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went back to the Prime Minîster and made
another threat, sa the Prime Minister, having
said hie had read Air Chief Marshal Miller's
testimony and having indicated that it de-
served looking into, has now said hie is once
again In full support of the minister. The
support of the minister has been on and off.

What interests me is that the testimony
given ta the defence comrnittee by Air Chief
Marshal Miler became available to this com-
mittee only today. Sa the Prime Minister was
perhaps referring ta the coverage given this
matter by the press. If that is the case, I
suggest that the Prime Minister shouid read
carefully Air Chief Marshal Miller's testimo-
ny, and if he made a decision on the basis of
press reports, having read this testimony I amn
sure the Prime Minister, in ail fairness ta the
people of this country and the men and offi-
cers serving i the forces, will demand a sec-
ond look at the unification bill.

In the committee an amendment was
moved that before the unified force came into
being members of the army, navy and air
force, the services which are to, disappear
when unification becomes effective, be re-
attested and that each and every individual
serving in the forces be given the choice as ta
whether hie was ta become a member of the
Canadian forces. The Judge Advocate General
gave evidence before the commnittee that this
is just a matter of paper, and is not necessary.
I say to the minister that it is not just a
matter of paper. It always was the practice,
but that practice is being discontinued;
whether legally, I do not know. However, it
wouid not be difficult to produce for the min-
ister evidence ta the effect that men who
during the war served in more than one serv-
ice were discharged from. that service be-
fore entering another. Having been dis-
charged fromn that service, anybody who
served in two of the services during the war
obtained two discliarge certificates. I do not
know whether this is just a matter of paper,
but the evidence given before the commnittee
is something that I wiil not accept. I can
produce for the minister discharges obtained
by individuals which show service i the
armny and in one of the other services. In
other words, it is not just a matter of paper,
and before a man is signed into one service
he must be discharged from the other.

Therefore why should it not foflow that if
you are going ta wipe out the army, navy and
air force, the men serving in those forces
should be given the choice of entering the
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unified force? It la said that this is flot neces-
sary, but there are a number of precedents in
this country which indicate that it is neces-
sary. During a national emergency, a lime of
war, no man in the services was required ta
do other than that for which hie signed up. I
would refer to the "Officiai History of the
Canadian Army", which is recommended
reading for the Minister of National Defence,
who might learn something fromn it. I would
point out that in the writing of this volume
the author was given full access to relevant
officiai documents in the possession of the
Department of National Defence. On page 43
is set out the first precedent. This was re-
ferred to by the hon. member for Winnipeg
South Centre, but it bears repeating because I
believe that if you wish to get anything across
to this minister you have to keep pounding
and pounding and pounding, and even then I
doubt whether it will sink in because he has a
stubborn attitude, for his own political rea-
sons.

The minister has neyer denied that lie
threatened to resign if his party did not back
the unification bill. I referred to that matter
10 or 15 minutes ago, and I remember a
former Speaker ruling an hon. member out of
order for not taking up a question of privilege
within seven or ten seconds. I raîsed this
matter 10 or 15 minutes ago, but the minister
has neyer denied that he threatened to resign
if his unification bill was nat passed. He can-
not deny it now on a question of privilege,
because the time allowed for this has expired.
I would ask the minister to pay particular
attention to these words which appear at page
43 of the book to which I have referred:

"Government decided to place militla on active
service in Canada (mobile force). Although ail sub-
missions ta council were ready and anl plans
made, we were horrified to hear-"

I repeat that.
-we were horrified to hear the cabinet decided

at the last minute to change the name of the
mobile force from -Canadian Field Force" to
"Canadlan Active Service Farce". The result being
many changes, torn up stencils, and $65.000 worth
of mobilization forms almost useless. Very hectie
day-but we managed to get the general order
135/1939 issued and In the mail to aîl districts.

Here is a clear-cut precedent established
during the time of an emergency, wartime,
when it was required to re-attest ail service-
men just because the cabinet at the last min-
ute changed the naine of the force. They
were not abolishing any force; they were just
changing the name of the force from
Canadian Field Force to Canadian Active
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