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Now, that resolution was unanimously
adopted in this Hanse, and it was put in
that form at the suggestion of the leader
ai the Opposition, now the Prime Mihister,
himseli. It was the poiicy of the Conserva-
tive party of that day, and it was the policy
ai the whole people ai Canada. That policy
was in line with the undertakings ai the
Prime Minister ai Canada at the colonial
conferences, which undertakinge on hie
p art were ratified and abproved by this Par-
liament. When hon, gentlemen opposite
say: 'why did yau not go ta the country;
why did you nat submit your naval palicy
ta the people at that time,' the answer je,
that there was no division of opinion on
this question. It was not a new question.
The matter was moated and discussed at the
Imperiai confeience in 1902, and at varions
conferences aiter that date before it was
put in the concrete shape ai the resolution
passed 'unanimously in thîs House. There-
fore there was na need ta go ta the people.
In. this case there is a departure irom, the
recognized principles ai responsible govern-
ment. There le an innovation that ehould
be submitted ta the people. This is a ques-
tion on which the people are divided, there-
fore the people should be called upon ta
pase upon it.

Mr. DAVIDSONý Will the han, gentle-
man tell us before hie resumes hie seat ifl he
approves of the principle ai the amendment
that a redistributian Bill shouid be intro-
duced during this session ai Parliament?

Mr. CHISHOLM: I am diecussing the
naval question. not the question of redis-,
tribution. I shall have something ta say
aon the question ai redistribution when the
proper time arrives,. and 1 hope that my
lion. friend wili be more zealous in trying
ta do sametbing for Nova Scotia on the
question ai redistribution than hie has
eh'awn himeh up ta the present ta be
for the develapment of the ehipbuilding
industry ai that province through this naval
programme ai hie leader. The then eadèr
ai the Opposition and hie chief lieutenant,
the hon. Minieter ai Trade and Commerce,
were opposed ta a contribution at that time,
slnd the reasan that was urged then àpplies-
with equal farce ta any kind ai contribu-
tion. Let me quate one statement more for
the benefit ai hon, gentlemen apposite. Let
me quate the words ai the right h an. leader
ai, the Government himeeli. He eaid:

It bas been suggested that instead af the
organization ai a Canadian naval force, there
should. be a system of annuai contribution
froin this country to the Mother Country.

.He s-ays 'annual contribution, but ay
kiud ai a contribution has ta be regardg
in the sanie way.
-and I am free ta admit that, fromn the
strategicai point of view, I would be inciined
te agres with the view ai the Admiralty that
this would be the beet way for the great self-
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governing dominions of the Empire to make-
theiri contiributions.

But, Sir, froma a constitutional and poli--
tical standpoint, I arn opposed to it, for many-
reasons.

The reasons apply against this policy oit
contribution just as iarciblv as they do:
agairst the policy oi annual contributions.

In the first place, I do flot believe that it
would endure. In the second place, it would.
be a source of friction. It wouid become a
bone of partisan contention. It would be eub-
ject to criticism as to the character and the
amount af the contribution in both paralia-
ments. It would not be permanent or con-
tinuons. It would conduce, if anything couid
conduce, to severing the present connection
between Canada and the Empire.

?ermanent co-operation in defence, in my
opinion, can only be accompiished. by the use
of or own-material, the empioyment of our
own people, t~he development and utîlization
of ou 'r own skill and resourcefulness, aMi
above ail, by impressing upon the people a
sense of responsibility for their share in in-
ternational affairs.

Well, what sense of responsibility is go-
ivgP 1a be impressed upon, the people by
having them dive down into their packets,
gather 'Up the shekels and send this con-
tribution over tai the Old Country? I
repeat that the- policy ai the Conservative
Party et that time was not one of contribu-
tion but 'was in favour of Canadiean naval
defejice. Let me quote some more Conser-
vative authorities. I prefer- quating from
Gonservative authorities rather than Lib-
eral because hon, gentlemen oppoeite ean-
flot dispute the authority of -their own or-
gans and leaders. The Ottawa Journal,
Conservative, aitex disclaiming an y inspir-
ation for this statement of what ehould be
the -Governmient'e policy, said:

The Montreal Star desires, in its customary
vociferous manner, to have Mr. Borden pre-
sent two dreadnoughts to England. The
flamîlton Heraid wants rto see Canada giving
an annuai mone contribution towards the
British navy. The Journal prefers the es-
tablishment of a Canadian navy. We have
never eeen reaeon to change this ,jew.

The Montreal Star's proposition of giving
dreadnoughts is 'well enough, if that step
wouid not interfere by Canada, but it likely
eouid, and no temporiary measure, however
interesting and efficient, should. be aiiowed to
hinder a definite, resolute and continuons
policy of co-operation by Canada in the naval
assurance of the Eenpixe.

The Hlamilton Herald's idea ls the worst of
ail:

May we ask what particular effeminacy
characterizes this country that to undertake
a dirsect naval responsibility ia unwise p Are
we not fit to rank in national effort with
Argentina 'or Chili, or China, or Denark,
or Belgium? What's the matter with us. lu
the breed here inferior to that in Australia
or New Zealand? We have constrAicted. the
greatest raiiways lu the world, and the
greatest canais; we have in forty years weid-
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