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hefore speaking myself, to see whether,
imong all the able men who have taken
part in it, among particularly the many
thle men who have spoken in opposition
to this measure, any one of them would

wdvance a reason that would justify me in
saying that it was not my duty to continue

to give the Bill my support
MEMBERS
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of this Government and of the members of
this. House to support it I respect the
views of every man, and I have
no quarrel with those whose consciences

inspire in them the belief that their duty

lies in another direction. For me the path
of duty is absolutely clear with regard to
this question, and it is because that path
of duty is so clear that 1 find myself to-
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me not be misunderstood. 1 1 mot under-
taking to criticise what other hor. mem-
bers may have congidered it their duty to
say, as supporting one view or the other
upon this measure, but I permit mysell
to say that it has been a matter of very

great regret to n I have sat here lis-
tening to this debate, to see how far and
to what extent it had drifted into inter-

provincial and inter-racial—shall I say re-

criminations? 1 do not
harsh I think perhaps that
word is not stronger than may be properly
applied that there is no
question, considered by itself, that it should
have possible to debate, without
any reference whatsoever to the race of
any man, or to the province from which
‘ame.

want to use any

language, bhut

It strikes me
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gentleman (Mr. Lafortune) who
has just resumed his seat has found fault
h one gentleman and another, whose
3 he has mentioned, on this side of the
House, because, as he said, they sat silent
and said no word in defence of the province
May I be permitted to say, Mr
Speaker, that in this wide Dominion there
is no provinee, in my judgment, of which a
man may be more proud to be a citizen than
ve province of Quebee. 1

apologies to make for

nam

of Quebec

my nati have no
I She holds her
place in this Confederation, and it is good
for this Confederation that We
live in that province, men of different races
ind creeds, and may I be permitted to sug-
gest that we be left to ourselves to deal with
the faults and the virtues of the province of
Quebec? That is equally true if you reverse
the situation. May I not say to my friends
from the province of Quebec that in the dis-
cussion of this question, perhaps it was not
necessary that we should refer to the faults
virtues of fellow

she does.

our Canadians
Ontario Can we
get those things?
not too forget the differences of race
that exist

from the province of
the

not for

moment for,

Can we

Things have been said from one

point of view and from the other that,
frankly, T do not think it could have been
pleasant for any Canadian to hear. Tt does

to me that it was most unfortunate

t it should have been thought necessary
to say these things in

the discussion of a
question whose decision is of such vast ime
port to this our «

to which i

ommon country , and
is of such prime im-
portance that whatever that decision be, it

may reached,
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We are of different races in this country,
mt we are all
t

Canadians. I have
we forget for the moment that
e are of different rac I do not want to

sug-

I
gested that

suggest that it is desirable that we should
Irive from our memories the history of our
progenitors. I firmly believe that there is

no greater or more overpowering influence
that directs the actions of men than the race
feeling, and no call which men respond to
more readily than that of the blood. It

works for great and good results. I am not




here, therefore, to suggest to anybody that

it is his duty to forget those from whom he

descends, or to repudiate the race to which
\ he belongs. But, there is a time and a
place for everything. Here, to-day, when
we are dealing with a question, a right or a
wrong decision on which will carry with it
' consequences that none of us can foresee
consequences that will have to be borne,
not by ourselves alone, but by our children
and our children’s children for many
generations—am I not right in saying that
it is incumbent upon us to concentrate our
minds upon the one fact that we are all

Canadians, and that this is a question of
what is the duty of Canadians to Canada
here and now.

I would have made no reference to the
matter of which I am about to speak if the
hon. gentleman who has just resumed his
seat (Mr. Lafortune) had not taken upon
himself the responsibility of telling you,
Mr. Speaker, and this House, not only what
my constituents in the division of Montreal,
St. Anne, thought about this question, but
that he has come here to tell us the settled
“eonviction of every Canadian of Irish blood
within this country, and he says that they
are all convinced the same way. The hon.
gentleman will allow me to question his
authority for making that statement. The
men of my blood speak for themselves, and
the men of my blood who have the glorious
privilege of being Canadians, are as
thorough Canadians as breathe within the
limits of the territory of this country.
They do not need the direction of my very
good and very highly esteemed friend from
Montcalm to tell them what they eught to
think about this subject.

The hon. gentleman was eloquent about
- the lack of mandate with regard to a great
many other things, and as he spoke I asked
myself whence came 'ws mandate to speak
in this House for all Canadians of the Irish
race.

There was not one exception; he knew all
about #. Then he bewailed my sad fate:
that I shonld be standing alone, separated
from them all. I thank him for his sym-
pathy, but I do not feel that I need it.

The people of my race are as intelligent a
people—I am paying them a high compli-
ment when I say that—as the peeple of the
raca of the hon. member for Montealm.
That means that they are quite capable of
judging for themselves, and that they will
consider this matter from the standpoint of
Canadians anxions to do their duty. 1 do
not doubt that there will be differences of
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opinion among them; some will reach one
conclusion, and some will reach another.
But they will not, as the member for Mont-
ealm says they will, in one body pronounce
themselves absolutely on one side of a ques-
tion, with regard to which there are argu-
ments serious pro and arguments serious
con. The hon. gentleman is entirely mis-
taken when he undertakes the responsibility
of making that suggestion. He will allow
me, further, to eubmit that he is a little
rash in assuming that responsibility simply
as the result of attendance at a meeting con-
vened by gentlemen, all of them my very
good and very highly esteemed friends, but
all of them members of the Liberal party in
Montreal. The member for Montcalm went
to that meeting and, in consequence,
apparently considers that te him has
been handed over, as it were, the
entire Irish race in Canada, and he
comes here and represents that the Irish
race in Canada are throwing their weight
and judgment in one scale in regard to this
matter. That is not exceedingly modest on
his part; moreover, I do not know that it is
quite respectful to the people for whom he
undertook to speak. Nothing is more danger-
ous than for a man of one race to speak for
the people of another, unless it be a man of
one race to undertake to instruct the people
of another in regard to their duty. I should
have made no reference at all to the race
to which I belong if it had not been for the
somewhat extraordinary undertaking of the
hon. member for Montcalm. When I go
back to my constituents to render an ac-
count of what I have said, what I have done,
and what I purpose doing on this question,
I shall go to meet them all as Canadians, of
whatever race they may be, and 1
shall make my justification to them all.
It would be a matter of great regret ‘o me
if these Canadians of my own race ghould
disagree with me upon this question. But
they will exercise their judgment, and they
will credit me with the sincerity for which
I give credit to them and to the men of
any other race who may reach a conclusion
different from my own. But I shall not ask
the member for Montcalm to intervene or
to mediate between me and my constit-
nonts, of whatever race they may be. I
#hall go forth with a good conscience; I
shall meet all my friends in St. Anne’s
and whatever their view may be they will
grest me as they have greeted me in the
past, notwithstanding this judgment upon
me by the hon. member for Montcalmy
Down in 8t. Anne’'s we do have difierences



of race, differences
But I am proud

differences
upon political questions.
to say that we live together as good friends,
having confidence and trust in each other,

of opinion,

that condition
attention of the

and that we can maintain
of affairs without the kind

hon. member for Montcalm.
I have said that we ought to get rid of
all consideration of the fact that we are

of different races or different creeds, or that
we come from”different provinces, bec
at this time one
our common country, Canada. I have said
a word about my feeling for my own prov-
ince of Quebec; I felt that I owed it that
But since we have had questions of race,
may I add one word about the race tl
has been criticised in this House. 1

tion no man’s right to say what

ause

great

que€tion concerns

it

ques

he believes

to be pertinent and relevant; and I am in
the judgment of every other member of the
House whether what I say be proper or not
But in view of what has been said, I de-
sire to dissociate myself I go further
and say that [ absolutely dissociate
this Government — from any suggestion

that anything in this measure is di-
rected against any one part of the country,
against the province of Quebee, against any
one race in ountry, or in particular
against the French-Canadian people. I have
heard the criticism, and I have heard the
defence. To me, there is one overpowering
all-answering defence, and that that we
proceeded to recruit under a voluntary sys-
tem. What does recruiting under a volun-
tary system mean? It means that this Gov-
ernment and this Parliament and the Can-
adian public practically unanimously took
the position that upon the question of re-
eruit man free to
act according to his own judement and his
own conscience. Nobody took the responsi-
bility of that a man had any
duty to discharge one way or the other

the

¢ each was absolutely

indicating

The principle of voluntary recruitment
means that every man has the right to
decide for himself; that his responsibility
is to his own conscience. That being the
cage, T do not think that it is within the
jurizdiction of any one to econdemn a man
becanse he exerciced a recognized right.

