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Lack of Confidence Vote

in a very unattainable position; and 1 have
simply to say, what I have said on former
occasions, that any government that finds
itself in that position is in duty bound to go
to the Governor General and tender its re8ig-
nation and appeal to the people who, after
ail, are the final arbiters in matters of this
kind. There can be no question about that.
In my opinion, far from having a democratie
intent, the resolution tends in exactly the
opposite direction. It seeke ta allow the gov-
ernment ta stay in office after it has lost the
confidence of its own supporters-

Mr. FORKE: No.

Mr. STEWART (Argenteuil): -until a
vote of want of confidence is proposed. I can-
neot interpret the resolution in any other way,
and so far as 1 arn concerned I should not
want to remain in office one moment after
having lest the confidence of the supporters
«of the goverunent or of the House itself upon
any important government measure.

Something has been said this evening in
regard to the government's obligation ta as-
sume full responsibility. Well, it ehould take
responsibility. But that does not necessarily
mean that the eighteen or twenty members
who constitute the government of the day
should také« upon themselves, ini an autocratie
spirit, ta dominate the policy of 234 odd mem-
bers .in the House. That, I take it, is nlot the
spirit, of responsible governrnent. But it un-
doubtedly means that after consultation with
their followers they have decided upon a
policy, but they have nlot sufficient strength
ta carry it in the Homse of Commons, and they
are defeated. Then they have leat the con-
fidence of the peaple's repfesentatives and they
ought ta resign.

Mr. IRVINE: Mr. Speaker, 1 oertainly
make na pretence at being a student of
constitutional govermmen, _but I think I can
paso a fair judgment upon the opinions af
other students af the subjeot, and therefare
I would say thst if the present government
neyer gets nearer ta unamimity af apinion
upon a government measure than its minusters
and supporters have reached upon what they
consider ta be the constitutional form of
government, it would be better if they en-
trusted matters of policy entirely ta this
Homse.

The Frime Minister tells us that this is a
Boisheviki, Sovietical proposition; the hon.
member for Halifax (Mr. Maclean) tells us
that this is nothing more for less than a
mild declaration of a policy that bas been
recognized in ail British history by the con-
stitution, and therefore it is uselesa ta vote

on it because it bas always been in vogue.
Then another hon. member telle us that this
is making straight for the United States sys-
tem of government; and stili another tells-
us that it is something else. 1 arn beginning
to wonder what this tbing ie anyhow. I amn
referring, of course, ta tbe British canstitu-
tion-that admirable thing which. does not
exist.

The hon. member for Halifax reminded
me of that ancient school of Grcek philoso-
phers who undeitook to eliminate space ancf
motion by metaphysice. They argued thus:
space looks like nathing ;. nothing does not
exiet; thereforespace does not exist. Motion
muet have space in which to move, but if
space does nat exist, then motion has noa
place in which ta move; theref are motion
does not exist; and therefare neither space
nor motion existe. Hie begins by a meta-
physical process ta eliminate any meaning
from the resolution whateoever, and then he
concludes that it je a statement of the British
constitution, and he finishes up by telllng us
that it is not entirely like the British con-
stitution, becamse if it were the government
would be bound ta reeign after receiving an
adverse vote, whieh point he spent coneider-
able time in rebutting. Sa I do not know
if I should take hie argument' eeriouely.
Obvioumly either the resolution or the British
constitution is not understood by the bon.
gentlemen who have undertaken ta criticise
this motion.

The hon. Prime Minister surprised and
rather disappointed me with the nature and
spirit af bis argument. This is no time or
plaee for change. That is the argument af
the Prime Minister ai a Liberal government.
We are ta be cautiaus of aIl innovation, be-
cause the world is fflled with unrest; and we
are ta be careful lest a Soviet systemn might
be bora here, as we umderstand that one has
been bora Lzoma-where else. These are un-
warthy arguments in connection with a matter
af this kind, as the rigbt hon. leader ai the
Opposition se ably pointed out.

I do not think ta-day that anyone regards
seriously an argument which tries ta put -a
tag ai some kind or another upon any pro-
position that may be put f orward. There às
manifestly notbing af the Soviet character
about this resolutian, altbough 1 arn not so,
absolutely sure whether the Prime Minister
meant that as a compliment or as a reproach.
It would be perhaps calamitous for nome
public men if it ehould transpire aiter a few
decades that the Soviet system af gavera-
ment is a very good system. For the present,
however, I ûeither advocate nor defend it.
This is a proposal whicb I understand is in


