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far as tlic pledge made before parliament was
conerned, parliarnent, could release him fromn
tlîat pl]cdge, but that hie coulti only get release
froin a pledge made to the people of Canada
dîîring an election campaign by asking the
people to release the gox'erniment fromn the
moral obligation creatc(i thereby. Then I ask
the Primeý Nlinister. why flot ask the people
a dirctf, unequivocal qucstion? WThy make
things even more confusing by asking a ques-
tion titat ils capable of interpretation according
tei feelings of thic individual voter?
The Prime M.\inister dlaims that to change

flie wording cf the plehiscite would create
unwarranted suspicions. I m-onder in m-hose
minci" w ouid there be suspicion. If you are
goingt to isk a person. "'ill von dIo tbis or

tit* yuask tuit very question. Yetu do

f lic, person beîng questioned or tbe one who
asks flic qutestionl.

So far as the iast clection campaign is
tciiei ied aii speaking cf -western Canada

-a îiii'fer cf flic c-rown mwbo sp)oke there,
th( oi lîi.e f Agrietulture (Mr. Gardiner),
tiirîcglicit flie aiaigii îîinted ouf titat the
iiiereiice fîtx cntlie tiîce tolitical parties
ni fil( fiild. the Cooperatîve Conmonwecalth
Fdratic n f:jutlic L'onsrx a ti and f~citlie Liberals,
was icls:

t1ic ('oi l dix Co nillx al th 'c(icr a t i cl
p)arixt i oiii \wos pîicilitiii iii (the Miîiister
if Agriciîîi e> ient al iiiiibe'r ef (lauses'i

n rr i i aIirti cul iii 1 te the ca Il fi tiie Ccii1
scr .il t 11io ii x ef % ýit h tfor wxa r. la1 the sîel1l
grocp xi is thle jý;ra3 i'ty e h aicî 1i3 lie. R. J.

Min 111 ii lt cîiîîeî tiic' cocicr itiion et uîeî
to bi isent oîut cf Caniada; thîey iiid îlot mind
c î,î c rlit i iii îîu fer tue le fie lii tf Caîi a .

ThieLilir t iirli-g thiicir c adci, iight
Heu. W. L. -Mackenizie Kiung, lîadLl areacl ta1ken
tlîeîr stan îd, îîo creip~ittiei et mcii, andl no
direct colise ipticîx cf xxealtli, but men and
iiieîe fer the presecutioui cf the w ar.

In cîlier words tue Minister cf Agriculture
nileant, te îeavv te flic people that the
Cecpcratix e Ceaiienwc:dtiî Federafion party
steeîi foîr tie counscription of wealth ; the
Cciiservatix e îîarîv did net stand for the
conscription ef iîian-pewer for overseas ser-
vive lîît for conscription cf man-power for

wcvîexiiîin Canada; and the Liheral party
stood foi, neitiier. But in Jtîne, 1940, when
coînditionîs mîade nccessary the raising cf men,
îliaf îîledge givecî by a minister cf the Prime
Minister's own governinent was departed
freni and conscription was brought in cf man-
poxvcr fei, service within Canada because of
tlîe neeci for men and flic then prevailing wai'
exigencies. Wlîo was tiien asked te decide on
thaf matter? It was ýparliament. The pledge
tliaf xxas given to the people cf Canada in the
xxords qîîofed above was that no conscription
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whethcr fer service within Canada or beyond
Canada would be introduced by the govern-
nient. Btît in âume, 1940, the governmen, in
effeet secîred a release from its pledge not
f0 hring in conscription for service in Canada
hy infrodîîcing and sectîring the passage
fhrotîglî parliarnent cf the National Resources
Mohilizatien Act. Why cannot the samne
course be followed to-day?

If, however, the government is going on
wifh the siîbmission cf the plehiscite, I ask
flic Prime Minister f0 change the wording of
th(, question, so tiîat there xviii ho no possible
i"îindcr-sfanding as f0 the meaning cf the

qttcstion. As it stands to-day, it reads:
Arc 3 ou iii faxeer ef relclisiiig tue gox'erni

ment frein any obligation anisuîîg eut cf aîîy
hast cnîmitmnîts restrictiuîg flic nictlds cf
raising men fer military service?

I uirge the government f0 make this question
clear. We on tlîîs si(ie cf flic house are not
tryiuig f0 liîld tup flic matter. tVe want action
foc. andti f sedlure fliat, ill we ask is fliat
tile pccîîle cf Canada he given an o>ppertunîty
of vetiîîg cii soeifing regirding wix'iii tiiey
xvill knux iviiat question flîy arc voting on,
andî tflianft iley wili have senie idea cF flic
ucspon.ihilîty for action miîich wiii rest on this

gexI uiliofandl on parliaiecut, in flic evehit
it :t flîre is au affiriiiaîxe vote.

Mr. BRUCE: I do îîet intcîîî te dclay tue
coinmit tce foîr moec fliaI a momencut or txxo,
btf I fiiink if ili lie very apparent te fiiese
whx lilav c iitcîied te the speeches in this
clianîier and hiave reail the p)ress cf flic ctîn-
try fliat tiiere is mîîch confusion as to xviat
îs nîcant iii flic quiestion xyhich is to ho
scibmitfed te the people in tue plehiscife. Tue
lion. member fer Macleod bas used a great
mîany adjectives te indicate the extent of the
confusion. I would say if is "confusion worse
eonfounded". Nohody seems te knoxv exactiy
wliat, is meant by this question, in spite cf the
explanatiens given hy the Prime Minister in
a considerahie speech a week ago, again yesfer-
day, and to-day. I believe that if xxe adopted
flic aniendinent cf the hon. menîber for
Macleod anti clarified the situation by the
addition cf the fixe words, "in any tiîeafre
cf uvar," cverybody xvoild be satisfied, at ieast
w'îtl flic qtuestion x'ii ils being submitted.

I wonder xvhctler tiîis piebiscite xxotld be
go ne on xvifh if the Japanese landed on Van-
couver island, or if the city cf Quehec or
someocf the cities cf the maritime provinces
xvere stibjecfed te hombing or siîelling. If is
nof beyond tue realma cf possibiify thaf, hefore
tiiere is a chance cf submitfing this question
te the people, we in Canada sPahi be in a
very serictîs and danigerotîs position.


