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in such a high-handed manner that the
hon. leader of the Opposition, the imost
courteous statesman that Canada bas ever
known, was precluded from moving an
amendment to the said resolution.

Redlich, in his authoritative work upon
Parliamentary ,Procedure, commenting upon
closure introduced in the British Parlia-
ment, says:

The 'parliamentary guillotine' was then
set up for a second time in the House, a des-
perate expedient for carrying out the inflexi-
ble will of the majority. However serions
the political circumstances were which drove
the Salisbury Cabinet to adopt this plan,
there can be no doubt tliat their procedure
was completely out of harmony with the his-
toric character of parliamentary government.

If these remarks are truc as applied to
parliamentary procedure in England, how
much more true are they as applied to par-
liamentary procedure in Canada, because
we must not forget that Canada is
not England. The day will come,
when owing to its greater area and
greater natural resources, Canada will be
greater than England in both wealth and
population. When that day docs come, the
rules then or now in force in the mother
of parliaments may better suit our needs
than the rules we have to-day.. But, Mr.
Speaker, England attained ber greatness
and won her reputation with rules similar
to those we now have and why should we
not wait until we have attained ber great-
ness and ber glory, before amending those
rules? I say that the rules in Canada
should not be aniended because Canada is
a land of minorities. Take any religion,
take any class of citizens, take the descend-
ants of any nationality in Canada to-day,
and you will find that they are in the min-
ority. As a minority they are obliged to
rely upon the majority in the House of
Coummons for their rights and privileges.
As a representative of the French Cana-
dian minority I am proud to say that until
to-day we have had ample opportunity to
put forward in this Parliament what we
consider our rights and privileges, and these
rights and privileges have always been re-
spected. What will happen when that
Uri gt of free speech is taken away from us,
when we can no longer expose to you and
to the majority what we consider our rights
and privileges, I cannot foreteil. What ap-
plies to the French Canadian minority in
Canada applies to every other minority.
Take the British born in Canada to-day and
put the rest of Canada against them and
yeu will find that they are in a minority.
Take the labourers of Canada to-day, place
the remainder of Canada against them, and
you will find that the labourers, who are to-
day represented in this House by one sole
representative, are in a minority. Take
the manufacturers, who, perhaps are at the
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back of this closure, they, if taken individ-
tallv or taken as a group, compared with
the rest of the population of Canada are in
a muinority. Take the Roman Catholics of
Canada to-day; numerous as they are,
they have what they consider to be their
just riglts which they wish to maintain,
but they are in a minority. Take the great
Orange Order of Canada, with all its
strength, power and prestige, and place
against them the mass of the people of Can-
ada who do not agree with them in politics
and religion, and yen will find that the
great Orange Order is in a minority. This is
a country of minorities with the pos-
sible exception of the poor farmers.
The farmers of Canada are in a majority,
but are they exercising the rights and re-
ceiving the privileges of a majority? They
are con.sidered in this Parliament as a min-
ority, and they have been treated as a min-
oritv. The railway, nanufacturing and
banking nagnates are always seeking priv-
ileges from Parlianent and urging compen-
sation for the great sacrifices as they call
thiem, which they have made in building
up Canada. This Parliament should con-
sider the real sacrifices that are heing made
daily, without mnurmur, by thousands and
tens of thousands of men and women in log
enbins on the western edge of civilization,
many miles fron railways, schools or
churches, rearing families and developing
the country in the face of physical and
spiritual and social deprivation, of whose
hardihood a grateful nation might well
afford some recognition.

In introducing this resolution the other
day the Prime Minister spoke as follows:

Mr. Speaker. the resolution which I have
tHe honour to move this afternoon touches a
very important subject, because it must be
apparent to all lion. gentlemen in this House
that unless ire have such rules as will per-
mit the reasonable transaction of public
business, and prescribe the ordinary and pro-
per conduct of debate, Parliament must fail
in its chief function, and the proceedings of
this House are liable to be brought into dis-
repute and contenpt. No one is more ready
than I to aeknowledge that liberty of speech
and freedom of debate must be preserved,
but I venture respectfully to suggest that
these privileges must be observed and main-
tained under such conditions that they shall
not be allowed to degenerate into license and
obstruction.

What does that mean? It means that the
Prime Minister in introducing this closure
resolution did so because lie considered
hiimself face to face with obstruction on
this side of the House. Was be really in
the face of obstruction? I claim that he
was not. I claim that the amendment is
unnecessary because only four times since
Confederation has there been an'thing like
obstruction in this House of Commons. I
1896 and 1911 that obstruction -was justified
by the verdict given by the people of Can-


