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hy tbe bill hefore the bouse, there will be no
limit placed hy parliament on the size of the
active force, but rather the size of that force
is left to ho determined hy the governor in
couneil. This change, were it enacted by this
bouse, would he in hreacb of a convention of
our constitutio'n wbich bias existed since tbe
Bill of Rights in 1689l; and bofoýro this debate
concludes and we give second reading to the
bill, wo must bave an assurance hy the minis-
ter that this constitutional hreach will ho
mended as soon as we get into committee.
Otherw ise I for one will ho forced to oppose
the passage of the bill.

I want to enlarge a bit upon the constitu-
tional cjuestion bore involved. By the Bill of
Rights in 1689, following the revolution and
bloodshed cf 1688, it was determined once and
for ail tlhat the army should ho the army of
parliamont and not the army of the crown.
This is the principle wbicb is hoing breacbed
by this propo.oed amoodment. Since tho wsr,
we bave had an extraordinary and alarming
succession of breacholis of constituitional duty
on the part of this government. In tho first
session of the 2Otb parliament w e started witb
the emergoncy powers art, wbien a bill much
%vider than wais re.ilIv ne rded hy tho goverfi-
mont was brougbt in. Therohy tho principle
of tbe siipremc',y of parliament, which had
heen ces;tahli-bcd sir.e the days of the civil
war in 1640. n'as brokoen. Th-en ]aý;t February
the liberty of tbo subjret wvas invadcd in the
conduct of tbe spv inquiry. The order in
couincil whicb invaded tbe froedom of the
individual wa., bised upon tbe emiergoncy
powcrs art. wbicb I bave already qaid n'as ton0
wide; and magna carte, which bas been in
existence ýýince 1215, n'as given a groat hlow.
Non', hy this proposal the Bill of llights of
1689 is to ho ahrogated. I miglit point out
to the bouse that in ail tbree of these cases
these conventions cf our constitution were
?ýstablisbod after bloodshed between rival
parties, wben it n'as decided that. for the
preservation of iîr freedom and the avoid-
anre of civil strife, it n'as necessarvy that these
ffree principles. which bave heen broken by
this government, sbould ho written into ou r
constitiution for ail time.

In Great Britain, as hon. members I arn
sure know. that practice and that constitutional
prineiple were applied by the device of passing
each year the Army Annual Act. The declara-
tion of the Bill of Riglîts, ngmely that the
raising or keeping of a standing army witbin
the kingdomi in time of peace, unless it ho
witb the consent of parliament, is against the
Ian'. was repeated anniially in the Mutiny Act,
and thon later in the Ârmy Annual Act.
The British House of Commons bas nover
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been willing to leave to the crown the size
of the standing arrny; and the raising, control
and payment of the arrny have always been
cxpressly sanctioned by parliament, and only
for a period of twelve months at a time.
In Canada, since we neyer had any great force,
thiat was flot considered necessary, but the
constitutional principle was preserved by
writing into section 22 of the Militia Act an
upper limit of 10,000 which would ensure that
the size of the army was always within the
control of parliament.

In Canada we do not have a written consti-
tution. as they have in the United States. We
have kept it flexible and unwritten so that
it could grow with the times, and we have
always feit that we had a great political instru-
ment at our service in this unwritten
consti t ution.

It was kept unwritten and flexible so that
it could evolve and grow, not so that it could
bo bioacbced by any gom ornment in power at
any one tirne. Although the opposition can
point out those breaches, and will continue
to do so, as we have throughout this parliarnent,
1 say to the house that there is a prime
rcsponsibility upon any minister introducing
a measure to ensure that bis bill is within
tbe four corners of our constitution. If that
is not a responsibility of the ministrýy, thon
1 arn sure our constitution and our systemn of
govcrnment will not ho ahle to withstand
attacks from within.

1 arn perfectly certain that in this instance
there lias heen an oversight. I must say,
bowever, that oversigbits of this importance
should not ho made. I assure the minister
tbat if hoe w'ill consent to the -placing in this
new section of an upper lirait upon the size
of the for-ce, I for one will he perfectly satis-
fiod witb bis undertaking so to do when wo
get into committee. 1 w'isb to assure him
tbat neither I nor, I arn sure, anynne on this
side of the bouse, wants to be ungenerous in
the fixing of that limit. We want to ho cer-
tain tbat we bave adequate armed forces. The
figure that lie is likely to name is not likely
to, cause any alarmn on our part. But hon.
moembers on this side of the bouse would ho
derolict in their duty if tbey did not caîl
attention to tbis most important point, and
require, before we are asked to vote, that a
change be made. If we have that assurance
%ve can go on in cornmittee to the other
important points of policy and comnmand
,.b-icb I lave outlined to the bouse. There-
fore I shail say no more at the moment.

Mr. M. J. COLDWELL (Rose town-B iggar):
Mr. Speaker, I wish to say at once that I
agree wit1i the hion. member for Vancouver-