I have heard much that
against the eriticisms made;
and, frankly, a good deal of that I would
be just as glad not to have heard. T do
undertake to determine whether these
ntions were well founded. At any rate
they did not geem to me to be quite neces-

1 may be on the defen-
1d still overlap a little into unneces-

On the other hand,
was eaid as

not
conte

SArV: 80me 8 one

zive, ¢

sary offensive. 1 should like to get out of
that atmosphere; I should like to approach
this question purely and simply from the
point of view of a Canadian.

What is the question? The question is:
What is Canada’s duty at this moment
under conditions as they exist now? In Au-
gust of 1914, Canada went to war. It is
not very material now to discuss why she
went to war. She went to war of her own
volition, as the unan-
imous action of the membership of this
House, enthusiastically endorsed by the
voice of practically all the people of Can-
ada. Since then she has been at war, and
to-day in the first place the question is
Should she withdraw from that war? In my

was evidenced by

opinion that is the one question, because
we must either go forward to enact this
Bill or we should withdraw from the war

I know that other people whose opinions
I respect do not look at the matter in that
way, but that is the way it presents itself
to my mind. Why do I say that? We have
a certain force at the front. 1 have not
heard it suggested that the force that has
gone to the front is greater than represents
Canada’s fair share in this common enter-
prise into which we have gone with Great
Britain and the Allied Nations This
measure proposes what? To send an addi-
tional force? To add people to our force?
This measure purposes providing reinforce-
ments so that the force that is at the front
be maintained. It seems to me either
reinforcements, or

may
we must provide those

we must withdraw from the war, because
our force at the front is, day by day, being
depleted. There are people who say that
we never should have gone into the war
and people who say: Now we have exhaust-
ed our effort we should go no further;

let our battalions disappear, and let Can-
ada cease to be known as an active partici-
pant in this great struggle for the defence
of Christian ecivilization upon this

Those men, in my opinion, are absolutely
logical when they say: No conscription. 1
do not say they are right, because I do not
agree with their But the men
who say that we ought to go on with this
war, but that we ought not to take to-day,
under the conditions of to-day, the step
that this measure purposes taking, are, in
my judgment—I speak with all respect—
absolutely illogical I say that for two
reasons. In the first place, I do not know
and I do not care whose is the fault or what
are the that brought it about,
but I do know that ence in the vol-
untary system is not bringing us the men

globe

premises

A

causes

persis




as fast as they are required. I have not
heard that statement seriously controvert-
ed. The second reason comes to me from
the arguments I have heard against con-
scription. As I have said I have listened
and I have read attentively and carefully,
looking for the reason that would justify
my withdrawing from the position that I
have taken, and I have not found it. But
among the reasons that I have d to,
the one that struck me as having very con-
siderable force, was the argument based
upon the assertion that, under present con-
ditions in Canada, we need and we can
use every man for purposes of a nature
to give more valuable and more effective

support for the armies of the Allies than
we can give by sending him to war I
have been impressed by that argument., If
the facts upon which it is made to rest

were established to me, I am not at this
moment prepared to say that I might not
think that was the reason that would re-
ieve me of this duty that to.-day we
s0 heavily upon my

shoulders But I
that out of that argument has come to me
the conclusive reason wi
oeed, (if we are not

we should pro-
coing to A[-u|| out of
this war and send no more men) to obtain
our men by s

etive conscription. If the
statements of fact upon which some hon
advanced that argument, b
sound, whi will this mea-
sure do? It will establish their sound-
ness I wondered often as I listened
to the discussion in this House, and
I wondered more as I read discussions
out of this Hous

measure had been read and

members
absolutely

to what extent this

its principle
grasped by the people of this country In
the face of what 1 have just stated, this
measure i8 strenuously resisted by people
who say that we must not send another
man because we cannot spare another man
If hon. members have confidence in their
iffirmation, why do they so strongly oppose
our finding out whether it is true or not
For my part T am quite satisfied that they
are mistaken. I think, as has been said
repeatedly in this Hou
e our eyes to-day the evidence that
they are mistaken.

Mr. MEDERIC MARTIN

ister of Justice mean by h

re e, we all of
b

ave

Does the Min-
statement that

Lord Shaughnessy was mistaken when, on
his coming here from England, he said
that the only thing to do was to produce
for the Allies

Mr. DOHERTY: I have not suggested
that we shonld not produce for the Allies.
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and I think if the hon. member will wait
until 1 get through he will see vhere is
contradiction between what I am saying
and Lord Shaughnessy's proposition, even
as he states it, though I am very far from
believing that he states it correctly. Lord
Shaughnessy and a great many others—and
I have no criticism to make—have insisted
upon the importance of our proaucing to
help the Allies. 1 am not aware that Lord
Shaughnessy has ever said that that was the
only thing we had to do. We have many
duties in this matter; we are trying to deal
with one of them now, and at the proper
time and the proper place I trust we shall
But the

way to get all those duties done is not to
tie this House up indefinitely in resistan®e
to the measure that is proposed to
duty, and the one which seems to us to
present the most imperious call upon us
To me the second and the conclusive
argument why we should proceed to get the
men we want by this measure of selective
conseription rather than by voluntary en-
listment—even if voluntary enlistment were
producing men as fast as it did in its best
days—lies in what those hon. gentlemen
have put forward as the very ba for their
affirmation that we should have no con-
scription at all. Just to the extent that
they are right in their facts, just to the ex-
tent that we cannot spare men from Can-

be able to overtake all our duties

do one

ada, does it become imperatively necessary
for us to see that when we send more men
we shall send those and those only who
can be spared. This is a measure to as-
certain who can be spared, and because they
argue that nobody can be spared, gentlemen
get up and say: “You must stop right here;
you must not find out who can be spared
We tell you nobody can be spared, so stop

ur measure

What are they apprehensive

( Can they be so convinced that nobody
can be spared, when they are so frightened
of inquiry being made whether anybody can
be spared I do not wgree  with
them in their statement that nobody can
be spared? I am absolutely confident that
there are still many men whom we can
spare for this great work which is essential
or the maintenance of Canada’s honour
I am willing to take the risk of having the
matter fully and carefully investigated as
under this measure it is propozed to be in-
vestigated and 1 shall have to take the
consequences if that investigation proves
me to be wrong. So I say that just
because it is true that we have reached
the stage where we have to serutinize
carefully just whom we can spare and
whom we cannot, it has become the d ity




of the Government of this country and of
the members of this House and of the peo-
ple of this country to say to the voluntary
system: Halt there. We cannot afford to
let who will go. Many of those who would
go, we need at home and as the Act says,
it is more in the national interest that they
should remain at home than enlist: Can-
ada mneeds those men. If we continued
with the voluntary system, what has hap-
pened in the past would undoubtedly be
repeated in the future; the men most valu-
able at home would go, as they have gone
before, and the men who might make ex-
cellent soldiers but who are doing no use-
ful work at home would stay in Canada
and help consume the very products that
we are urged to save so as to send them
to Great Britain and the Allies.

