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National Defence-Mr. Lalonde

ta. WVe even seie aur soubr neigbbours.
protected as they are by their geographical
position betwecn twio oceans, building up a
great air fieet at an annual oost of several
million dollars. On this subjcct, I believe
we wvill simply bave ta adbere ta the prin-
riple of the miost elementary local protection,
because it is materially impassible to, tbink of
militarizing Canada. I would indecd be relent-
lcssly opposed t'a such a policy.

1 am equal-ly sceptical as to tbe truc mean-
ing of tbis armament policy. Are wc maving
tawards a contribu.tory imperialism? If we
permit these estimates ta be voted without
any protest to-day, shall we, to-morrow be
hound by a dangeraus precedent? Shauld we
also believe the statement made by the
Rigbt Hon. Neville Chamberlain and rcportcd
n the marning papiers in cannection witb the
mjilitary estimates of 7 billion 500 million d-ol-
lars voted in England, "that it is not the
intention ic invite the dominions to share
in a common scbeme of defence."

Here again, we must admit that accurate
foresiglit is difficuit. God anly knaws wbat
the future bias in st-ore and we are powerles
before Rlis divine intents.

To sum up, Mr. Speaker, upon what basis
are we going to build up our knowledge and
our conclusions? Wbomn are we going ta
believe? Wbom are we going ita trust? Shal

we give credence ta 'the demagogca outibursts
of the Conservatives and their ncwspapers?
Or ta the sententiaus warnings of tbe n-
tionalist press? Or again ta the vain tbreats
of certain associations financed. by the tories
and wbiýcb, under the chaste dlock of patriot-
ism, are carrying on an active propaganda
against the federal Liberal party? Or lastly,
ta tbe wbispers of a mob itrearberously de-
ceived by the false propbets af extreme na-
tionalism, wvhose adberents will perhcps be
the first ta caîl upan aur militia ta save tbe
from the anger of tbat mab, rousc by tbem
ta a frenzy of demagogy?

0f course, Mr. Speaker, as anc lone pratcst
has rcýached me from my oonstitucncy, the
only alternative left. me is ta give my full
confidence ta those wbo are responsible for
the gaverrment of aur country. To my mind,
it would be an insuit, ta, qu4estion the truc
Canadianism af .tbe Riglit Hlonaurable Prime
Ministcr (Mr. Mackenzie King). His past
beliaviaur bespeaks bis future actions. And
wben hie said these words wbicb I find in
Hansard, February 15, 1937, page 890:

I must dcny categorically and immediately
wlbat nm, lion. friend bias said.

The lion. membcr for Rosctown-Biggar
(Mr. Coldwell) had just made a statement.

(Mr. Ulaonde.]

There are no cornmitiicots and no under-
standings in the nature of carnmitmaents be-
tween this governirient and the goveroment of
Great Brita.in or any other gavernment.

I feul ta understand how anyone can doubt
bis word and conclude that aur country is
movingl towards military impcrialism. I can-
flot uinderstand how certain newspapers,
especially Le Droit in its issue of February
17, 1937, can make such statementis as this
one:

Can the Minister of National Defence give
us the uncanditional assurance that, notwith-
standing his owui intentions the new armaments
hie ass for Nviii not be used iii a war waged
by England in Europe or elsewhere? Is hie in
a position ta give us a coucrete guarantee-

Let me emphasize that word concrete s0 am
ta show ith- sheer stupidity.
-that if, to-morrow, England wcre ta be

involved in a war, these new armiaments wvill
not serve any other purpose than the protection
of Canada's neutrality in case of any attack
against bier own territory? In a word, cani he
tell us how these new~ arniaments would be
used in the event of war? Wbatever the
Minister of National Defence intends ta do for
the moment. he cannot give us any real assur-
ance that these arniaments wiIl nat be used
in such a conflict.

The man who made that statement speaks
ex-cathedra and he imputes ta the Minister
of National Defence (Mr. Mackenzie) motives
that hie neyer had. I may say that the writer
of this article, if hie is not blind or deaf and
if hie is not detcrmined ta oppose ta the end
everything that is rcddish and ta extol
evcrything that is bluish, sbould read, read
aver again, consider and reconsider the speech
in which the Minister of National Defence
states more than once that aur armaments
will only be used for the protection of aur
territory.

Let me quote what he says at page 904 of
Hansard:

-ta give us a small force ta cooperate with
aur air force and our, naval force for the
protection of Canada, within Canada only.

And at page 906:

Ibese are the actual details of tlîe estiniates.
They are aIl for the purpase of coastal (lefence.
and for increased cquipmnent and for coaperatian
of militia services of Canada with the air force
and naval far-ces for the protection of Canada,

wýithin aur bordiers. I cannat make tbiat suffi-
ciently clear ta lion. members of the house.

Then at page 907, hie says again:

-this defence policy is a Canadian defence
policy for tAie direct defence of aur Canadian
shores and aur Canadian homes.

At page 903:
In tbe first place, aur eularged defence

estimates are submitted only for the defence
of Canada. In the second place, they are nat
arrarnged between Canada and any other nation.


