr. Farris: -particularly as it comes
from a lawyer of standing. The essence of
theft, honourable senators, is mens rea, as
we term it in law; the basis of the charge is a
guilty or fraudulent intent. If someone in
the other house, who was not a lawyer and
who did not know the definition of theft, made
that starding statement with a view to getting
in the headlines of the newspapers, there
might be some justification for it. But coming
from a gentleman who is a lawyer, a member
of the Senate and the leader of the opposition
in this house, the statement is a regrettable
one.
My honourable friend knows, and so does
everyone else in this house, that the making
of the wheat agreement-which my friend
has designated as theft-was not for the purpose of robbing the wheat growers of western
Canada, but came from an earnest desire to
assist them.
I do not pretend to be an authority on the
wheat problem, but it has come to me from
an unimpeachable source that at the time
this policy was formulated the farmers'
organizations

generally

in

the

West

were

practically united in endorsing it, the reason
being that the foremost concern of the farmers
was security. No, that was not a fraudulent
or guilty intent, an intent to rob; it was the
honest attempt of men working together to
serve the best interests of the farmers of that
community.
If my honourable friend had said that the
prophecies respecting the agreement did not
materialize, and that unfortunately some
money had been lost, or if he had confined
his remarks to a criticism of lack of foresight,
there might have been some force and, may
I say with all respect, some sense to his observations. But the charge that failure to achieve
a hope constitutes theft, is an unfortunate and
incorrect staternent which never should have
been made. I criticize my friend not only
for the extravagance of his language, but for
the unfairness of it. I do not go so far as to
contradict his assertions, but I question their
accuracy.
On Monday of this week I read an editorial
in one of the leading newspapers of this
province, the Ottawa Citizen, which indicated
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that the editor had informed himself on the
wheat question. I wish to draw the attention
of honourable senators to this editorial, in
reply to my honourable friend's statements.
The editor has this to say:
An interesting thing about criticism of the wheat
agreement with Britain is that it comes mainly from
traders and speculators or interests closely allied
with the Winnipeg Grain Exchange, their main
forum of operation ...
Canadian wheat growers are for the most part
well satisfied-

Hon. Mr. Horner: No, they are not.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I cannot speak with
authority on that point, but there must be
some ground for the statement.
-with the intervention of the federal government
into the wheat marketing picture and the wheat
pact with the United Kingdom which later developed.

I would venture the statement that the majority of the farmers were well satisfied when the
agreement was made.
Hon. Mr. Howard: No doubt about that.
Mon. Mr. Farris: The article continues:
Western farmers are assured by the agreement of
greater stability in the price of wheat, something
that for years they have placed first in their
demands.

From my observations, I believe that to be
a correct statement.
Going on:
For this they are willing, and wisely so, to make
some temporary concessions in price. That is the
principle of the bulk sales arrangement between
Canada and Britain.

Does my honourable friend dispute that?Silence gives consent.
Further:
The farmers have not suffered nearly so badly
under the wheat pact as their newly-acquired
champions, the would-be private wheat traders, try
to make out. Comparison between "world wheat
prices" and the amount stated in the agreement is
deceptive.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I interrupt the honourable gentleman? He must not say that
because I keep quiet I am agreeing with his
statements. That is not the case at all. I
have no right to interrupt him, and therefore
I am not saying a word.
Hon. Mr. Farris: My friend has full freedom with regard to interruptions, and he
never hesitates to exercise it.
Hon. Mr. Haig: But you said "Silence gives
consent." I am not giving consent.
Hon. Mr. Farris. We will accept my friend's
protest that he does not give consent.
The article continues:
For the Canadian producer gets the full price provided in the contract with Britain, whereas the
Chicago quotations include traders' profits and other

costs. In 1945 for example, Canadian producers
got seven cents more a bushel than United States
farmers.

I take that to be correct.
Hon. Mr. Haig: But it is not.
It certainly is not.

Hon. Mr. Horner:
Hon. Mr. Farris:
responsible source.
Reading further:

It comes from a pretty

And for the past three years the net return to Canadian growers has been only about 35 cents a bushel
less than the amount realized by American farmers.

Hon. Mr. Haig:
Hon. Mr. Farris:

That is not correct, either.
I continue to read:

In normal times the U.S. return runs about seventeen cents more a bushel than in Canada. So that
Canadian farmers have in reality been sacrificing
only 18 cents a bushel.

Hon. Mr. Aselline:
joke.

That statement is a

Hon. Mr. Farris: I do not know whether I
understand my friend's sense of humour or
not.
Going on:
For this they are getting protection against a break
in world wheat prices, and may also realize a continued stable market through extension of the current agreement with Britain. They also have the
assurance of a $2 price for the current crop year,
though the world price may sag well below that in
the near future.

I take it, honourable senators, that is no joke.
It is already down to $2.06 at Chicago-meaning a
net return of less than the price to Britain for those
selling on the "world market."