To me at least it seems quite clear that
we owe it to Canada to see that there shall
be a selection of the men who are to go,
and that those go who can be spared, and
those stay who are absolutely needed at
home. As I have said that reason has
come to me as the result of reflection on the
strongest argument put forward as a reason
against sending anybody at all, namely,
that we could not spare a man. I do not
believe that latter proposition, but I do
believe that there is this element of truth
in it: that the time has come when it be-
hooves us to carefully scrutinize the
men who go and the men who stay. That
being so, it becomes the duty of those who
are responsible for seeing that Canada does
her full duty in this war, to take steps
that will bring about the result that the
fman most useful as a soldier shall be a
soldier and that the man mose useful for the
great work of production and for maintain-
ing our people here at home shall be util-
ized for that purpose, or at all events
that he shall have the opportunity of turn-
ing his energies to the fulfilment of that
purpose.

Bear in mind, Mr. Speaker, that it might
be absolutely true that we need in this
country every man for the work of produc-
tion, agricultural and industrial, and it
might be true at the same time that there
were many men in this country whom we
could let go, because, unfortinately, every
man who is at home here is mot helping in
the work of industrial and agricultural pro-
duction, and so far I have not heard it sug-
gested that there iz any method by which
the men who are doing nothing can be com-
pelled to work in industrial or agricultural
production. It is quite possible that the

men who are not so engaged, whether that
ought to be or not, might, under military
discipline, make good soldiers. Canada can-
not abandon her effort, and I am not going
to discuss that, because, if what has already
been said in this House has not convinced
those who heard it, that Canada cannot in
honour abandon her effort, then for my
part I abandon hope of carrying that con-
viction to their minds. That is my starting
point, and I think that the general sense of
this House is that that is true. If we are
to do our duty there is only one course open
to us, and that is that we should provide
additional men by selective conscription, not
to save this man or that man from going to
the war, not as some hon. gentlemen are at
pains to insinuate, because we are looking
for a method of discrimination between one
man and another, but in order that we may
see to it that both of Canada’s duties are
performed, one of which duties is that to
which my hon. friend from St. Mary’s (Mr.
Martin) attaches such great importance.
Let me say just a few words on what
this measure means. It has struck me, in
listening to this debate, that it might net
have been a bad idea if we had departed
from the usual practice and first examined
the provisions of the Bill in orderto graspand
thoroughly understand its principle. Had
we done this, I think we should have been
in a better position to discuss the measure.
Much »f the debate has been upon a prin-
ciple of conscription, assumed to mean a
gystem under which every man from twenty
to forty-five years of age, without regard to
condition, domestic relations, occupation, or
the distress which might fall upon an
abandoned family, was to be taken by force
and marched out to the war. And a great
deal of the publie opinion that my hen.
friend from Montcalm (Mr. Lafortune)
sought to show by promenading us from
parish to parish in the province of Quebec,
is based upon the representation that that is
what is proposed to bhe done. But when
you look at the Bill you find that it restricts
the number of men to be raised to ane
hundred thousand. Note, that is not a
minimum, but a maximum. In the second
place, the Bill provides means intended to
enable us to ascertain, as 1 have already
said, who can be spared. We have had
some criticism of the proposed system.
Some hon. gentlemen say it will give an
advantage to the rich man at the expense of
the poor. If I am not mistaken the hon.
member for Pictou (Mr. Macdonald) said
it was a system under which diserimination
of all sorts was possible; that the measure




had been prepared for the very purpose of
making discrimination on racial, or provin-
cial, nr religious lines, or discrimination as
between the rich man and the poor. That
was far from the minds of those who draft-
ed the measure. And, more than that, it
has been stated by the Prime Minister that
suggestions for the improvement of the Bill
will be welcomed. Let me say to the hon.
members whn are at such great pains to
have it go forth to the people that there is
a desire to discriminate against the poor or
against any other class: Come with your
suggestion, and it will be weleomed; if you
have a better methad, to make it sure that
there shall be no discrimination, let us
know what it is. There is no other desire
in the heart of anybody who stands behind
the Bill than to find the most effective
method of preventing discrimination of any
kind. Under this Bill the rich man’s son
will go under the same conditions as the
poor man’s son; the man of any province the
man of any race, the man of one religion,
will go absolutely under the saume conditions
as the man of another. There i&, from
beginning to end of this Bill, nothing upon
which can be based what I venture to call
the unworthy suggestion put forward that
there is hidden in it somewhere the germ
of unjust discrimination But 1 repeat
what I have already said: If any man sus-
pects the existence of that defect, let him
tell us how to remove it. The men who
have made these suggestions are able, as-
tute, capable men; eurely they can find
means to make more sure the purpose we
have in mind. The suggestion to which I
have referred, I say, is unworthy of the
men who made it, not only because, in my
judgment, there is nothing in the measure
to justify it, but because they know that if
they have a better suggestion, it will be
acceptable, and because they know also
that statements of that kind can have but
one effect—to add to the already too-much
inflamed condition of a public mind which
is not yet thoroughly informed upon the
imperative necessity of this measure, and
more particularly not yet thoroughly in-
formed upon what the putting into effect
of the measure will mean throughout the
country. I register my most emphatic pro-
test against that sort of insinuation. It
is unfair to us who stand behind the Bill
but that is a minor matter—it is the con-
tribution of the hon. gentlemen who make
it, to add, to the already disturbed condi-
tion of public opinion.

Here is a measure that is far from being
what it has been represented to be, viz.,

a measure of conscription whieh is going
to take away man, woman and child. We
have had pitiful descriptions of the hus-
band snatched away from his wife and chil-
dren, and of distressful conditions *..at, it
is said, will surround the enforcement of
the measure. We want one hundred thous-
and men, and before any married man is
asked to -go under the terms of the Bill,
we shall have exhausted the supply of
men from twenty to thirty-five years of
age who are unmarried and fit to go. I
shall not go into figures which have been
given already, but it would appear to be
beyond peradventure that this married man,
whose fate we have been asked to bemoan,
will not be called upon under this measure;
he will certainly not be called upon until
every man of the class I have described
has been called upon and has given his
services. But the picture that has been
drawn is really the picture of what has
happened under the voluntary system. The
man with a wife and young children, who,
because he was of high heart and had a
strong sense of duty, responded to the call
that his heart and conscience put upon him,
or yielded to the pressure of public opinion
that necessarily existed under what we call
the “voluntary” system, went under the
distressing circumstances so  patheti-
cally enlarged upon. How many and
many a father has left this country and
gone over, to give his life in this great
struggle, nar to return crippled and unable
to support that family; while men with no
dependents, men of leisure, men with
money, men who did not need to dewvote
themselves to production, men without ties,
with no one dependent upon them, sat at
home—and, under the voluntary system,
sat at home in the exercise of their abso-
lute right. I say that this is a measure for
the protection of the family; it is not a
measure that threatens them with the dire
consequences that have been spoken of.

At six o’clock the House took recess.

After Recess.
The House resumed at eight o’clock.

