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why did the minister bother calling the corn-
mittee together? Surely that was simply a
waste of time. The Minister of National De-
fence is the sarnie man who boasted when on
this side of the house that when hie became
minister hie would set up a special defenoe
comrnittee to hear evidence and expert opin-
ion. The Minister of Transport, I arn sure
with the support of the Minister of National
Defence, said that the opinions of these men
would be worthless because we have neyer
had unification. Let me draw an appropriate
analogy. Apparently the evidence and expert
opinion of a top medical practitioner would
be worthless in respect of a new treatment
because it was new and had neyer been used
before. That is the pith of the argument used
by that intelligent Minister of Transport and,
of course, endorsed by the Minister of Na-
tional Defence. If what they suggest is true,
then the defence committee wasted its Uie.
* (9:00 p.m.)

Let me pause here for a few minutes with-
out taking too much time of the commit-
tee-and I arn sure this is relevant. I have
corne to the conclusion, in my 10 years as a
inember of parliament, that ini many cases-I
do flot say ail, because I want to be fair
-committees of the House of Commons are a
farce because the government controls corn-
rnittees. I will draw an analogy. I know more
about the general subject of committees, be-
cause I was not a rnember of the defence
committee, but I have read the reports and
will quote frorn them. Take the committee on
northern aiffairs. That com-mittee heard evi-
dence for a week. The government members
were in the mai ority and were hand-picked
by the minister. They whitewashed the whole
picture as far as our national parks are con-
cerned. This sort of thing went on in the
defence comrnittee, and goes on in every corn-
rnittee in the House of Commons. Hon. rnern-
bers opposite talk about the great intellec-
tuais on that side of the house and how they
will improve our committees systern. They
know as well as I do the extent to which
polîtics are played in our committees.

An han. Member: Committees are loaded
with governiment members.

Mr. Woolliams: An hon. member says com-
mîttees are loaded. They are loaded in more
ways than one. The government members on
committees whitewash the reports of commit-
tees. If there are politîcs in the subject before
the committee, it is swept under the rug. I
would think that the hon. member for
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Medicine Hat, because of his length of serv-
ice, experience as a parliamentarian and as
a rules expert, would have seen through this
subterfuge. Listen to what the Minister of
Transport had to say, as reported at page
14667 of Hansard:

It is like every step forward, and I believe this
is a step forward; it la a step into sornething in
which nobody has any experience. I suggest that
generaily we are apt to get the most imaginative
views fromn young people who have a sense of
adventure and not from people who fought the
last war-

I say to the minister that I have a great
deal of respect for our youth, those in col-
leges and universities, and always have, be-
cause the strength obtained through knowl-
edge is the strength of the nation. I recali that
in 1935 to 1939 the Oxford Group wandered
around the western world preaching and seli-
ing peace like insurance agents sefling insur-
ance policies. One by one the freedoms of the
western world were drained to the depths by
these people. If it had not been for Winston
Churchill and other great leaders of the west-
ern world I would flot have had the oppor-
tunity tonight to express my views, which
this governmnent does not want to hear any-
way. I agree with a former minister of na-
tional defence of our governiment, the hon.
member for Winnipeg South Centre, when hie
said, as reported at page 14667 of Hansard:

I arn fed Up with this stuif from non-combatant
people who are rnaking £un of fighting men.

I arn a red-blooded Canadian and I arn glad
the former minister of national defence had
this to say and put it on the record of
Hansard for others to read. He had this to say
about the great debate in which we are en-
gaged-and it is a great debate:

Mr. Churchill: I thank the minister very much.
But when I apoke in rather a personal fashion
I was flot apeaking for myseIf, because I do not
care much what ta sald around here. However, I
arn disturbed about the attacka that are made
upon men who aerved much better than 1 did in
both wars. People are making scurrilous remarks
about them. taling about them as being out of
date and ail the rest of it. They are attempting to
pretend that theae men were not good servants
of their country, and that ja what I object to.

That is what I object to in reference to this
debate. I object to the standard of debate that
we have seen from. the front benches, the
executive, of this government. In my opinion
the speech of the Minister of Transport is, in
plain, ordinary English, a disgrace. I arn sorry
to see the Minister of National Defence en-
dorse that type of drîvel, particularly in view
of the ambitions hie had, about which I have
read in many periodicals in the last few
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