April 17, 1967

contain this run-away criticism before it does
both our countries irreparable harm.

Mr. Nesbitt: Mr. Chairman, I wish to take
part in this debate again for two reasons. The
first is that a number of questions have been
put to the government during the course of
this and previous stages of the debate which
have not been answered. If any answers have
been given to most of the questions with
which I will deal, they have been given either
in a vague way or with equivocation. One
reason, and I believe the main reason despite
what some members of the government may
think, that this debate has gone on so long at
the different stages is that there is a genuine
desire on the part of the members on this side
of the house to find out what exactly are the
implications of this bill.

I do not think there is any member in this
house, whatever his party, who really would
wish to jeopardize our defence effort. All of
us are interested in the future safety of our
country. Some of us are worried about the
course the government is taking. Until we
have adequate answers to many of the ques-
tions which have been asked I do not believe
we will be in a position either to approve or
disapprove of this bill. The reason I am mak-
ing further remarks at this time is that I hope
to elicit answers from the minister. I sincere-
ly hope the minister will give us these an-
swers before the debate on this stage of the
bill is completed.

The second reason I am taking part in the
debate again has to do with the tactical han-
dling of this bill by the government. I believe
this to be a matter of very great concern not
only to members of this house but also to
people outside the house. I suggest that the
government has not handled the bill well
from its inception. I realize I cannot refer to
matters previously passed on by the house
and I do not intend to do so. I do wish to
refer, however, to the difficulty we have had
in acquiring the information we need.

In this regard I suggest it would have been
better had the government in the first place
sent this bill to a committee, perhaps at the
resolution stage, so that the matter could have
been gone into at that point. At that stage we
might have learned about the nature and con-
tent of the bill. Then, at a later stage when
the bill came back to the committee of the
whole it might again have been referred to
the standing committee as was done after
second reading. It is quite evident now from a
reading of the evidence before the defence
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National Defence Act Amendment
committee that many questions are still unan-
swered. Had there been two sets of hearings,
I believe that some of the points which are
still unanswered might have been answered

and clarified.

If I may use a favourite expression, this is
water under the bridge. This is something
which I believe the government should have
done. The government has embarked on a
very strange course indeed, the course of clo-
sure. I know it may be said by my friends on
the government side of the house that it is not
closure on which the government is embark-
ing now. There is an old expression, “No
matter how thin you slice it it is still bo-
loney”. This new rule in some ways is a much
more severe form of closure than the old
closure rule because under the old rule clo-
sure had to be applied to each clause of the
bill whereas under this arrangement the
whole bill has to be dealt with summarily in
a very brief period of time. It seems very
strange that the government should have em-
barked on this procedure in dealing with this
bill.

As of last Thursday afternoon when the
government house leadér mentioned it was
the intention of the government to allocate
time—I believe that is the term which was
used—25 members of the official opposition
had spoken on this bill and 29 members of the
government and its allies in this house. I have
been a member of this house for quite a long
time and it always has been my impressoin
that when closure or any form thereof was
invoked it was because one group in the
house was greatly protracting the debate or
was holding it up by what sometimes is re-
ferred to by members of the government as
filibustering. If one wishes to be very tech-
nical about this, I might point out that up to
the time of the announcement by the house
leader 29 members supporting the govern-
ment had spoken and .only 25 opposition
members. One might ask who was filibuster-
ing.

It seems very strange indeed that this type
of procedure should have been adopted. How-
ever, that is the government’s responsibility.
I believe these matters should be clarified.
Closure of any form should be used only if a
matter is of great urgency or import. I do not
think anyone would claim that this subject is
not a matter of great import; of course it is,
and very much so. However, it certainly is
not a matter of urgency, to say the least. The
other day the minister told us that if the bill
should be passed right now it was not his