Hon. C. J. DOHERTY (Minister of Jus-
tice) (resuming): When the House rose I
had been dealing with what I conceived
to" be the principle of the Bill, and I had
endeavoured to make clear what some of
its principal dispositions were. I had taken
occasion to make some observations in
regard to certain insinuations that some of




its dispositions revealed a desire to create
make possible discriminations in the ad-

nistration of the Act. May I just add
upon that subject one observation? Hon.
ntlemen sug that the measure, in
ne of its makes diserimination
possible and impute to this Govern-

ment therefore the intention to bring about
that result. Do they quite realize that the
first thing this Government did, after the

Bill was drafted, was to make a proposition

that hon. gentlemen from the other side
should come into the Administration, dis-
placing a number of those who are here

and that, unless they were going to be
parties to the working out of this diserim-

ination which Government

now

they say the

would be absolutely

itemplated, it impos-
|

sible Could there be any more manifest
evidence that there could have been no ul-
terior purpose at all events in the working

of any of these dispositions than the readi-

I
ne ind willingness to confide their ad-
ministration to the newly constituted gov-
ernment which would be equally represen-
tative of X 10V Opposition and
vhat is 1 the party it hapj to be
n power and that would be not merely
ymp 1 for one-half of it, of gentlemen
who yuld be nominated by the present
wder of the Opposition, but if my memory
serves me aright, would be composed for
itlemen who would

it subject to the veto

entieman who rej

Surely, at all events,

we have an absolute

1 nsinuation of some

len or—I do not know

ether hon. gent 20 far as to \y
Appare ( face of this measure
Furthermore s invitation, of suggestions
to meet possi objections to any particu

lar provision, or
been extended
upon

series of provisions, has

and certainly will be acted

Before T pass to ther phase, may 1
just, by way of transition, say one word
upon the fact that certain hon. gentlemen
have taken occasion of the discussion of

this measure to refer to what they consider

the numerous sins of omission and com-
mission of this Administration How can
that bear upon the question we are called
upon to deal with, the question of whether
the method proposed iz necessary and ad-

visable and ig the one which the conditions
in which we find ourselves impose upon
us the duty of adopting. Again, I point
out that simultaneously with the presen-
tation of this measure the Government

offered to disappear and allow it to be ad
ministered by a newly constituted Govern-
ment composed in the manner which I in-
dicated a few moments Surely that
makes it evident that we have just one ques-
tion to deal with, and that we may pass
without further observation from these
grievous as they may appear in
the eyes of some hon. gentlemen and which
have no bearing upon the question as to
whether this measure should or should not
be adopted

Now, 1

other

objection

pass to the consideration of an-
matter that calls certainly for an
observation from me and which has arisen
out of this debate. We have heard a great
deal about ple id promises. We have

heard something about broken faith and we
hav listened to very eloquent denuncia-
tions of this Government whose pledged
honour, hon entlemen say, has been
violated. 1 think we even heard something
about scraps of paper I, in particular,
had the wsure of sitting here and hear-
ng the 1. member for Rouville (Mr.
Lemieux), the hon. member for Laval (Mr
Wilson) and the hon. member for Mont-
( 1 (Mr. Lafortune) to-day refer to a mat-
ter in regard to which I desire to say a
word. The affirmation was made that con-
scription was a bad thing for Canada be-

Minister of Justice had said
to a very distinguished prelate in Montreal
whose name 1 would not think of intro-

lucing into this dis sion. It was alleged

cause of what the

that I had said a thing which was not true
The hon. member for Rouville was delicate
in his expression in that regard but I think
he fairly conveyed that ning My
hon. f id from Laval w ] delicate
Before he got through with me he told this
House that T had made all sorts of false
representations to this reverend gentleman
I'hen r0 on up in a crescendo The
hon. member for Montcalm did not make
hor about it at all. I do not know

r he felt called upon to go one better

the hon. member for Laval but he did
hesitate to state that 1 had lied to the
irchbishop. As far as the pledges of this
Government are concerned, it is not for me
to deal with this subject. Hon. members
have heard recited what have been
described as the pledges of this Govern-
ment It takes a good deal of determina-
tion to find a case of broken promises, to

read into the declarations which these hon.
gentlemen have read, a promise of future
action under all circumstances no matter
what might happen. Is a Government never
to be free to state what its actual policy is,

never to be free to state that it has not
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certain things in contemplation without
being held to have bound itselt that never
in the future (no matter how conditions or
circumstances matter what
knowledge may come to it that it had not at
the time that of statement of policy) would
it take any course different from that which
1 following and had then in
I'hat is the proposition.

may change, no

1t was actually
contemplation

We hear about the bankrupt honour of
this Government and about its broken
pledges. I am told that I made all sorts
of false representations, and that I lied
to a very distinguished gentleman and a
very valued friend of mine. I have adverted
to the statements that were made on be-
half of this G rnment. Let me say one
word as t tatements which 1 made,
wherein 1 am told to-day that I lied. In
the first place, let me say that I would not
Iream of contradicting any statement made

by the nguizhed gentleman to whom I
fer, as to what I said to hin I accept

I tatement as to that as unquesticnably
ind 1 have 1 loubt that I conveyed

to him the meaning which he now attaches

to it. It looks as t 1izh tl lesire of the

m. gentleman was to put me in contrad
tion with this distingyished gzentleman, who
has my respect and veneration. I say with
truth as w 15 with pride, that I count him
HMong my mo lued and respected friends
ind if that b r desire, they certainly

mll not 1 I have no hesitation
in saying what I said was true

at the time, and ie just as true to-day
I said that the National Service cards had
1ection, near or far, with
that to-day, and it is
been through the province
nd of talking con-

no conr conscrip-
tion I

Gentlemen

say true
hawvi

Quebec who were so f

ecription that one would almost believe
that they sighed for the day when it might
come, or, at all events, might be proposed,
in order that they might use the fact to
further their political advancement. These

gentlemen had been making statements in

Quebee, and 1 shall not say they lied. I
have more consideration for the hon. gen-
tleman from Montcalm (Mr. Lafortune)
than apparently he has for me. They have

been stating it perhaps they did not
know to be falee, but what they cer-
tainly did not know to be true, namely
that the National Service cards were
a step in the direction of conserip-
tion I stated at the time that that
was untrue, and I say to-night that it is
untrue and I defy any body to establish the
contrary. And because, forsonth, 1 told

that truth, hon. gentlemen talk about my

having lied, and they talk about my broken
faith and about all sorts of representations

that 1 made I expressed my abzolute
conviction, as a conviction and an opin-
ion, that conscription would not come in
this country, and I believed it ab ly, If
the gentleman to whom that statement wa
made understood it to be a promise, and
said that I made it, let it be well under-
stood. I am not denying that what 1 said

may have justified the view he took of it,
though I venture to say nothing was fur-
ther from my mind, at the moment, than

that I was making a promise. Let it be
clearly understood 1 made no such pro
mise Had I undertaken to make such
a promise, hon. gentlemen woald have

1 right to reproach me, not for the breaking
but for the making of it I recognize that
that grave offence. Mark you,
I refer to a promise such as the one I am

would be a

hed for having broken, and such as
Government is re-
say

leader of the
proached for having failed to keep. 1
that if any public should undert

that he would not adopt a cer-
tain course, no how clearly circum-
stances might make it his duty to adopt that
would be gravely to be condemn-
ed for making such a promise. And, when
circumstances which he did not
made it his imperative duty, in the inter-
or brought home to his
mind t conviction that it was his impera
tive duty in the y, to
take the course that he had promised not to

take, would hon. gentlemen contend that he

man

) promise

matter

course, he

enntrol

ests of hi

s count

interests of his count

should say, “ Yes, it is quite clear now, the
salvation of my country depends upon a
certain course being taken, I am the man

who .s in a position to take it, I alone, can

set on the measures to bring it about,
but I made a promise, and I must stand
by it, and see the honour of my country
lost, and see the soldiers of my country

and see

possible defeat
those to whom I have pledged
my assistance, the that I
thought of such importance as to justify my
plunging my country into war go down to
disgraceful at, because, forsooth, I
rashly and unwisely made a promise?” I
say, Mr. Speaker, that a man who, in those
circumstances, would feel that he was with-
held doing that which was his clear
duty, gravely as he had offended in making

left unsupported,

come to

ind see cause

from

the rash promise, would offend more gravely
by keeping it. I see my hon. friend from
Montealm smiling at me in a calm way. 1
put a case before him. I have heard people
speak in the strongest way against the use
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of firearms. I have heard men say that
never, under any circumstances, or under
any conditions, was a man justified in
carrying a firearm, or in using it against his
neighbour. Suppose a man, having made
that declaration and pledge, finds himself
in a situation where his louse has been
broken into by a powerful ruffian, who, per-
haps, proceeded to outrage his wife and his
daughter; the firearm lies right by his hand.
Would the member for Montcalm say that
the husband should fold his arms with the
remark: oh, I made a promise; I shall not
interfere?

