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men of the N.R.M.A., and that the situation
is urgent. He cornes home and se advises the
cabinet, but he finds bis advice iii received;
in other 'sords it is rejected. H1e presses it
until he is asked to resign. In taking that
action the Prime Minister was perfectly cor-
rect and only folle'sing constitutional practice.
When a member of the cabinet is in disagree-
ment with bis colleagues on any major policy
it is bis duty to resige, because the cabinet
could not profitably exist or cooperate if one
section were working against another; there
is no doubt about that.

Wbat is the position now? After bearing
the views of the follo'sers of the former
minister, perbaps, or for some other reason
the cabinet reverses its policy, in part at least,
and decides to send overseas 16,000 men; to
make sure there wiIl be no doubt about it an
order in counicil is put through to-day
.pecifically setting out that number. 1 bighly
approve that policy, except of course that in
my view it does not go far enough; it should
have been Ieft open to send more later on.
But I notice tbat the order in council puts
the 'shole weight upon somiething the minister
bas to do; hie may do this. or lie may do that.
It gives Iiim a great deal cf leeway. Now, to
quote seripture, the position is thiat "the stone
wbicli the builders rejected is becorne the bead
of the corner", and 'shat position does that
put uis in no's? According to the correspondence
and the speeches in this bouse and also the
speeches over the radio by the Prime Minister,
ýt was on your advice, Mr. MeNauighton, that
the government took the steps that 'scre taken
in regard to flot sending these men overseas,
wbich linked you up with the anti-overseas
service policy of the gevernment.

If any furtber proof were needed your own
language this aftercoon would supplv it. You
reiterated flot once but several times 'sitb
more force and determication than von bave
given to any other expression of your views
that your full belief was and still is and
'soild b,' to avoid force or conscription, and
not one of those men 'sonld go over if you
cotild possiblv avoid it. Tbat is strong
langnage from a mac 'sho bas jnst heen s'sorn
in a fewv weeks ago to carry out the policy of
the governor general in cotneil and the cab-
inet, who now place their faith in a policy
directlv and diametricallv opposed to those
that you gave expression to this afternoon.
Your subordinates in Ottawsa and else'shere
througýhout the British empire or 'sherever our
troops are 'sill know tbose 'sords cf yenrs.
will know the language forthwitb. They will
know and must know that, ne matter 'shat
yonr written instructions may be, vour real
views are téhose you bave se strongly indicated
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this afternoon. Your ideas, your 'sishes, your
views are diametrically opposed to the policy
vou are new sworn te carry ont. Failure
'sould justify your action, and it would be
pleasing to you if it provcd te ho that your
policy 'sas correct.

This is the question I sbould like te put te
vou. The question is really twofold. One
part cf it applies to your subordinates and
the other part to yourself. In sucb circum-
stances can you as a businessman and a
capable soldier expeet strong ceoperation from
your subordinates threughout the army te'sards
the policy to'sards wbich yeu bave just now
expresse1 such dislike, such hatred it mighit
almost be called? I have: been a soldier my-
self and I know bew completely easy it is te
receive instructrions and tn carry them. eut
ie such a way as te vitiate tILe 'shole intent
cf the writtcn instructions. It is a long time
since I 'sas a soldier. but I can remember get-
ting instructions and if tbey did not suit the
officer or the colonel or the beys Low easy
it was te 'salk tbrough them.

I will go farther and appeal te von vour-
self. Je views cf 'cour former position does
net the charîged pclicy cf the goveroment and
the fart thiat vou have not changed. as vout
had a perfect rigbt flot te, change-I give yeu
honour for stickieg te your opinion-justify
and compel yen as a man cf bonour te tread
thîe samne narrcw patb of self-sacrifice that 'sas
trod hv y our predecesser and force you te
resige se that someene cisc can carry out the
ncw polie 'v cf the gox ernmcnt whichi now o, se
entirely different fremn that 'sbicb 'ou advo-
cated this afterecon and this evening.

Just cnc 'serd more. You may well say
that it is neot my business; that it is a matter
for your conscience and y'cur concerfi. But
'se are facing the greatest crisis since cenfedera-
tion. This may mean the broaking up of
confederation and 'se have te throw asidýe any
loyalty te party and courtesy itscîf indeed te
an indix idual. We must isk curselves only
occ question: What, dees this mean for Can-
ada? I would hate te be acything but
courteons te the hon, gentleman 'sith bis very
fine record, but still there is semething gbgger
acd botter than frieedship or loyalty or any-
thicg cisc but the best interests of Canada.
I ask von the question again as man te man.
Je your honest opinion woLild it net be better
for the cabinet te 'shich you neov helonig, for
the Liberal party te wýhieh yeno no's adbere
or te tbe greater interest cf the people of
Canada 'shose interests I knc's yen have at
heart. and the welfare cf Canada and the best
interest cf the war, if yen gave 'say te a