I quote that editorial as being authoritative,
and so far as I have read in the press generally, these statements in the Ottawa Citizen
have not been chailenged.
Some other statements made by my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Haig) have aroused
my contentious spirit. I trust that he will
not take my remarks in any unfriendly way,
but merely as legitimate controversy in this
house. I refer now to the Trans-Canada highway. I was rather shocked that my friend
should attempt to give to Mr. George Drew
the credit for having stimulated the policy of
the government in that regard.
Hon. Mr. Horner: He certainly did.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Drew started it? I say to
my honourable friend, and to those with him
who are smiling, that at a time when in the
other house we were being told to go to Hull,
I should have thought that they, as senators,
would have raised their voices in defence of
the Senate. I call the attention of my honourable friend the leader of the opposition to a
speech made by your humble servant in 1948,
and reported in Hansard at page 211. It was
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a long speech, I am sorry to say, but among
other things I found this in it:
Hon. Mr. Haig: What year?

No one has ever disputed that.
I think only one province has made inquiries; the
others have not come forward and said that they
wanted the job.

Hon. Mr. Farris: 1948.

I ventured to interrupt my honourable
Hon. Mr. Haig: I thought you said "1914". friend to say:
They all refused it last week.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I hope my honourable
friend heard me better last session than he Perhaps it would have been more accurate
hears me now. I made this speech on March to have said that it was revealed last week
9, 1948, and as I recall it, I was speaking that all, with one single exception, had
pretty loudly, so I think my honourable friend refused to take over rent controls, or at least
must have heard me. At the request of the had expressed their desire not to do so.
leader of the government (Hon. Mr. RobertMy honourable friend then said-and I was
son) I was explaining a bill with respect to surprised that before he made the criticism
conservation of exchange, or what has been he was not better informedtermed the austerity program. I then said:
One made inquiries,Now I am going to suggest some things which we
can do at home to bring in American dollars. One
is to develop the tourist trade. We have an unlimited market, an unlimited product, and goods of
unrivalled quality. We, a handful of people spread
over half a continent, can offer every tourist inducement to the 140 million people at our doors. They
are the best spenders in the world, and there are
no other people they like as well as Canadians. I
have said that we possess every inducement. That
is not correct. There are some powerful inducements which we ought to attend to, and very
quickly. First among these are our automobile highways. I suggest to honourable members, not without diffidence, but with a real confidence, that a
trans-Canada highway of the kind which Americans
will find as easy to travel on as their own, and
excelling their own in scenic attraction, under
climatic conditions which for a part of the year
are far better than theirs, is a work-to quote from
the British North America Act-"for the general
advantage of Canada". I believe that no constructive endeavour which this country can make, without a drain upon our resources, would bring in
more Arnerican dollars than the construction of
that kind of a highway, coupled with provincial
and international feeders, so that at strategic points
in every province there would be highways which
of themselves would invite the United States tourist.

I suggest to my honourable friend that Mr.
George Drew read that speech, and that it
was the beginning of his proposals in this
connection; and I should have thought that,
in view of current controversy about the
Senate, my honourable friend would have
been the first to point out that construction
of an all-Canadian highway was advocated
in this house before we ever heard a word
about it from Mr. Drew.
Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In fact the road has
been under construction for years.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Another matter on which
my honourable friend needs a lot of correction is rent control. Speaking on the 3rd of
this month, he made this statement, Hansard,
page 26:
The administrator is trying to sneak out. I use
that terrn advisedly. It would be far better to say
that the provinces have the right to legislate In the
matter of rent controls. In my judgment it comes
under the heading of property and civil rights.

He referred to one province.
three or four said nothing, and the rest are waiting.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That was the report in the
press.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Well, when has my
honourable friend ever thought it justifiable
to accept reports in the press rather than
the official information which is available to
him?
Hon. Mr. Haig: My statement had nothing
to do with the fundamental, that is whether
they had or had not refused.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I don't know what is
meant by "the fundamental".
Hon. Mr. Haig: I said that he had sneaked
out, and I still say so.
Hon. Mr. Farris: In view of the failure of
my honourable friend to give the information
to this house, and on the assumption that
our debates are more widely read than those
in the other place, and that it is therefore
very important that the record be kept
straight, I want to call my honourable friend's
attention to the fact that the Prime Minister,
speaking in that capacity in the House of
Commons, gave the facts to all Canadians,
including those who sit in this house. While
there is some disposition on our part to close
our eyes to what is said in the other place, we
cannot ignore facts which are of public record.
It is of record, on the authority of the Prime
Minister, that in October the Minister of
Finance wrote to the premiers of every province. It is quite a long letter, and I shall not
read it all. Honourable senators will find it
on page 75 of House of Commons Hansard.
I quote it in part as follows:
I am writing to you at this time to say that if
your government should decide to introduce provincial legislation relating to rent control, the federal government will be prepared to vacate the field
ai any time after March 31, 1949, to put at your
disposal the records, information and experience of
the federal rent administration with all available
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staff and, if parliament approves, to pay the costs
of your provincial rent administration for one year.
May I add that the rentals administrator of the
Wartime Prices and Trade Board has been instructed to make himself available to you for consultation in
connection with provincial legislation
relating to rent control.