Mr. LAFORTUNE: I never said that.

Mr. DOHERTY: The member for Mont-
calm—and the member for Rouville (Mr.
Lemieux) also, if I may judge from what
he said the other evening, with his hands
in the air, about the ‘ broken faith ™ of
this Government—would stand behind that
husband and say: beware, your broken
faith, your broken faith! And he would
expect that husband to drop his firearm
and take no action. After the ruffian had
carried out his operations to his own sat-
isfaction, and this promiser, his house
looted and his family murdered, was him-
self ready for the grave, T suppose the
member for Rouville would conduct the
victim there in admiration and would see
to it that a monument was erected to his
memory. I suppose he would insecribe
upon that monument the words of the
poet about a man who acted not dissim-
ilarly: “ Faith, unfaithful, made him
falsely true.”

I say again that I never made any
promise. If it is said that T made such a
promise, I am not questioning the state-
ment of the gentleman who so understood
my remarks, If I had made any such pro-
mige, I would have done a thing that
I should not have done If the cir-
cumstances be such as the Prime Mine
ister says they are to-day on the other
gide of the water, and as I ahsolutely
believe them to be; and if the reasons
which 1 gave this afternoon prove that the
only effective way of meeting these con-
ditions is the adoption of this measure,
then T say that had I made such a pro-
mise, my only course as a man of honour
would have been to do that which my
position here, the exigencies of the case
and the needs of my country called upon
me to do

8o much for pledges and promises. The
member for Montealm to-day gave great

credit to the ex-Secretary of State (Hon.
E L. Patenaude) for his action in leaving
this Government. To what did the mem-
ber for Montcalm attribute that action?
He said that the former Secretary of State
would rather leave this Government than
be a party to the breaking of these pledges,
and he expressed the wish that other gen-
tlemen had felt likewise. 1 should like
the member for Montcalm to remember
the expression by which he qualified the
statement that he attributed to me. As 1
do not like to get beyond Parliamentary
rules, all T ask him to do is to take it that
I am making a similar statement with
regard to the statement of his; that the
ex-Secretary of State left this Government
rather tham break his pledges. Did the
member for Monteallm read the letter of
the ex-Secretary of State? Does he still
persist in saying that the reason he gave
why the ex-Secretary of State left the Gov-
ernment is correct? T will not try to quali-
fy his action if he does so; the member for
Montealm would have just the word to use
—but I shall not use it.

Mr. LAFORTUNE:
to withdraw

Mr. DOHERTY:
I said.

Mr. LAFORTUNE:

bishop with me.

I have not a word
That is exactly what

I have my Arch-

Mr. DOHERTY: I congratulate the ]mn.'

gentleman upon the company in which
he says he finds himself, but I am
not afraid that he will suocceeed in
destroying the confidence of that gentle-
man in myself The ex-Secretary of
State did not leave this Government
because he had made a pledge that
he thought this Government was breaking.
The member for Montealm, who has waited
#o long to discover his innate admiration
of the member for Hochelaga (Mr. Paten-
aude), certainly does not entertain a higher
opinion of that gentleman than I do. It
was a loss to the Govermment when Hon.
Mr. Patenaude thought it his duty to with-
draw from it, and it would be a great loss
to the public life of Canada if he should
permanently withdraw from it. I sincere-
ly hope that wherever it may seem to him
that the path of duty lies, he will continue
to follow that path and to give his valuable
service to our country. But the ex-Secre-
tary of State knows precisely all the facts
with which we have been dealing and I
leave it to him whether there was any
question of broken promise or broken
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pledge on his part or on mine. Moreover,
I leave it to his letter of resignation to con-
tradiot the unfounded statement of the
member for Montealm that he mesigned
rather than break a pledge that was given
and that reproach should be addressed to
me because I had not done likewise. Hon.
gentlemen who appreciate what honour
means should be careful not to impugn a
man’s personal honour as mine has been
impugned by the member for Rouville—I
give him the credit that his language was
more delicate than that of the member for
Laval (Mr. Wilson) and the member for
Montealm. This subject is not as important,
from the public point of view, as these hon.
gentlemen seem to think it is, but it is of
vital importance to me, because it touches
my personal honour. Let me advert for a
moment to the use which the member for
Laval did not think it beneath him to make
of an answer given on behalf of the Govern-
ment to a question put by the member for
Russell (Mr. Murphy). I have not the
slightest doubt that the member for Russell
got an answer to the question that he
intended to put. I know the member for
Russell too well and have too high a respect
for him to imagine that he would try, under
the guise of a Parliamentary question, to
pry into the private correspondence of a
gentleman because he happened to be a
member of the Government. The member
for Russell asked whether there had been
any correspondence between this Govern-
ment, or any member of the Government,
and any prelate of the province of Quebec.

We would not have done to the hon mem-
ber for Russell (Mr. Murphy) the injustice
to suppose that he was trying to ferret out
private correspondence between members of
this Governement and their friends. The
hon. member for Russell is a gentleman,
and I am quite sure he never meant to try
to do anything of the kind. Such action
would be beneath contempt. How it should
be more justifiable to try to ferret out the
correspondence between a gentleman, be-
cause he happens to be a member of the
Government, and another gentleman, who
happens to be a clergyman or a prelate or
a bishop in the church to which that gentle-
man happens to belong, is something that
I cannot understand. I want to be just,
and 1 am only just to the hon. member for
Russell when I say I am satisfied he had
no such idea in mind, and equally am I
satisfied that he never conceived of the
use to which the hon. member for Laval
(Mr. C. A. Wilson) would be willing to put
the perfectly proper answer the hon. mem-

ber got, that there was no official corre-
spondence by the Government, and that the
Government did not charge itself with in-
vestigating the private correspondence of
its members. The hon. member for Rus-
sell never can have foreseen the use that
that answer would be put to. The hon.
member for Laval, the other evening, in
the presence of the hon. member for Rou-
ville (Mr. Lemieux), who did not condemn
his action—I am satisfied if he thinks about
it, he will condemn it—proceeded in this
House to find fault with this answer and,
having satisfied himself from it that there
was private correspondence, to draw this
extraordinary conclusion: ‘“‘there was pri-
vate correspondence because the Govern-
ment said there was no official correspond-
ence—which wag the only matter at issue
—and moreover, it has been said that
a minister made a promise to an
archbishop; by this system of reason-
ing I have arrived at the conclu-
sion that there was private correspond-
ence between the minister and the arch-
bishop; therefore, it is proved, as clear as
day, that that minister made that particu-
lar promise to the archbishop.” My hon.
friend from Montcalm (Mr. Lafortune)
smiles. He is an expert on proof, and I
am satisfied that he is absolutely con-
vinced that that is proven. The next time
he wants to prove that I have announced
my intention of setting fire to the Parlia-
ment buildings, it will be the simplest
thing in the world for him to do se after
this fashion; an hon. member will ask this
Government: “Has there been any corre-
spondence between any minister, say, and
his wife with regard to the Parliament
Buildings?”’ The Government will answer:
“ This Government has had no official cor-
respondence with the lady, and it does not
investigate correspondence between its
members and their wives.” There is, of
course, nothing further to be said. It will
be conclusively demonstrated to the hon.
member for Montcalm and the hon. mem-
ber for Laval, that T wrote to my wife a
letter, in which I announced my intention
of burning down the Parliament buildings.
Was it worth while to try to make an ntterly
contemptible use of a fair answer to a fair
question, for the purpose of arriving at that
con :lusive demonstration? So much for the
pledges.

