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national agreements of one sort and another.
I diraw the attention of honourable members
to these points. If we are to be neutral. we
must continue to trade with the -King's
enemies an equal terms. That is to say, if on
the second or third or fourth day of the
month an enemy merchant ship and a British
merchant ship enter the harbour of Halifax
or Saint John for the purpose of taking on
cargo, we will say. of nickel. asbestos, copper,
rubber, and Sa forth. aur Government must
sec te, it that we treat bath those sbips
equally. Under a policy of neutrality, if we
give one ship a cargo we must give the other
one also; otherwise we are not neutral. Then
we must onforce the rides of neutrality
equally against Britisýh and other warships.
Suppose a British warship of inferior strength
takes refuge in the harbouir of H'alifax, and a
bolligerent warship af superior strength is
waiting outside. At the end of twenty-four
hours we must drive that British warship out
ta sea ta almost certain destruction. That is
international law on the subject ai neutrality.
Then we must provide iliat no anc shaîl leave
this country for the purpose of enlisting in
the forces af the King in his right as king
of Great Britain; and probably aur recently
introduced Forcign Enlistment Bill will be
invokod for the purpase. Those are same of
the incidents of international law.

Let us consider those thîcee point,ý. Under
a policy af neîîtraliîv' we sliaîld be coi'pelled
ta give flie Ring's enernies those valuable
cargoes af nickel, ani sa on, or lay ourselvos
open ta the char-ge of nat being neutral;- xx
shauld be campelled ta, divie a, Britis h warship
of inferiar strongtlh out ta sea ta almost
certain destruction; we should have ta enforca
a, Foreign Enlistmient Act with respect ta
those of aur natianals wlio nxiight wishi ta jain
the King's farces elsowhcrc. If wo want ta
starf civil war in Canada. ive cani go about if
in no botter wav tim) by attempting ta enorce
neutrality in this countr ' in the event ai
Great Britain boing at war. Soraeune may
wish ta discus7s the question af Canada soceding
fram the British Empire. which wauld be a
mare honosf course for this country ta pursue
than ta romain in the Emrpire under those
conditions of limited liability. I do not tbjnk
%ve need disussecession.

If secessian is not feasible, and neutrality is
alsa impossible, what course remains? I
submit there romains anly the palicv af full
co-aperation with the Britishî Empire in matters
of defence, ar, as I put if, collective socurity
within the Empire. We have heard some
objection ta sucli a palicy. We are canstantly
referring ta aur sovereign status when it suits

lion. Ivr. GRIESBACIL

us, and departing from that position when it
does nat. But at this point some persans
say, " Ve are a sovereign state and must
retain contrai of aur foreigo affairs, and it
would ho very impraper for us ta relinquish
tiiet contraI, as collective security within the
Empire would probably requiro." They talk
about the " national conscience." which. must
not ho impaired by oui' permitting any othoîs
ta speak for Canada. and tbcy add, " If you
engage in collective security within the
Empire, it follows that, Canada may ho
plunged into an aggressive, imperialistie and
uojust war.' That always amuses me, because
tlie ve'y saine persans who find su mauch diffi-
cultv in Imiperial co-operafion in fime af war
have agaîn and agpin declared tht ir willing-
ness ta embark on a polies' of collective security
within the League of Natins, and ta entrust,
this tender national conscience of ours ta the
management and contraI af the League
Couincil, consisting largely af foreigners. many
of whiom bave not ex en paid tlieii dues for
flhc support of the League. I put that aside.
I nevc r xvas vers- strangl 'v in favour of the
League af Nations, and 1 have no reason ta
beliex-e that collective security withini the
League wauld hcofa muich benefit ta this
country. I amn prepared ta bet my' money on
collective securifv ifhin the B3ritish Empire.
I sav that becausez( from the point of view af
efficiency and effecfiveness and value it far
î,xceeds iii feras af securitv anm thing that the
Leagtîe of Nation" cari aller us.

Juîsf on that point 1 ,.haîld like fa reaid a
statenmeut mnade hbv thle Pime Mini,,ter. I
anm now dealing mifi the question of li,,îkinig
uip closel-]v with GrePat Brifain for the purîpose
of collective security and national defence,
,and xitliftie objection that if w-e folloxv such
a course xve shaîl find ourselves bcing plunged
ino xvais in Europe-imperialistic xvaîs, aggres-
sîve ixars, unjust wars. At page 276 ai Han-
sard of this year the Prime Minister says:

NVe have need foi, uiîuy as beto-een ail parts
of the British Comiimonwealth of Nations. 1
for anc believe that the British Commonwealth
to-day is excicising a greater influence for peace
flian any other force in the world. For inv
part, instead af falkiag about flic danger of
Britain dragging us ino war, I would say that
I think there is nat a man living in Euîgland
ta day who wants ivar. I believe fluat the
entire British nation-ivarking mon. professional
men, public mon, ail classes-are detcrmined ta
exorcise their pawer6 ta the last degree te
avert a great world catastrophe and ta prevent,
if possible, a war ino which Britain may he
dr awn.

Riglît Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBA CH:
Wbat Britain lias dlone ta appease antagon-

îsms in the last fcw ycare is sonîetliing that
tlic rest of the wxorld hardly begins ta appre-