for their own edification they should turn to
page 76 of the House of Commons Hansard
and read the letter of Mr. Maurice Duplessis.
I would put it to your judgment, after you
read his letter, whether it is not the finest
illustration of an obvious attempt to side-

Apparently there were replies to that letter track and evade an issue. It is in marked confrom every province, and those replies were trast with the letters from every other provmade before my honourable friend spoke in ince of Canada.
this debate.
Then we come to Ontario. There has been
Hon. Mr. Haig: I did not say what the a lot of suggestion of collaboration between
Ontario and Quebec, but apparently they did
honourable senator suggests.
not get together on this matter. The letter
Hon. Mr. Farris: Honourable Byron John- from the Premier of Ontario was written as
son, Premier of British Columbia, replied on private and confidential, but later the premier
January 18 as follows:
released the restriction. This letter reads as
First, I may state that it is not the intention of follows:
the province of British Columbia to enter this field,
as it is felt that it is one which rightfully belongs
to the federal government. I feel that perhaps your
officiais are better able to advise you as to the need
for rent control, since they have been dealing with
this matter for so long. Consequently it is not the
intention of the government at this time either to
introduce rent control legislation or to make any
representations in regard to this project.

The government of the province of Ontario feels
that rental control should be carried on by your
government at present, and when the year 1950
comes we can decide if we have to do anything
further.

That seems to dispose of Ontario.
Then we turn to page 89 of Hansard for
further replies. I suppose if any honourable
The next on the list, a letter was writ- senator wanted to see the originals he would
ten by the Premier of Alberta on January 18 find them in the Department of Finance. Next
of this year, as follows:
is a letter from Saskatchewan, dated January
Dear Mr. Abbott:
28, and signed by Premier Douglas:
I have for reply your letter of January 13 in
further reference to the offer of your government
to the provinces to assume control of rentals.
Since my letter of November 3, this matter has
been considered in detail and I now am in a position
to notify you that the government of Alberta does
not propose to enter into the control of rentals.

Then we skip to the far east, to Prince
Edward Island. On January 13 Premier Jones
wrote as follows:
Dear Mr. Abbott:
Thank you for your letter of January 13 regarding
continuance of rent controls.
The governiment of Prince Edward Island does not
believe that rent control can be better undertaken
and administered locally, and consequently will not
request that federal rent control be discontinued in
this province after that date.

Next we come to my own native province of
New Brunswick. On January 11, Mr. McNair
wrote:
Dear Mr. Abbott:
With further reference to your letter of October
23 regarding rental control, I wish to advise that I
have now had an opportunity to discuss the matter
to some extent with my colleagues.
It was drawn to their attention that, as set out
in your letter, the federal government intends to

ask parliament for power to extend this control for
a further period of twelve months from March 31

next.

It is our feeling that this extension may adequately meet the situation in this province. At any

rate there is no present disposition on our part to
enter this field.

Should there be any change of

attitude in this regard I shall advise you accordingly.

The next correspondence concerns Quebec,
but I do not intend to read it. However, I
would suggest to honourable senators that

Dear Mr. Abbott:
Thank you very much for your letter of January
13, in which you ask for the government's view on
the occupation by the federal government of the
field of rental control. The government of Saskatchewan is desirous that the dominion government
continue to exercise its jurisdiction in this field and
to extend the legislation relating to rental control
for at least another year. In view of the fact that
these matters have national implications, we feel
that they can best be dealt with on a federal basis.

Then we come to what you might call the
coalition government. Is that the term they
use in Manitoba? This letter, signed by
Douglas Campbell, was written on January
28 and reads as follows:
My dear Mr. Abbott:
Re: Matter of rent control.
I received your letter herein dated 14th Instant.
I have referred to our file. It contains the letter
dated October 23, 1948, from yourself to Honourable
Mr. Garson, K.C., the then premier of Manitoba.
I note that the speech from the throne read at the
opening of your paliament on Wednesday, 26th
instant, forecasts the extension of rent control under
legislation of the parliament of Canada.
I have conferred with my colleagues and we have
carefully gone over the whole situation. We are
of the unanimous opinion that, as matters stand at
present, the whole subject of rent control should be
left for the exclusive consideration, attention, et
cetera, of the Dominion of Canada authorities.