I wish to advert for a moment to the con-
dition which, in our judgment, made it im-
peratively necessary to provide without de-
lay an additional number of men. I desire
to read to the House a paragraph from a
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letter which came under my notice to-day.
I do not know the writer beyond that he is
apparently an American in the Ambulance
Service writing home from France. His let-
ter describes so accurately a condition of
affairs that this House has had intimated
to it by the Prime Minister iy terms as clear

18 it would be becoming for a man occupy-
ing his position to use, that 1 venture to
read it here. The writer says, as descriptive

of the conditions on the French front to-day

and as indicating the need for men:—

France has up to this time fought with a
bravery unprecedented in the history of the
world Her men have sacrificed themselves
with almost reckle ibandon Her losscs have
been tremendous Now France is tired out,
dead tired Most of her young men have
one, and the er are being called
out to fill their places work simply
too much for men of 1ced year Ther
America enters the war A new dawn appears
to these old men At last they can get back
to their fleld, or go into some less strenuous
back line work At last there is a chance
that some members of this wonderful nation
will survive this war and ¢ this race
which has ood » much art and litera
ture But what America 1

And then the writer goes on to criticise
the action of America in sending ambulance
corps whiel useful behind the lines
and in not =ser ne o the 1r
trenches He 1 to say

If America wishes to s France stagger and
fall from loss of blood f she wants to go into
the future with th ma that she moved too
late to save France et her ont 0 il
automob o ) » along the French
front ar « m v food and fue If
she wants the name of a fighting natic let
her send shiploads « aviators and planes and
follow these with a backbone of artillery. Also
let her provide some means by wt her 8

France n erving as ambulanciers or

er po may get into some more w

te work fight as good Americans ould

T'hat is not addressed to us, but has it no
message for u After all, what is it more
than th nessa that the great Maréchal
Joffre, who, with very English at hi
disposal, emphasized ind again  to
the soldiers in Montreal, he passed them
in review: “ Send us more men; send us
more men Did Maréchal Joffre know
what was needed, or perchance does the
hon. member f *alm (Mr. Lafortune)
know better? the situation over
there. It is only another man’s expression

of all but it describes the

knew,
situation very aptly, and, I have not the

what we
slightest doubt, very correctly. The Prime
Minister, in terms fitting for him to use, has
told this House of the erying need for men
Perhaps some of us have heard the story

more ol

be

in detail. Perhaps some us have
heard things that it might not wise to
give to the public. Perhaps some of us have
a more keen sense of the critical nature*hf
the present situation than the people of
Canada, before the visit of the Prime Minis-

ter to England, had conceived. I am no
pessimist; I have no desire to create un-
necessary alarm; 1 have no desire to say

anything that would create the impression
that conditions were more desperate than
they are.

But I do venture to say that to my mind—
I give this, of for what it is worth
as my own conviction—this war to-day is
anybody’s war. 1 do not say that I have no
confident hope; 1 have, but that
confident hope rests upon everybody who is

course,

longer

in this war doing his utmost We have
been told: Oh, the United States has come
into the war That is given as a reason
why we should let up I have a great
wdmiration for our friends of the United
States. I have faith in their bravery, faith
in their resources, faith that they will do
their utmost But when they have done
their utmost they will be proud men if,
by doing that utmost, they shall have
placed themselves in a position to equal the
great effort that France has made, but
which, alas, she can make no longer, or at
all events with the same effect. Is it con-
sonant with the honour of Canada to say,

18 we have heard it said here is not
our 100,000 men who are going to make the
But 100,000 i

pr viyu]‘f‘(vfl to our

Oh, it

lifference our men
population and
what ten times that number would be to the
people of the United States.
of the United States say
1,000,000 men who are
difference, and if Great
Oh, it is not the men that
y gather who are going to make the dif-
rence—if we and the United States and
reat Britain say that, all the difference in
e world will result. Surely we have pride
Having put our hand to the
we will not back at this criti-
Surely we have regard enough
our young men who have gone forth so
willingly and so readily to say to them
far as it depends upon us at home, your
task will not be made harder than it need
be
Do

forcements

ire, 1n

means,

I[f the people
Oh, it
to make
lets

not our
the
ind
we

going
Brit

more

1n up

says

enough to say
plough, look
cal moment

for

So

hon. gentlemen realize what rein-
Do they realize that
when reinforcements are lacking, double or
treble stress is put on the man atthe front?

You are exposing him to double or treble

mean?
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danger; you are sending him again and
\rain into the trenches to meet death. In
wddition to that, when he has done his
double or treble duty, he gets but half or
one-third the time for rest he would get if
his comrades at hoi;» were doing their
dr When it is for this purpose that
reinforcements are needed, are we going
to sit back and say Oh, well, let
the Americans do it; let the English-
men do it; let the Frenchmen in
the present exhausted condition of France

do it: we have no interest in our boys more
¢nan we have in any other men who are
fighting in this war I did not intend to

ro into any development of the reasons why

this thing ought to be done, because that
has already been treated of very mucl ore
eloquently than 1 could hope to do it, but
there are some things a man cannot touch
without beir carried away
Now to proceed to the su
endum, which is the metl
met the ems T T r the
A I hay I Mr
man is a greater stickler for
rights than, I venture to say
her to me, as a representative
f the people, only one thing more sacred
than the peopls rights, and that is the
people’'s duty. To the individual man, his
duty ie or ought to be something much
more &af { than his r 1 public
man ought to be more 1bout
whether he is doing h publi
man than whether he is t absc
ne wha 1 1
yus that tl people’s right
I, but I am also anxious
of my country that the
hould be done. It 11l
k of devotion to the people,
t at 144 I 1 13101
u 1 r etting vote
P 1t ] 1 time r A ‘ gOVE ni
is vain imagining--when it is the duty
the peop rept tatives and of those
who have been entrusted with the govern-
ment of the people, to to it that the

people do their duty. And, that is the posi-
tion that confronts this P
Let me eliminate for a moment the

11l deal with later on
s any tinction between
Parliament and any other Parliament
Is it my right hon. friend's (Sir V

rliament to-

Laurier) conception of popular or demo-
cratic government that those whom the
people elect and to whom they entrust
the power of governing them, and with the

power the duty of exercising it, shall neve
govern the people when the people do not
want to do their duty I am not saying
that the people of Canada do not now want
to do their duty, but the principle that
underlies this referendum motion is that
if the time ever comes when the people
of Canada do not want to do their duty,
those entrusted with the government shall
throw up their hands and say: We will
not govern, we will go out and say to the
people-on the hypothesis that they do not
want to do their duty—please will you be
wugh to tell us whether we, your
delegated authority to govern you, ought
to make a law to compel you to do your
duty When I studied mathematics long
1gzo there was one form of argument des-
cribed as the reductio ad absurdum. When

good

you w 1 to show that a proposition wa
ibsolu indefen » you pointed out the
of the consequences to which it
1d. It seems to me that the re-
lu oposal i intended to support

v irgu i ed against democrat
zovernn show its utter fut v and
utter uselessness by means of the re ctio
id absurdum. If that is not reducing to

the absurd the consequences of government

by the people, then T have no comprehen-
I

sion of what the absurd means

Let us understand each sather about gov-

ernment by the people Under our consti
tution we have government P in
this sense: that it b lutely to
the people, to determine rovern
them. But it v novel proposition that
Zove ment by the people necessarily in-
volves enactment of legislation the peo-

ple themselves, and that is in practical
effect what is suggested by this referendum.

may be circumstances when it is pro-
per to do that But now, when the whole
] mind you, whether
luty, but whether
enacted to compel
to do that duty, it is proposed that
we should go out and ask the people, who

do not want to be compelled, if they want
to be compelled. Surely, if the people want
to  be compelled it is  the clearest
evidence that they do not need to be
compelle for if they do want to be
compelled they will go out and do the duty
without compulsion So, when you ask
the question, you must assume that they
do not want to do the duty. Therefore, the
proposal is that we should go out and
say to them: Gentlemen, you do not want to
go to the war; will you be good enough to
tell us if you want us to make a law to com-
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pel you to go to the war you do not want to
go to? What answer is expected, I do not
know.

