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House of Commons had power by usage anc
ctistom ta revise the rules witbout referenc(
ta a cammittee in 1877, 1880 and 1881, surel3
they must have had the same pawer ir1867. But this House has revised. its rulewitbout reference ta a cammitiee. In 1868.an motion of Mr. Duncan and Sir GeargEEtienne Cartier, rule 22 af this bouse, àpermanent rule, was penmanently amendedwitbout reference ta a committee. Thüt iEta be found at page 144 of the Journals aithat year. In 'Hansard' of 1877, et pageE3 and 4, it wili be found that Sir John A.Macdonald clearly affirmed the principle
tlîat the bouse could at any time hy motionchange its rules upon due notice. Thatwas established by the practice of thisbouse and by the practice bath priar ta1867 and since then, we have ample powerta alter the rules if we sa desire withautreference ta a cammittee. I do nat pretendta argue tb&at the ather method, that ofreference ta a commjttee for a repart, wouldnot also be quite within aur power and bathmetbods are certainly available under samecirdumstances-ane methad wauld be pre-ferred and under other clrcumsrances theothen; but when -an Opposition sits in, frontof a government, under the authority of itsleader and the additianal authority ta-nigbtoi his lieutenant, avawediy in an obstruc-tionist position, in a position ta prevent thevote on the Naval Bill as well as on theclosure, it is the duty af the Gavernment tasce ta it that t-he rules followed xviii prevent,

e0 far as we can prevent, the -success afobstruction. Hon, gentlemen opposite have
conjured up new objeotions in their mindsto-night. This first one is that violence isbeing dane ta the rights af the minorityhecause they are nat permitted ta debateadjaurnments and the leader ai the Opposi-tion to-night went sa fan as ta say that if anymotions by their nature required discussionand debate, mations ta adjourn did. Thehon. member for Carleton says that mnas-much *as yau are preventing us fronidi-scussing mations ta adjaurn, sucb aswe are naw debating, yau are makingaur rules worse than the English rules.
That is bis position. Well, Mn. Speaker,
in the name af common senee, what serf-aus injury cen be donc ta Perliament even
under the most efrained circumstances,
even in the most extreme cases, hy the re-fusai ordinartly ta discuss adjournmeîit? Mo-tions ta adjourn are in the main punely for-mai motions. There may be cases where per-
haps they serve another purpose, but those
cases are emply prov'ided for and the op-partunity for discussion ie ernply preserved
by the first rule uwhich we now propose ta
insert, cases whcre it je desired ta diseuse
mettere af urgent publie cansequence un-der a motion ta adjourn. But what vio-lence can be donc ta the rights of the min-
anity, haw do we injure the procedure of
this Hause, by sayin« yau shall not ha
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Iallowed in open debate ta move adjaurn-
ment for the purpose merely of throwing
the House into cam-ittee s0 that a man
can talk as ofien as he likes on any euh-
jeet? Surely once is sufficien.t. But says
the hon. member for Carleton, N.B., they
have in Eng]and the right as we have had
the right ta maya an adjourninent for the
purpose of giving hon. gentlemen a chance
to speak twice. Surely that ie flot riglit.
I showed him that two weeks aga, but I
think he was out of the House. In BEng-
land they have no night to move adjaurn-
ments for the purpose of discus8ing any
thing at ail except the reasans why theyshould adjourn. That lB abundantly clearfrom the British rules. They have t3he
right, as we have it, to move adjournmente
for the purpose of discussing a definite
matter af publie urgency. Il a member ofthe British House mayas the adjouirnment
of the House at any timne, he enu support
that motion ardinanily by reaisons vvhy the
Housa should adjourn, but he ca.nnot ne-vert ta the main motion, as -we are doing,
and discuss the main motion. Thatnîght bas been taken away from him
in England for many yeare, and na onehas complained s ta the reeuit. Not anly
have they na night ta diseuse anything ex-
cept reasons for adjournment on a motion
to adjourn, but they can be forbidden tadiseuse that before a gentleman nises atail because immediately the motion je putby M.r. Speaker, ta the House, any hon.member may rise and deniand that theclosure be applied. In Great Bnitain, na
han. meniber can diseuse even the reasons
why the Housa shauld adjourn except bythe will of the majonity, let alane discussa
ad infinituqn the main motion, such as we,
are dolng naw. But my hon. f riend froniCarleton, N.B. says, you are taking froni
us the right ta mave motions ta a.djourn
for the, purpose of diecussing matiters aofurgent puhlie importance, linasmuch s-yau have put it ini the power of the Speaker
ta decide whether or flot it ie a matter aofurgenit public importance, and therefore
within bis power ta refuse the night tadiseuse euoh a matter. In the lirait place,it was the hon, gentlemen oppo site thený_selves who put that within yaur pawer, Mxr.ISpeaker. It was hon, gentlemen opposite
theniselves wha appainted the oommitteewhich ini 1906, I think. revieed the rulesand insexted clause 39, which places it[within your discretion, Mr. Speaker, tomeasure the Importance of the suL jectm-hich an han. suamber desires to di_%Ouss'Sao if they have any coimpaint, it isagainet themselves. But eurely we arenfot
getting int the invasion af individual
righta mare than they are in England. l8
the hon. member for Carleton aware that,the rule in England is word for word the