Surely my honourable friend from the city
of Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Haig) should have
been familiar with the policy of the government of Manitoba, of which I am sure he is
a loyal supporter.
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Hon. Mr. Haig: What about Nova Scotia?
Hon. Mr. Farris: What about it?
Hon. Mr. Haig: What did it say?
Hon. Mr. Farris: I do not know. I shall
give my friend an opportunity to check up
on Nova Scotia, and if he can find anything
inconsistent in a single statement of one
province to support his stand, I hope he will
take some satisfaction from it.
Hon. Mr. Haig: That does not differ from
my statement at all.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Perhaps Nova Scotia has
answered, and I may have overlooked it.
Honourable senators, it is with the greatest
regret that I continue my speech in the
absence of the honourable senator from
Peterborough (Hon. Mrs. Fallis). I regret
that she is ill, because I have formed the
highest respect and deepest regard for her.
But she too, like my honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig), is often very provocative in debate. Before I knew that she could
not be here I made some notes on what she
said in her speech on the Address in reply.
Hon. Mr. Howard: Let us have them.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I am sure that if the honourable senator were here things would be
more interesting, because I do not know of
anybody more skilful in making interruptions, and nothing spices up a debate more
than that.
I should like to congratulate the honourable
senator from Peterborough on a most clever
speech; J emphasize the word clever; but I
was surprised at the attacks she made. The
first and outstanding one was on the appointment of a royal commission which she
termed, with that apt ability which she has
to turn a phrase, "a cultural omnibus resolution." I was amazed that one who had served
as a school teacher and as a past president
of the Teachers' Federation would frivolously
make fun of a serious government proposal
to further the cultural development of this
country. It is surprising that she, with the
cultural advantages she has enjoyed, would
by her remarks tend to deprive others of an
opportunity in the future to gain cultural
advantages at least approaching, if not as
great as, those she had. I hope my honourable
friend from Sorel (Hon. Mr. David) will take
part in this debate. I hope that he will give
to this house some of the knowledge that he
has gained through his identification-and
also, I am told, that of his good wife-with
cultural developments, with the arts and
other things that go to make up the finer
and higher life of our community.
To me it is a matter of real disappointment
that one of our senators who has benefited

most from cultural opportunities-as is manifested by the high character of her diction
and the able speeches she bas made in this
house-bas found occasion to poke fun at the
announcement of the government's intention
to appoint a royal commission. The honourable senator says that the proposed reference
to the commission covers too much territory.
Well, honourable senators, more than thirty
years ago it was my privilege to be a member
of the government of British Columbia and
to occupy two portfolios-those of attorney
general and Minister of Labour. There were
then some socialists in the legislature, as
there still are, but I am glad to say that their
numbers have not increased very largely. I was
young and ambitious and had a lot of ideals
-J
hope I have preserved them-and I
brought in some measures that might generally be termed labour and social legislation.
Among these was, for instance, a mother's
pension act. Every time that I introduced
any such measure, the members who claimed
to represent labour and to stand primarily
for the social advancement of the underprivileged, failed to give me any support.
They well knew that in any government you
have to fight before you can get agreement
to have these measures brought in; but instead
of attempting to strengthen my hand they
would get up and move a resolution to the
effect that I had not gone far enough. But
the honourable senator from Peterborough
(Hon. Mrs. Fallis) has taken a new stand.
She says the government bas gone too far,
that it has included too much in this omnibus
undertaking to investigate and promote these
cultural advantages that we should enjoy.
Well, I leave it to the judgment of every
member of this bouse whether I am not right
in saying that the people of Canada will never
criticize the government on the ground that
it has gone too far in attempting to promote
matters of this kind. Better too much than
too little.
My honourable friend from Peterborough
then charged that in this proposed reference
to a royal commission there was an evasion
of parliamentary responsibility. She claimed
that some of the matters mentioned should
be dealt with by the Senate and the other
house. Perhaps that is so. It is now nearly
thirteen years since I first came to the
Senate, and my honourable friend from
Peterborough bas been here for almost fourteen years. Well, honourable senators, let
me point out that the responsibility to agitate
for and promote development of the cultural
activities in this country is not exclusively
the responsibility of the Senate as a whole
or of the House of Commons as a whole; it is
a responsibility of each and every individual
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member of each bouse. Any senator is free
to get up in this chamber at any time and
advocate investigation or promotion of any
of the things mentioned in the proposed reference. I ask if any single member of the
opposition, including my honourable friend
from Peterborough, has ever moved for the
appointment of a committee to investigate or
promote any of those things, or has even proclaimed the necessity of investigating or
promoting them.
If the announced intention to appoint a
royal commission has done nothing else, it bas
at least stimulated recognition of the fact that
the honourable lady and others ought long
ago to have been doing what the government
now proposes to have done. The proposed
appointment of a royal commission is part of
the forward policy which the present government has been carrying out step by step every
year, in keeping with the vision, such as no
other government of Canada has ever had, of
promoting the welfare of-if I may use a
hackneyed expression-the common people,
who have missed many of the cultural
advantages that have been enjoyed by some
of us, including the honourable senator from
Peterborough. A step in the carrying out of
that policy is not one that should be made
fun of or scorned by a member of this house
or by the leader of the opposition in another
place on the specious and false grounds that
the government is undertaking too much. Nor
should the government's announcement have
been subjected to the criticism that appeared
in a newspaper, to the effect that young men
should be appointed to the royal commission
because its work will take a very long time.
That is just nonsense, honourable senators. I
dislike to say it, but I will say that when I
saw that statement I felt that the newspaper
was thinking about, not the welfare of our
people, but ways of reducing the government's prestige in the coming election.
Then I was more than astounded by what
my honourable friend from Peterborough did
not say about other provisions in the Speech
from the Throne. For instance, the Speech
makes a direct reference to the national
health program, but there is not a word about
this in the address of the honourable senator
from Peterborough, who, of all of our members, might be expected to be the foremost in
praising and commending this program.
The very next paragraph in the Speech
from the Throne says that a bill will be
introduced to broaden the scope of the Family
Has this announcement
Allowances Act.
received any commendation from any honourable member on the other side or any member of the Progressive Conservative Party in
another place? I wish my honourable friend
from Peterborough were present so that I
could say to ber that of all the statements in

