
but the connection la neyer constant and cannot
be readily defined by any clear prmnciples. Certainly
the cabinet does flot produce a succession of new
ideas which it then tries to persuade the nation
to accept; for, on the other band, does the cabinet
wait until popular clamour Io unmistakable before
advocating a particular measure. The proceas
tends to be something between the two, an Inter-
play of forces among many pressure groups and
interests throughout the country with political
parties and their leaders and the representatives
in parliainent playing the most important parts.

Then there is this significant staternent:
"A government," says Professor Jennings, «'must

perpetuafll look over its shoulder to see whether
it Is being followed. If it is not, it may alter
direction." . . . A cabinet will inevitably be forced
to compromise on many issues; but its position is
usually se strong and dominant in both Party
and parliament that It wiU be able to secure the
adoption of the measures on which It has finallY
secured agreement.

There have been rnany suggestions advanced
frorn this side of the house wbich, if adopted
by the governrnent, would be acceptable to
the officiai opposition. That is not a new
thing, Mr. Speaker. It bas bappened before,
and Professor Dawson refers to two or three
ccasions:
But occasions wlfl arise when the cabinet maY

outstrip public opinion to its own grave danger,
and it may be compelled to make substantial
concessions or even withdraw proposais entirely
In order to save Its face. Thus in 1945, the King
governmçnt dropped certain projected changes in
the tarift because they had been proved to be
exceptionally Unpopular. A most unusualense
occurred in 1908 when the pressure of public
opinion induced the Laurier goverrnent te
introduce a bill te repeal an act which granted
pensions to cabinet ministers,

I cannot help. but look once again to the
cabinet ranks. 1 referred to sorne speeches
the Prime Minister had made previously in
h .is capaclty as president of the Canadian Bar
Association. I could flot have agreed more
wboleheartedly with the contents of those
speeches. Tbey expressed, rnuch more ade-
quatelyv than I could, rnY feeling about. the
rule of law and the suprernacy cf parliarnent.
1 have beard speeches by other distinguisbed
lawyers i the cabinet ranks. 1 look at the
M4inister cf National Health and Welf are
(Mr. Martin), who is a distinguished. lawyer
and an outstanding student cf international
law. Yet I have flot beard one word from
this gtudenat 'of the law and of the suprernacy
of parliarnent in defence cf titis indefensible
àct.

Mr. Knowl.e: He is waiting to rnake a
speech on health insurance.

,Mrà Mitchell (London): I wish bie would
tn p atxd mnake a speech on this bil. I

would be delighted to hear hlm.

StOM, hon. Memb.ru: H-ear.. hear.

Défentee Prodcion Act
Mr. Mitchell (London): Perhaps hie is played

flut. I can see other distinguished memibers
of the learned profession sitting opposite,
arnong whom is the Minister of Finance
(Mr. Harris). Yet flot one word cornes frorn
these men, who on public platforms on other
occasions have extolled the suprernacy of the
law and the supremacy of this house. I corne
with sorne regret to the feeling that there
must be a number of Doctor Jekylîs and Mr.
Hydes on the government benches.

I have no intention of irnputing any false
motives, Mr. Speaker, for shall I; but I
cannot help feeling that some of the speeches
which have been delivered in various forums
by distinguished members of the legal profes-
sion who sit opposite have been delivered
with their tongues in their cheeks, and suited
only to the particujar occasion on which they
spoke. They are now completely silent.

I turn now to a problern wbich has crept
into this debate, and which has beclouded.
the issue. I refer to. statements we have
heard that this is or is flot emergency legisia-
tion. Let us forget the word "ernergency".
This is flot and cannot be ernergency legisla-
tion. There is no preamble to this act reciting
any state of ernergency; and I know that
members of the goverfiment opposite will
agree with me that ln most cases-not in
every case, but in most cases-where erner-
gency legisiation is brought before the house
here is a prearnble reciting the fact of such

emergency. But there is no preamble here.
Let us then wipe that clear of our minds and
accept the fact that this is not emergency
legislation. This is permanent, ordinary,
everyday legisiation which the governrnent
desires to place on the statute books for ail
time to corne.

I would ask who is next? Where do we
go frorn the Departrnent of Defence Produc-
tion? What about the Minister of Finance?
TJoes he want additional and extraordinary
powers? Perhaps hie bas enough now. But
what about the other members of the govern-
ment? What about the Minister of Public
Works (Mr. Winters)? I cannot think of
any department that rnlgbt be able to use
more effectively sucb powers as are now
being given to the Minister of Defence
Production..

I refeqred. previously to the unernployrnent
and f arl' relief act of 1931, and at that
tirne the minister interjected in bis usual
fashion, with perhaps one of his brighter
statemnents, at page 50,28:

~M.Seker. I arn sure my bon. friend wqu;ld
litmce to aiD,fy-à littie. I do flot recogfhlie, the
ieeiatieii. Wat that the blahk eheque Iegiglatiemsi
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