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I say that if there lias been obstruction of
the Naval Bill during the present session
of Parliament, there certainly was ob-
struction of the reciprocity agreement in
the session which came to a conclusion in
1911. 1 do not think there was obstruc-
tion in either case, but I want to make
the further rernark that, as f ar as I arn
personally conoerned, I do not care
whether or not I arn charged with having
obstructed the Naval Bill during the
present session. I take the ground, and
take it readily and heartily, that 1 was
prepared to obstruct the passage of the
Naval Bül in this House, and that 1
would be, and arn now, willing to oppose
by obstruction the passage of this Bill.
So long as I arn a member of this House,
so long as my constituents send me to
this Parliarnent as their representative, if
they are of the samne mind as they are
at the present time, I shall continue, so
far as 1 arn allowed, rny obstruction to
the passage of this, Bill. As I have said,
1 do not think there has been obstruction
in either case, particularly if we accept
the definition of obstruction as laid down
by a very eminent -Speaker of the English
House of Commons, Mr. Brand. This is
his definition of obstruction:

The distinctive mark of obstruction lies
in the indiscrirninate and incesant resistance
of an extremely ernali rinority to proposals
of the rnost diverse kinds.

No action of ours, taken in this House,
could be construed as coming within that
definition of obstruction. If there was ob-
struction of the Naval Bill during the
present session, there certainly was ob-
struction to the passage of the reciprooity
agreement in 1911, 'because, as 1 under-
stand it, the reciprocity Bill was intro-
duced somes time about the middle of
J anuary, and up to the l19th of July
the Bill had not been ieported.
The Naval Bill was introduced on Decem-
ber 5 last, and for the hast four or five
weeks, since this resolution was introduced,
there lias been no discussion on that ques-
tion so that there was not more time de-
voted Vo the discussion of the Naval Bill
thain to the discussion of the reeiprocity
agreement. But, the Minister of Justice
says, that was a very important measure,
it deaît with the fiscal pohicy of this coun-
try. We muet conclude frorn lis remarks
that the Naval Bihl is not an important
mýeasure. As to the importance of the two
pieces of legislation, reciprocity in some
form. or other ha& been before this country
since 1872 and all political parties in Can-
ada since that date have been in favour of
a reciprocity agreement with the 'Ulnited
Statea of America so that the people of
this country were thoroughly familiar with
the subjeot; they knew it was net inte-fer-
inz with otir independence or our rights of

responsible government. But what about
the importance of the Naval Bullp If~ is a
new departure, a departure whohhy un-
warranted by anything whieh lias tran-
spired lu this country since we liave had
the right of responsible government. It is
a departure which, on the floor of this
House, was negatived in 1909 by unani-
mous resolution. Thus on the question of
the relative importance of the two ques-
tions, in rny humble way of thinking, the
naval proposais before this Hous are Uar
more important and tQieir effects more far-
reaching than could have been the reci-
procity agreement of 1911. The Minister
of Justice goes on te 8ay that there is a
chamour throughout 'the country for some
amendment to the ru-les, for some foran of
closure in this House. I fail to sea where
the clamour is. If it is a clamour It has
not the sound of the ordinary clamour when
one arises in this countiry. In so far as 1
oau see -at the present tîme, the Liberal
party sud the Independent party and some
of the Conservative, paTty are absolutely
opposed te a measure of closure sucli as
this resolution imposes upon this House.
There has been no Liberal newspaper
which has not steod by our honoured
leader in the discussion of and opposition
Vo the imposition of this closure. The
labour people of this country are opposed
to it, there is no doubt in the world about
tha.t. There, ia only one way in which the
labour unions of this country can bring
grievances before this House; ths is the
proper Parliament in which the grievances
o! labour should be heard because we
have, in this Government as in the past
Government, a Minister o! Labour. I
would like te tell Vhe Minister of Justice
that when hie says there is a élamour in
this country for the imposition of closure
he iýs speaking without authoTity to speak
for the great masses of the worlcmen and
artisans of Canada. He may be s4peaking
for the multi-millionaires of Montreal and
the multi-xnil'ionaire manufacturer of
Toronto but hie lias no mandate fromn the
labourinR population of this, country which,
as a matter of fact, constitutes the major-
ity o! the people, to say that there
is in their Tanks a ci amour for
the imposition o! a closure, Bill upon
this House of Commons. Other hion.
gentlemen onposite have spoken on this
question. We have had two very notable
deliverances Irom the hon. memiber f or
Pdrtage la Prairie (Mr. Meighen). I wish
to say, in justice to that hon, gentleman,
that hie was one of the Vwo gentlemeni who
approached this question iu the manner in
which it should be approaclied; that ia
he dealt with the rules, explaining the
rules as hie saw them according to bi3 light.
But there were some observations in both
the utterances of that hon. gentleman which


