Comparetive merits of two systoums

It cennot be denied that consoription in theary
hes meny attrections, Theoreticelly, it is the fairest
method of ralsing an armyj there &are many who say it is
more democraetic; and the crowning argument is that it is
more efficient., It is not my intention to enter into a
detailed consideration of its theoretical merits; we have
no choice but to take mccount of the precticel circumstences
of men and afreirs--history, tredition, geography end e
host of other complex feots which go into the meke-up of
our coumtry and our people,

But let me glance briefly at the theoretical
points I have mentioned, Why is consoription for overseas
service a fairer method of recruitment than voluntary
enlistment? The argument is based on & single essumption;
that service in the army is something to be avoided and
that 1t is an edventege to stey &t home and escape such
service, It is true that service at home involves no
saoririce comparable with the saoririce of 1lirfe itselr
whioh the soldier must be prepered, if need be, to make,
The imposition of conseription for overseas service would,

however, do noshing whatever %o remove any material

advantages enjoyed by those who remain at home over those
who enlist in She armed foroes, The way to remedy such




