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Defcnce and the Minister of Agriculture, wbo
took ýzuch promincnt parts in the rece.nt by-
election there. may be, able to give us some
information on that point before wc rise.

Mr. STREIGIIT: They macle a gond job
of it.

Mr. BENNETT: The hon, gentleman says
they seem o f0have madle a good job of it,
but just wbat the job xvas vet romains to be
,nown.

Now, sir, I do submit to tbe bouse and the
counfry that it is eýasy to sec the cause of tbe
present disunion and disharmony, which. bave
neyer been so great in the history of this
country, even in the days of 1887, when Mr.
Fielding appealed f0 the electors of Nova
Scotia for tbe breaking up of confederation;-
not even thon, because after ail the west was
but littie settled; two provinces did nof exiat
at ail and the Cthers had not attained their
present population. The Liberal party have
deait with these matters on a purely political
basis. The editor in chief or president of
the Winnipeg Free Press pointed out some
years ago, in dealing with tariff matters, that
the Liberal party had deait witb the tariff
purely as a political matter, a vote catcher.
That was the way lbe put it; how many votes
wauld if get? In dealing with the problems
of the wesf, witb our natural resources, with
the subsidies xxe wcre to get in 1905 and in
subsequent years, they dealt, with those matters
on the basis of pure politica. If wc had a
rigbht te, our resources in 1926 and 1928, didi
we not have a right f0 themn in 1905? These
are acts of Liberal goveroments. These are
the things that have brought; about the stresses
and strains which bave resultcd in the disunify
now confronfing us. It is known by aIl wbo
gef below the surface that that is so. Remem-
ber this, that those who in days gone by
pleaded that the resources shommld be given to
the provinces wben they became provinces.
were condemned, hut fhey lived long enough
to sec the men who condemned them accept
their proposaIs.

Thoen we proceed f0 the next point, the
very point that the RowelI commission bas
been appointed to deal with, namely the dis-
tribution of legisiative powcrs. In the speech
from the throne we arc bold that with respect
to one item, namely un-employment insur-
ance, it 15 f0 be brougbt about by an amcnd-
ment to, the British North America Act, and
the cooperation of the provinces has been
sougbt. Who represent the provinces? Is it
the government at the provincial capital?
Do the members of the executive represent it,
or the electors? How do fhey amend the
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constitution in South Africa? How do they
amend the constitution in Australia? In
neither case can it be amended unless an
opportunity is afforded the people at toast to
express their will. Am I to take the voice of
the premier of one of the provinces? Am I to
take bis view and a.mend the constitution of
this country accordingly? Am I f0 take the
vicw of five other premiers with him and
amend the constitution accordingly? Am I f0

f ako tho views of these premiers as representing
the electors? Is thaf dîctatorship or democ-
racy? Which is it? What right bave I fo say
that a premier of a province and bis gov'ern-
ment represent the will of the people wifh
respect to this matter? If bas not been sub-
mitted f0 the electors; fhey bave had no
opportunity of dealing with if or of expressing
their will with respect f0 it. Have I a rîght
f0 dcai with the question in that way? In this
bouse there are members from these provinces.
They rcpresent the electors of the provinces
with respect to federal maffers, and their views
must ho quife as important as the views of
those who constitute the govornments of
these provinces, unleas indeed the will of the
legisiature is expressed, and even if the will
of the logislature is expressed, wbat then?

I happoned to hoe in Australia wben thcy
were dealing with the amendment of their
constitution with respect to a vital maffer.
What happened? First of aIl, they settled
what the question shouid be, and thon by
plebiscito thev submitfed if f0 the people of
the whole commonwealth. It is provided that
on the one band there must bo a mai ority of
the people to support if and, on the other,
there must ho a majority of the stafes which
are agreed f0 if. Applying this principle f0
Canada it would mean thaf we should have
a plebiscito f0 amond our constitution, if wc
want f0 amond if, and that a given numbor
of the provinces should have returned a
majority in favour of the change. What
riglit lias any government to proeeed mîpon
flic assumpt ion that the premier of a province
bas said, "I agree f0 the ch-ange"? What
about flic people? Whaf about the electors?
What about flic members of the assembly sup-
porting that govcrnment? The premier of
New Brunswick says, "I am going to consult
ftho legislafure." Well, that is going a stop
fart ber towvards demnocracy-but if falîs there.
Why? If falîs becanse the issue is flot sub-
mmf(ftd fa th lipeople in formes.

Whcn one con,7iders the m:mnner of amcnd-
ing, the constfitution of flhc Unifed States if is
nof bv a reference fo the voe of the people,
but, bv flhe voice cf the Huse cf Represcnfa-
fix Os electedi every fwo vears, the voice of