It may be said that it is the majority of
the people who would determine that ques-
tion; and I quite understand that a large
part of the majority will not be liable or not
unwilling to go to the war. Their votes
will compel the liable but unwilling,
and what I am suggesting not true
as an abeolute proposition governing
the whole of the people. But it re-
maing true that in the majority, which-
ever way it votes—and certainly in the
majority if you have a majority saying they
do not want a law to compel those who do
not want to go to the war to go—you will
have the vete of every man who does not
want to go to the war; you will have the
vote of every man who, if any body ought
to he compelled, is the man who ought to
be compelled to go to the war. And you are
told that this is a necessary consequence
of democratic institutions. If I were call-
ed upon to make an attack upon govern-
ment by the democracy, I do not think I
could find a stronger argument than to point
to that as one of its necessary consequences.

We are asked to trust the people. Mr.
Speaker, I trust the people; I trust the peo-

is

ple far and beyond where many hon. gen-
tlemen on the sther side trust them. I
trust them miles beyond where my hon.

friend from Montcalm trusts them. He gave
us a pathetic description of the efforts that
would have to be made to enforce this law

and of the ways that people would find to

evade it. And I must pay him—I wonder
if it is safe to call it the compliment—of
saying that he gave wus some of
the most original law it has ever been my

1

There many things
is a very good quality.

fortune t
in whi

ten to
oniginality

Ar

I do not want to discuss at the moment
how far originality in law is a good quality;
but I give the hon. gentleman credit for
producing some most original law. He has
laboured to show how easy it is for the
people of Canada—who, of course, accord-
ing to him, do not want to obey the law

to evade the law. I trust the people more
than he does. I trust the people that, after
this law shall have been enacted, and when
they understand and know just what it is
and just how it operates, they will recognize
it as the proper method of providing both
that those not to the war
shall be exempt from pressure to go, and
that those who should go shall come forward
to do their duty. I have not the apprehen-
sion the hon. gentleman has expressed, for

who should

ro

I trust the people. I trust to their mature
judgment; I trust them when they shall
have had time to reflect. But
the suggestion is that we do not
trust the people because we will
not take their judgmept at the first moment
when a proposition of this kind is made
to them, when they are unprepared for it,

9 p.m.

ill-informed or mis-informed upon it.
Reproaches have been cast upon the
Government in this matter, I am not

concerned about that, becaunse I think we
have come to the day when the personal
reproach that an individual may earn, and
the question whether a partioular Govern-
ment is deserving of condemnation or the
contrary, or whether a particular party has
always been on right lines, or the contrary,
are matiers of absolutely no consequence.
I am quite satisfied that the people of Can-
ada are not in the remotest degree interested
to-day in the past sins or past virtues of
the existing Government or of the present
party to which I have the honour to belong,
nor in those of the party of hon. gentlemen
opposite. Whether the people of Canada
are for this measure or against it, there is
one thing I am absolutely convinced of,
and that is that they have not the slightest
interest in the discussion of the merits of
political parties at this moment.

I was about to say, when I was carried
into this digression, that I am prepared to
trust the people, to trust the

sane
judgment of the people; to trust the
judgment of the people after they have
had proper opportunities for informa-
tion. But to-day we are dealing with
a people upon whom this proposition

has come unexpectedly, and they are not
prepared for it. 1 think that members of
Parliament should be guided by the opinions
of the people, but by the opinions of the
people arrived at and formed after oppor-
tunity for consideration, and expressed at
the proper time and in the proper manner
under the provisions of the constitution.
The hon. member for Montealm took us
nearly all over the province of Quebec, and
told us of meetings that he had attended
that were against conscription, including
one in my own constituency. He further
warned us that it would not be safe for us to
go there and say a word for conseripfion,
because the Lachine canal is near. Well,
let me tell the hon. member in turn that,
when he wants to make the statement that
I lied, it would not be wise for him to go
back and make #t in St. Anne's hall, even
at a Liberal meeting, because the Lachine
canal is very near.
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Now, I was saying, I trust the people. 1
trust implicitly to their judgment when they
have had opportunity for information and
consideration. But I do not conceive the
functions of a representative of the people
to be to go around to meetings throughout
the country addressing people who have not
the necessary information, stirring them up
to express an opinion in a certain sense,
and then walk into this House and say:
There is nothing more to be said; I am here
to express the opinions of the people.
The question what the function of a mem-
ber of Parliament is under the British
system is not a new question. I am not
going into that question, but I would sug-
gest to these hon. gentlemen who are so
anxious about the opinion of the people that
they should take a few minutes some day
to read a famous speech of that great Eng-
lish statesman—I should rather say, that
great Irishman whom Ireland gave to Eng-
land to be one of her greatest statesmen—
Edmund Burke. That will tell them what
is the proper position of a representative
of the people. Let me read a few lines.
Burke was being reproached for not having
followed the opinion of his electors—the
subject i3 not material. He said to them:

For, gentlemen, it is not your fond desires,
nor mine, that can alter the nature of things;
by contending against which, what have we
got, or ever shall get, but defeat and shame?
I did not obey your instructions. No; I con-
formed to the instructions of truth and nature,
and maintained your interest, against your
opinions, with a constancy that became me. A
representative worthy of you ought to be a
person of stability, I am to look, indeed, to
your opinions; but to such opinions as you and
I must have filve years hence. I was not to
look to the flash of the day.

We owe a duty to the people and that
is not to look to the flash of the day, not
to be governed by the opinions of people
described by the hon. gentleman as being
in a frame of mind where they throw one
into the canal if he express any opinion
other than what they may happen to enter-
tain at the moment. Speaking for myself,
and having respect for the people who were
at these meetings, T can quite understand
that at the first flash this proposal, ill-un-
derstood and worse explained, does not
commend itself to their judgment but when
it is brought to their attention and properly
explained I am satisfied they will give it
their approval. I am satisfied that if by
any mistake on the part of this Govern-
ment and Parliament, we should decide to
let this question be settled at this moment
by a vote taken without further prepara-
tion, upon the submission of this sole ques-