the Speech from the Throne this is one which
she should have endorsed. There is a special
reason for my saying that, honourable senators. When the original Family Allowances
Bill was before the other house, the then
leader of the opposition, Mr. Bracken, said it
was a bribe to the electors. And in a radio
address delivered on August 9, 1944, the then
Prime Minister of Ontario, who is the present
leader of the opposition, said this of the
Family Allowances Bill:
The Government of Ontario intends to do everything within its power to make sure that this iniquitous bill does not go into effect.

Any member of the opposition party speaking
in this house, and particularly the honourable
lady senator from Peterborough (Hon. Mrs.
Fallis), should go on record as repudiating the
statements made in this regard by the present
leader of the Conservative party, and his
predecessor, and assure the people of Canada
that he, or she, is 100 per cent behind the
policy of the government, which has already
been endorsed by the people of Canada.
Reference is made in the Speech from the
Throne of the formation of a commission to
inquire into national transportation. I hesitate to criticize this proposal.
Hon. Mr. Horner: Go right ahead.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I know my honourable
friend would be one of the first to pick up
one of my sentences and use it outside its
context. If he does not do so, he differs from
some of his associates.
Hon. Mr. Aseltine: That is not a very nice
statement to make.
Hon. Mr. Haig: I object to that. Surely you
will withdraw that statement.
Hon. Mr. Horner: I will have something to
say later on that point.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I was speaking of some
other members of the Conservative party. I
cannot say that my honourable friends opposite have ever been guilty of using the text
without the context. I am glad my friends
can score on me to that extent.
I am not criticizing the proposal, but I am
wondering why the commission is being set
up. As a senator, I think it is my duty to
raise a question about such matters. No
doubt when the subject gets to the proper
stage in the other place it will be fully
explained. We have in Canada the Board of
Transport Commissioners, which has been
headed by outstanding men. The present
chairman of that board, Mr. Justice Archibald,
is a man of great ability. He was a distinguished member of the Supreme Court of
Nova Scotia, and during the war years served
in a very able way as chairman of one of the
labour boards in Ottawa.
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I recognize the outstanding ability of the
gentleman who is to be the chairman of the
new commission. The Honourable W. F. A.
Turgeon is a brother of our colleague from
Cariboo. He and I had the pleasant experience
of being admitted to the Bar of New Brunswick and of going west together. We parted
company at Regina, and the next time we
met he was Attorney-General of the province
of Saskatchewan and I was Attorney-General
for British Columbia. He was later Chief
Justice of Saskatchewan, and more recently
has been High Commissioner to Ireland. The
Honourable Mr. Turgeon has a wide knowledge of Canadian affairs; he has sat on other
important commissions, and I have not the
least doubt about his ability.
The only question in my mind concerning
the appointment of the commission is why
is the investigation being taken out of the
hands of the Transport Board, a body which
has a tradition and a wide experience in transportation matters. It may be that the government has felt that the board was too tied down
by tradition and that there was need for
bringing a fresh mind to the solution of the
problem. Those are matters which I do not
feel qualified to discuss at the moment, but
I think we may conclude that this inquiry is
opportune and necessary.
We in this country must face the fact that
our railways have to secure adequate returns
to permit them to operate. If the present
rates do not adequately compensate them,
some method must be devised to assure
them fair returns. Tremendous capital expenditures must be made by the Canadian railroads. At this time of the year, with the
frost in the ground, the sleepers ride quite
comfortably; but when spring comes the
trip from here to Vancouver, bumping over
the ties, is most unpleasant. When we compare our railways with those of the United
States we must realize that if our roads are
to be kept up and are to get their share of
the traffic, tremendous capital expenditures
must be made.
One of the prime purposes of the inquiry
will be to remove jurisdictional injustices.
Coming from British Columbia, as I do, I have
strong feelings in this respect; but as the matter is now in reserve I will not discuss it.
Concerning the mountain differential, the
railways are not only proposing to ask for
the perpetuation of these discriminations, but
they are seeking to impose a percentage of
increase on the differential. That seems to
me somewhat illogical, because the mountains
are no higher and the grades no steeper than
they used to be.
Whatever may be the merits of that question, this is basic: Western Canada's trade and
prosperity depend on fair and equalized

