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being against the principle of that measurE
and he censured those -who were in favou
o! the contribution. However, on tha-
samne day, a vote was. being taken in thii
House, and we can ýsee in the ' Hansard
that Mr. Monk, being absent, had beei
paired. If hie had voted, lie would the-r
have voted with those who were proposini
the adoption of that measure, the bette]
te carry the contribution which he sc
strongly denounces.

How logical is such conduct, for an ex.
minister of this Government! But hiE
colleagues, the Nationalist members, 'whc
had so mucli confidence in the Prime Min.
ister, where was that valiant phalanx on
votation day!' Not ail, but a good numbei
whom we know very well, kept themselveE
hidden in the lobbies.

I will now conclude, because Mr. Speakez
beckons to me -that my time is up. I con.
clud~ in saying that I will vote against
the Bill, and I declare again that I arn in
favour of a navy based on the resolution
of the 29th of March, 1909, a navy built,
manned and operaited by the Canadian
Farliament.

Mr. W. F. COCKSHUTT (Brantford):
The matter of the cost of a (Janadian navy
has caused a great deal of discussion as to
what can be done in Canada, and much
lias been said in this connection with re-
gard te Australia. I wish te read te the
committee an article from the National
]Review of February hast, which shows the
position in which Austrahia is at the pre-
sent moment:

But since 190 the fleet unit policy hasgene by -the board- at any rate se f aras Âustralia is concerned. The Common-
wealth Government probably nover pro-
tended that either the local ambitions or theImperial sentiment of the Australian people
wouid be satisfied with four cruisers and
six destroyers. That provision was mani-festiy inadequate for the protection of Âne-
tralian maritime commerce. Moroover, thegeneral supremacy of the British navy inthe armaiment race in Europe was, on paper,steadily deteriorating, and the 'mr dnead-
noughts ' agitation agreement was ne sooneraccepted than it was discarded. It was" notenougli. The Governmont ordered the actual
building .of thé proposed slips, but, impelled
by popular enthusiaffm, it announced that
sometbing further must be dons and ro-

q uestsd t he Admrlty te mod ut a naval
expert to advise on the foundation of a
local navy of considerably 1arger propor-
tions. Tis expert, Admirai Sir Beginald
Honderson, went out ini 1910 and presonted
lis recommendations early in the follow-
ing year. He examinod almost tle ontire
Australian coastlino, for hoe wae te report
net meroly on the number of shipa roquirod,
but also on the proper equipmont of harbeurs
and coast dot once and the onrolment and
training of seamon. Hie lucid and exhaus-
tive report was promptly ad2pted by thoCommonwealth Governmont. fie advocatod
the building of oight first-class cruisers <im-

300

proyved invincibles), ton protected cruisers
i teen destroyers, and twelve submarines,4 ricl with four depot and repair ships

make a fooet of fifty-two. The personnel re-
quired hoe estimatod as 15,00. The cost etconstruction ie 23J millions sterling, spread

Lover a period of twonty-two yoars. ÂddingLon te this, hoever, tle expondituro on
Smaintenance, personnel and rosorves, the Bill
is £ 73,275,000 for that period, and thore is,turtler, the outlay on naval works and laer-
bours, which has boon ostimated at as muel
as £15,000,000-tliough the Minister for De-ton ce rocently denied that it wouid readli
that figure. Taking the £15,000,000, howevor,

Ifor thoe-moment as correct, the coet ef the*Australian naval policy undor the Hondorson
schome becomes £88,000,000, or an average et*$4.000,000 annually. Admirai Hendersoci lasdrawn up a financial table, in whicl theyearly carge begins at about £2 ' 00,000 andriss rapidly to nearly £,5,0O0,000 in the iii-timate yoar.

Our friends opposite have mentioned
Austrahia as an example, and have said that
Canada should follow in lier footsteps. How
do yeu like the expenditure? The lion.
member for St. John (Mr. Pugsley) lias,
witliout a doubt, preached the gospel of St.
John, but that gospel contains no salvation
for the defence of the Britishi Empire. In
the gospel of St. John, whici lias been ex-
pounded by the lion, gentleman day in and
day out for twenty days-I think the lion.
gentleman must have spoken at leait
twenty-five times on the subject-wliat lias
the lion. memiber iaid about the question
ef Imperial naval defence? It lias net been
mentioned. The expression o! certain sen-
timental ideas which the hon, gentleman
lias with regard te harbour works and slip-
building at St. John is about ail we have
heard. I saw a cartoon in a recent issue
ef the Gloe, which. I think gives a very
geod idea ef the sm-allness ef the policy
advocated by the hion. member for St.
John. A restaurant keeper, depicted as
serving an order of beefsteak and potatees
te one o! hie customers, produced a diali
upon whicli there was a very large potato
and a very smaîl beefsteak. The steak
was entirely covered by the petato. A few
minutes later the manager of the restau-
rant came around and asked the customer:
«How did yen find the beefsteak?' 'Oh'

lie said, 'that was easy; I simply lifted
the potato and there it was! ' This is wliat
tieclhon, member for St. John had been
doing: lie is lifting the petato-the interests
of the city of St. Johin-and there lie finds
Imperial defence. But wliat this country
wants is not a policy that le good only for
the city of St. John. I believe in the up-
building of aIl Canadian industries. We
are aIl glad te -sec the city of St. John
thrIving, but it la ibegging the question te
ask Canada te submerge this great ques-
tion of Imperial defence under the re-
quirements ef tie city ef St. John, great as
it la.
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