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Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale): Mr. Chairman,
on the question of privilege may I say that
tbe question is not as to tbe bon. members'
motives. Tbe words suggested eitber that be
introduced it and knew it was pbony or did
this flot knowing any better. I think it is
entirely plausible from wbat we know of the
bon. member that be introduced it out of
sheer stupidity with no motives at ail.

Some hon. Members: Hear, bear.

Somne hon. Members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Churchill: Well, of course-

An hon. Member: An arrogant bunch.

Mr. Churchill: Yes, they certainly are arro-
gant. I have asked the Secretary of State to
witbdraw ber accusation and I have also
asked the Chairman on a question of privilege
that it be withdrawn. If you, sir, do not wisb
to rule that this is a valid question of privi-
lege then I must, under the circumstances,
accept your silence. I have asked the Secre-
tary of State to witbdraw ber remark and she
will not do it. She knows she cannot prove
that the letter was pbony. She was afraid
after making that statement and every mem-
ber of the Liberal party is afraid. They are
afraid of tbat issue.

On the second point wbicb she raised witb
regard to the coat of arms-

Mr. Macdonald <Rosedale): Can the hon.
member prove tbat the letter was genuine?

Mr. Nesbili: What letter?

Mr. Churchill: Under what circumstances
do I bave to bring proof in this bouse with
regard to what is introduced in this bouse?
Will tbe hon. member prove to us that the
tbings he introduces are genuine? I bave
grave doubts about that, but 1 have neyer
bothered to attempt to insult the bon. mem-
ber by asking bim to prove bis innocence. I
doubt that be would be able to do so, but I
arn not making that suggestion.

Tbe hon, lady bas suggested, in respect of
the references to the alleged coat of arms
appearing on the medallion for our scbool
children, that there is sometbing wrong with
that and that we were the ones wbo intro-
duced it. This morning I happened to read the
brochure published by the present govern-
ment in 1964 describing the coat of arms. The
Secretary of State, of course, bas not read this
document. She does not get around to some of
these tbings. But in this document there is a
definition of the coat of arms. It is defined as
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consisting of a shield, a helmet with a man-
tling and supporting arms on either side and
the inscription below. The coat of arms con-
sists of the whole picture, flot; solely the
shield. So once again the Secretary of State is
wrong. Perhaps she now would like to leave
the house and continue ber correspondence
elsewhere, because ber contribution to this
debate is of the same 10w quality as that of
the Minister of Transport. It has added noth-
ing. I should like to return to where 1 started
at clause 5.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

Mr. Churchill: If there should be any other
diversionary remarks 1 will be prepared to
receive them and deal with them appropriate-
ly. This clause wipes out the famous names,
"Royal Canadian Navy", "Canadian Army",
and "Royal Canadian Air Force". They now
become a part of our past which according to
the Liberal party should be forgotten. This is
what I object to-forgetting the past.

An hon. Member: You neyer learn from. the
past.

Mr. Churchill: I wish the Liberal party
would learn from the past. They received a
very severe lessons in 1956, 1957 and 1958. I
hope the Canadian public wiil give them the
same severe lesson again in the near future.

An hon. Memnber: It is coming.

Mr. Churchill: They are attempting to de-
stroy our traditions. The other night I read
into the record from. the writings of Terence
Robertson certain words concerning the
change in our national defence policy. He
showed very clearly what is in tbe minds of
the Prime Minister and the Mînister of Na-
tional Defence, namely Canadianize every-
thing in this country. If anything bas a hint
of origin other than in Canada it is to be
obliterated.

The article by Terence Robertson and the
speech I Made in respect of it the other night
have not been answered. Who on that side of

the bouse is going to answer that speech and
the remarks of Terence Robertson? Silence
prevails. 0f course, that address was made at
9.30 at nigbt. When one speaks at 9.30 at nigbt
in this bouse the things he says do flot get
into the press and rarely reach radio or
television. Therefore, bis words go unnoticed.

An hon. Member: It ail depends who says
it.
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