tion to the people when they are being ap-
pealed to in the most powerful way and by
the most eloquent gentlemen to resist and
reject this proposal, that if we should sub-
ject the honour of Canada to being soiled
by the possibly unfortunate result of a vote
taken under these circumstances by the
people ill-informed and without proper ex-
planation, these very people themselves,
when they saw the resalt, would never for-
give us for what we had done. They would
tell us, in the weords of Edmund Burke:
You should not have been governed by the
flash of the moment; you should have wait~
ed for our opinion one year, two years or
three years hence when we shall be in a
position to appreciate the possible results;
perhaps even to know the actual results of
the decision you are called upon to make.
Now, I feel that I owe the House and
yourself, Mr. Speaker, an apolegy for the
length at which I have allowed myself to
be led into going in connection with this
most important question. I de met know
that 1 can flatter myself that what I have
said can alter the views of any man but
at least I feel that the best thought that
I have been able to give to the most im-
portant question that I have ever had to
consider has inspired me to say what I
have said. In conclusion, let me just say
one word as to what has been called the
constitutional lack of power of this Par-
liament to pass this Bill and the absence
of a mandate on the part of ite members.
I wonder if hon. members remember what
bappened in January, 1916, and I wonder
if their memory goes a little farther back
to August, 1914. In August, 1914, nobody
could question the mandate of this Par-
liament and nobody could epeak of this
Government as being moribund. I do not
feel quite so shocked about that expression
as the hon. member for Mentcalm thought
I ought to. The best of us, even my
hon. friend from Montcalm himself,
will come some day to be in a moribund
condition and still he marvels that we do
not rise in wrath at the very mention of it.
I do not know what we are expeeted to do
or to say when we are described as a mori-
bund Government as we have been by the
leader of the Opposition. Well, we have
to stand that epithet. Could this Govern-
ment be described as a moribund Govern-
ment in 19147 Had this Parliament
a mandate in 19147 What did this Parlia-
ment do in 19147 We had a tkree or four
days’ session. I think we all look back
with pride and pleasure to those three or
four days because in that three or four




days’ session we realized to the full the
condition which the hon. member for Hali-
fax (Mr. Maclean) the other day recalled
to us as having been described by an Eng-
lish poet in words put into the mouth of a
Roman of old lamenting the disappearance
of those days “when none were for a party
and all were for the State.” In those four
or five days we realized that. I hope that
we will still, notwithstanding the difference
of opinion that exists between us as to this
particular measure, be in that frame of
mind. There could be no doubt about it
at that time and what did this Parliament,
then in the full enjoyment of its mandate,
underthe impulse ofthat common sentiment,
realize? Was it wondering about the rights
of the people, was it wondering whether it
should have a referendum, was it anxious
even about the rights of the people’s repre-
sentatives? Not a bit. This Parliament
did at that time, and under the inspiration
of the impulse that prevailed then, some-
thing that was absolutely unprecedented in
the annals of Canadian Parliaments and, 1
am not quite sure whether one could not
safely say, in the annals of any British Par-
liament. Parliament then handed over to
this Government, that was not moribund
then, absolutely its entire legislative powers
in so far as matters pertaining to the war
were concerned. Conditions were so critical
that the people’s representatives were will-
ing to forego their control over legislation
and to hand it over to the Government, a
Government that had not been elected to
deal with these matters in particular. Par-
liament then realized that what would be
necessary would be prompt action and it
thought it was worth while to sacrifice even
the right of the people to make their own
legislation through their own representa-
tives in order to ensure that needed action
would be taken at the proper moment and
that there should be no delay. That is
what Parliament did then, a live Parlia-
ment, a Parliament that had an unques-
tioned mandate. I am not going to claim
now that the Government might do what
it chose. I think it might have done what
it believed to be right, but this Government
in carrying out its duty. has bheen truly
conservative in the exercise of its powers.
But, I have referred to their wide ‘scope
as indicating what this Parliament in the
vigour of its life, when its mandate was un-
doubted and its motives of the highest,
thought it proper to do on behalf of the
people. It was absolutely like the action
that the earliest democratic peoples realized,
in very ancient times, to be the proper ac-
tion in like conditions. We all know that

when the State was in peril, when the
enemy was at the gate, when civil commo-
tion threatened, in the old Rome of the
Republican days, the people, ever jealous
of their rights, stood not upon them, and
the Senate said to the consuls: Take care
that nothing of evil befall the Common-
wealth Caveant consules ne quid detri-
menti Respublica capiat,” and left to them
the plenitude of power

And in virtue of what Parliament did then,
in the full vigour of its life and unques-
tioned mandate, I venture to say the Gov-
ernment might have proceeded upon the
authority so conferred to enact the present
measure. We have not sought to do so,
nor would we dream of going that far. I
refer to the legislation merely to ehow what
this Parliament thought was the proper
line of action in the day of its fullest
vigour. In 1916 what did this Parliament
do? Parliament voted that it was desirable
that th under our written constitu-
tion our mandate expired in October last,
the mandate of Parliament should be ex-
tended for another year, and to-day the
hon. gentlemen who supported that motion,
who felt that the good of the country im-
peratively demanded sucl n, NOW say
fter the other, “Oh, we did something
we had not any right to do; although we
did it with our eyes open, we had no right
to do it, and therefore we do not now repre-

sent the people.” 1 was amazed to hear
members make epeeches in this Chamber
on the strength of the fact that they did
not reprezent the people. I desire to say
one word with reference to that proposi-
tion.
It is quite true that, under our written
constitution, this Houszse was elected for a
fixed period of five years. But the consti-
tution of this country is esusceptible of
amendment, and the people m
their will tacitly, just as clearly
their vote, and when, in 1916, this Parlia-
ment, composed of representatives about
whose mandate there was no doubt, gentle-
men who represented the entire country,
unanimously said that the safety of the
country required that there should be no
election, but that the life of Parliament
ehould be extended, and when the people
of Canada from one end to the other rati-
fied that decision, I say, Mr. Speaker, that
we then modified the constitution in the
most regular and normal British way, that is
by what is done and accepted as being the
needful thing to meet new and unprovided
for conditions. It is true we have a written

express

as by
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constitution, and it can legally be altered
only by the Imperial Parliament. The Im-
perial Parliament sanctioned the Bill passed
in 1916, and that rendered legal what had
been decided upon by us. 1 can say that
when the Parliament, under those condi-
tions, and with the absolute ratification of
the people—and I am satisfied that will not
be disputed—passed the Bill extending the
life of Parliament in January, 1916, a Parlia-
ment was constituted with all the powers
that ever belonged to any Parliament in the
Dominion of Canada. Oar right to sit as a
Parliament quest'oned by the hon
gentleman ym Montealm (Mr. Lafortune)
as being illegal. That is part of the original
law that the hon. gentleman gave us this

afternoon, but when it is said our existence

is unconstitutional T can « while
this Parliament not he Il of
the people, ex) 1 in ind
form, 1 1 1hle
of the people, wi \ i
e expression of their will in the usual

form would be detrimental to the best in-

of the validity of my mandate, nor have I
any doubt of your powers, Mr. Speaker, in
this House. We can do anything and ey

thing that a lawfully and constitutionally

elected Parliament can do, and, ther

and

perform my duties as a member of Parlia-

have no doubt of my rig

ment. I have already endeavoured to point
out Canada’s duty at the present time,
which is quite clear. Here we have in our
hands the mandate, and on our shoulder

the responsibility, for seeing that Canada
does her duty. Mr. Speaker, I for one—and
I am satisfied the great majority of the men
bers of this House will be with me—wi
not shirk this responsibility to-night upon
the mere plea of undue anxiety about the
rights of the people.

In conclusion, to go back to where I be-
gan, let me suggest that we all endeavour,
in the decision to which we may come, and
the action we may take in pursuance of that
decision, to join together, with the realizing
sense that there is but one question in

r'e before us, and that is: What is the

Canada to-night? What is her duty
to herself, to her honour, to her Allies, to
her voluntary soldiers who have died, and
are and facing death to-ni Let

u rget that there lifferent provinces
t u t reproaches one race
nay think it to ] Tig t an-
Let u ) i1l the juar-

rel which ma have ¢« irred  between
us, v reason of political divergence,
or differences Let us forget that there
are any political parties Let us forget

that there are any Government or any Op
position. Let us remember just one thing
alone; that there is come to us the great
privilege, carrying with it the heavy bur-
den of responsibility, of determining for
Canada to-night t

1e most 1mportant ques-
tion that any Canadian Parliament has
ever been called upon t letermine, a ques-
n upon whose

I decision, and upon
proper action follow that decision

lapends the honour of ir country, Can-