freight rates, and the progress of the West is
essential to the prosperity of the East. We
hear a good deal these days about national
unity; but as long as there are grievances, and
shippers and importers in the West find these
hard-to-explain discrepancies, there will be a
sense of injustice-and nothing does more to
harm the spirit of Canadian unity. Whether
the government is to correct the problems of
transportation by appointing a new commission or by strengthening the Transport Board
and imposing further duties on them, it is
high time there was a complete review of the
situation. I think the people of Canada must
look forward with hopeful anticipation to
good results from this commission.
Honourable senators, a further question
referred to in the Speech from the Throne is
appeals to the Privy Council. I would not
deal with this subject now if I were able to
be here when the bill is introduced in the
house. If honourable senators will permit me,
as one somewhat actively engaged in the
practice of law and a former president of the
Canadian Bar Association, I should like to say
something on this question. I feel that as a
result of our new sense of national independence the sentiment in this country is growing
so strongly in favour of doing away with
appeals to the Privy Council that there is not
much point in speaking against the proposal.
However, with the permission of the house,
I should like to read an expression of opinion
that I wrote for the Canadian Bar Review
after the Privy Council declared that the Parliament of Canada had jurisdiction to abolish
the appeals. The editor of this journal invited
me, with some others, to give my views. I
expressed my opinions on the question of the
legality of the decision and its implications,
and finally, on the question whether, the right
to abolish appeals, being admitted, should be
exercised immediately. With the permission
of honourable senators, I will put on record
what I then wrote:
On this question there is something to be said on
both sides. The fact that the power exists is not
of itself a reason for putting it into effect. The
Privy Council has been a useful institution to Canada and has contributed much to our jurisprudence
both directly and as a powerful influence in our
legal and judicial growth and development. England
has been the cradle of the common law and the
high traditions of our profession are deeply embedded in the judicial soil of that country. To say
now that because we are grown up we should
demonstrate our new status by abolishing Privy
Council appeals is a non sequitur which would indicate our continued adolescence.
It is true that
Canada is now big enough to have her own Court
of Appeal. In fact, she is big enough to have any
court she considers in her best interest.
If the
appeals are to be abolished, let us be sure the
reasons are sensible and realistic and not merely
the first flutterings of the wings of the bird newly
dropped from its nest.
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There are substantial reasons advanced for ending Canada's present stature has grown out of our past
the Privy Council which might be effectively met associations and that benefits may still come from
by remedying the criticized conditions without re- a continuance of the tie that binds.
sorting to the extreme measure of abolition. One of
I want to go on record to that extent. If
the criticisms is that the costs are excessive. It
is true that today only the wealthy or the very I am here when the bill for the abolition of
poor can afford an appeal to London. A man of appeals is brought in, I shall have nothing
moderate means, involved in a suit for a few more to say. I feel that the sentiment of the
thousand dollars in which he is successful here, may
be dragged to the Privy Council and find himself younger men in the country is not in accord
burdened with costs out of proportion to the amount with my views; and having put them before
involved.
you, I will not presume to take a further
This condition should be and can be remedied. I stand when the matter comes up by way of
suggest amendments or changes in procedure so that
appeals as of right or by special leave would be legislation.
If honourable senators will allow me
restricted to the following cases:
(1) To constitutional cases: provided that if the another ten minutes, I should like to talk
Crown is appellant and the respondent a private upon one or two topics which probably are
litigant the condition is imposed that the appellant
must pay the costs unless for good reason otherwise not directly dealt with in the Speech from
the Throne.
ordered.
If a province or the dominion, fighting a
private litigant, wants to test the constitutionality of a case, and drags a private litigant
overseas, it would be only fair that his costs
should be paid.
(2) Cases between parties where the amount involved is large. I would suggest a minimum of
$25,000, or even $50,000.
(3) Cases for lesser amounts where the appellant
is put on terms to pay all the costs, win or lose.
(4) Cases where both parties stipulate in advance
that the loser below shall have the right to appeal to
the Privy Council. If both sides can afford the luxury
of an appeal regardless of the amount involved, and
so stipulate, there is no hardship.
There is criticism that it is inconsistent with our
present status as a nation that we are dependent
on a court which is paid for by Britain. This is
easily corrected. Canada should insist on paying
its own way and that the share of maintenance costs
of the Privy Council proportionate to the amount
of work connected with Canadian appeals should be
paid by Canada. In this connection I suggest that
some Canadian judges of recognized ability should
be members of the Judicial Committee.

I may say that the Chief Justice of Canada
is today a member of that committee, and I
understand that he may be going to the Privy
Coundil this summer.
In favour of continuing appeals to the Privy Coun-

Some Hon. Senators: Go on.
Hon. Mr. Farris: I suppose that, strictly
speaking, I should not speak about a bill in
the other house, but it is a private bill, and
my guess is that it will never get here. It is
the bill of the Honourable C. G. Power with
regard to election expenses. I shall not
discuss the bill, but as to the subject-matter
I want to offer a suggestion which is based
on some experience.
One of the chief expenses in partisan
elections is that of getting voters out to the
polls.
Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.
Hon. Mr. Farris: In my judgment that difficulty could be largely remedied by the institution of compulsory voting, which I believe
would be a highly beneficial reform.
Hon. Mr. Horner: I agree.
Hon. Mr. Farris: What sort of person can
always be depended upon to go to the polls?
The voter who has an axe to grind. If a
man is looking for special favours, if he is
an enthusiastic member of the party machine
which controls patronage-and I believe

cil, or at least in favour of postponing the abolition

there is some patronage in Canada-he and

are stimulating and worthwhile. I believe that they
promote better understanding and will continue to
be a beneficial influence in maintaining our high
legal standards and ideals of justice.
In conclusion let us bear in mind that the Commonwealth Nations are now going through most

whose concern is abstract rather than con-

others of the same type may be counted upon
of such appeals, I offer the following reasons:
(1) The judgments are a useful contribution to to turn up at the polls. But what about the
our common jurisprudence.
man who ought to take an unselfish interest
(2) The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council is in public affairs, the man who bas no direct
one of the last remaining links of Empire. This is
more than mere sentiment. The intellectual contacts personal stake in the result of an election,

difficult and trying post-war experiences.
This, of course, was written two years ago.

There are inevitable forces tending to pull us apart.
These forces should be countered and resisted.
Action by Canada at this time declaring against our

long established institution of Privy Council appeals
will be interpreted in many quarters as a significant
step in a process of Empire dissolution. My advice
je to -proceed with caution and not to forget that

crete? I am afraid that citizens of this class
have acquired a cynical attitude towards
politics. They sit at their own firesides or
before big fireplaces in their clubs, and talk
about the way politics are run, and the gang
who are running them, and so forth; but they
don't go out and vote. Under a compulsory
system the votes of these men would be
disinterested in the sense that they had no
immediate private ends to serve, but they
would reflect a higher interest, namely, the
welfare of the country as a whole. I believe it
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will be found that a large percentage of nonvoters is in this group. Someone may ask,
"Why force them to vote if they are not sufficiently interested to do so?" My reply is that if
this type of man were compelled to discharge
his public duty he would take more interest in
public affairs, which is an end much to be
desired. I grow very impatient with the
argument, "Oh, there is too much compulsion;
why should I be compelled to vote?" My
attitude toward this question is that while
the exercise of the ballot, like the opportunity to perform any public duty, is ýa
privilege, the vote was extended to our
citizens because in a democracy it is their
public duty to vote and thereby to contribute
their opinions, their ideas and, I hope, their
ideals as to how the state shall be governed.
Jury service is a privilege, but it is primarily a duty. No man has the right to say:
"I refuse to serve on a jury. What right have
you got to make me perform that duty?". In
the name of common citizenship he can be
told that it is his duty to serve on a jury.
By the same principle I say that it is the
duty of every citizen to vote. I have heard
the utterly absurd idea put forth that a person should not be compelled to vote because
he may not be satisfied with any of the candidates. Well, isn't it too bad that we have a
gentleman in our community who is so much
above the rest of us that he cannot soil his
hands with a ballot because he doesn't like
any of the candidates. I do not think there
can be many of these people, and I would
not bother my head about them.
Honourable senators, the compulsory vote
would improve the standard of electors and
would lighten the tremendous burden now
imposed on the various political parties. I
wonder how many voters today go to the
polls because they are transported there. I
think they would be better if they went to
the polls under a compelling obligation to
perform a civic duty rather than by reason
of some party representative calling them up,
inviting them out for a drink, and taking
them to the polls in a motor car.
Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Is that system being
employed anywhere today?
Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, I believe it is being
used successfully in Australia.
Honourable senators, associated with this
is another policy that I should like to see
introduced in Canada-the single transferable vote. Those who do not understand it
confuse it with proportional representation.
They are not to be confused. One is the
antithesis of the other. My honourable friend
the leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig) agrees
with me in this. I do not like proportional
representation.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Theoretically it is of
advantage. It is fine to say that every group
in the community should be represented in
parliament, but what is desired is effective
government. This can only be obtained by
putting in office a group of men who, under
a responsible and representative government,
have people behind them to see them through.
An extreme illustration of the evils of
innumerable groups in parliament can be
found in France. It is such a condition which
has practically destroyed parliamentary
government in that great country, and we
certainly do not vant it here. That is what
proportional representation encourages, but
the single transferable vote is the very antithesis of that system.
Hon. Mr. Haig: Correct.
Hon. Mr. Farris: While most honourable
senators understand the single transferable
vote, I would presume on the patience of this
house to explain it. The finest illustration I
know of the single transferable vote was that
carried out, although in a cumbersome manner, in Newfoundland. Two plebiscites were
held. In the first there were three proposals
on the ballot: To remain as they were under
British jurisdiction; to have responsible
government; or to join Canada. In that first
vote no majority was returned for any one
of the three proposals. If there had not been
a second vote, responsible government would
have carried. But a second vote was taken,
and the proposal having the smallest vote
in the first plebiscite. was dropped, leaving
only two proposals, responsible government
and confederation with Canada. Although
responsible government would have carried
on the first vote, on the second vote confederation with Canada carried by a majority of
six or seven thousand. It was not necessary
for Newfoundland to have held two plebiscites. They could have accomplished the
same thing on one ballot. That is what the
single transferable vote does. If you have
three men running in a single-member constituency-it must be a single-member constituency-you have a first choice and a
second choice.
Hon. Mr. Howard: And you vote for all
three?
Hon. Mr. Farris: No, just for first and
second. If any one of the three has a clear
majority, he is elected, and that is the end
of it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: A clear majority of the
total vote.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, if that man enjoys a
majority amongst the three but has not a
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majority of the total vote, then the low man honourable friend has adjourned the debate
is dropped and his votes are applied to the previously.
other two.
Hon. Mr. Howard: I moved the adjournment simply on behalf of any other senator
Hon. Mr. Beaubien: As indicated.
who may wish to speak.
Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes, just as they did in
Hon. Mr. Lambert: Honourable senators, I
Newfoundland in the second plebiscite. The
adjournment of the debate.
move
result is that one of the two leading candiThe motion was agreed to.
dates gets a clear majority from all the electors. If this system were used in Canada no
PRIVATE BILL
one could be elected in a single-member constituency unless he received a majority of the
SECOND READING
votes in that constituency.
Hon. Norman P. Lamberf moved the second
Honourable senators, we in British Colof Bill L, an Act respecting the
reading
about
umbia are particularly apprehensive
of the City of Ottawa, Ottawa
Corporation
the possibility of the C.C.F. party getting into Transportation Commission and the Ottawa
power in Canada. There is not a chance
Railway Company.
in the world that they would get a clear Electricsaid:
Honourable senators, I ask the
He
majority of the votes of all the people of indulgence of the bouse for a few moments'
Canada, but they could get into power in a consideration of this bill on the motion for
three-cornered fight. If the time ever comes second reading, and if the Senate will agree
when more than fifty per cent of our people I should like second reading to be given today
want Socialism and a C.C.F. government in and to have the bill proceed to third reading
this country, they will have it. That is their tomorrow. The reason is this. There is a
right. But I say it is not right that any party likelihood, as honourable members know, that
should slip into power on a majority vote within a day or two we shall adj ourn for
in a three-cornered fight. Honourable senat- perhaps two weeks; but it is desirable that
ors, I strongly advocate both the compulsory the bill should not be delayed that long, for
vote and the single transferable vote. Perhaps the interests that are affected by it are
it is too late to make an effective impression operating under a permit which will expire
on the government at this stage and in this in the near future.
house, but it is certainly time to discuss these
It happens, quite fortuitously, that one year
things. Sooner or later the people of Canada ago today a referendum was held in the city
will come to recognize the justice of them.
of Ottawa on the question whether the transHonourable senators, in conclusion may I portation system of the Ottawa Electric Railremind you that Canada has a new Prime way Company should be purchased by the
Minister and a new leader of the opposition. city, and the people expressed themselves in
Mr. Drew is a man of ability and experience, favour of the purchase by a vote of more than
and I have no doubt that if he became Prime four to one. In May last a lengthy agreement
Minister of this country he would be a worthy between the city and the railway was signed,
successor to those of his party who previously and on the 12th of August the purchase was
held that high office. I do want to say, how- actually completed and the purchas3 price
ever, with great pride and deep feeling, that paid to the company.
our present Prime Minister is a man about
As the railway was declared to be a work
whom it was my great privilege to speak in for the general advantage of Canada, it is
this bouse many months before he took office. necessary to obtain from the Minister of
At that time I picked him out as being to my Transport authority under subsection 5 of
mind the outstanding man in the Liberal section 150 of the Railway Act for operation
party, and the one who would succeed Mr. of the railway by the purchaser, the city.
King when he laid down the reins of office. This railway was declared to be a work for
Today, honourable senators, I am proud of my the general advantage of Canada because it
prediction, and it gives me a great sense of runs across the Chaudiere bridge and for a
satisfaction, personally and as a member of few hundred yards into the province of
this house, to pay tribute to the Right Hon- Quebec, having a terminus in Hull.
The explanatory notes to the bill are
ourable Louis St. Laurent, Prime Minister of
Canada, who I believe-though I ask no one pretty full and, I think, make clear the need
else to accept my opinion-is the greatest for passage of this measure. In the first
place, the bil ratifies the agreement set out
Canadian statesman of today.
in the schedule. Secondly, it gives recognition
Hon. Mr. Howard: Honourable senators, I to the existence of the Ottawa Transportation
debate.
move adjournment of the
Commission as the city's agent for operation
Hon. Mr. Haig: I do not object to the of the railway. Thirdly, it vests al the rights,
adjournment, but I would point out that my franchises and privileges of the company in

