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© (4:50 p.m.)

Mr. Speaker: I declare the amendment lost.

As I indicated to hon. members earlier, it
would not be in order to put the main motion
to the house since it has now, by the lapse of
time, become a nullity.

11513
Division
Mr. Woolliams: I rise on a point of order,
Mr. Speaker. There is one point I would ask
you to consider. If a motion is a nullity, how
can there be an amendment to a motion that
is a nullity?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps I
should not have put the motion. However, the
division on the amendment was called before
four o’clock. That was my purpose in suggest-
ing to hon. members that if they wanted to
vote on the amendment to the motion the
question should be put before four o’clock.

MOTION TO ADJOURN HOUSE

Mr. André Foriin (Lotbiniére): Mr. Speak-
er, I move, seconded by the hon. member for
Abitibi (Mr. Laprise), that the house do now
adjourn.

Mr. Speaker: Before putting the motion I
wish to bring to the attention of hon. mem-
bers Standing Order 25. I have extremely seri-
ous doubts about the motion being put at this
time. If hon. members feel that the motion
can be put, I would like to hear their ar-
guments, but to my mind it is clear that
Standing Order 25, and particularly if we
read in this instance the English text, makes
this motion inadmissible. The Standing Order
reads as follows:

A motion to adjourn, unless otherwise prohibited
in these standing orders, shall always be in order,
but no second motion to the same effect shall be
made until some intermediate proceeding has taken
place.

In view of this I have some doubts as to
whether the motion can be moved. Because of
these reservations I would be pleased to hear
hon. members on the point, but I think that it
is only if there were an intermediate proceed-
ing that the motion could be put.

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Cenire): Mr.
Speaker, as Your Honour pointed out, this
motion is made under the provisions of
Standing Order 25, which reads as follows:

A motion to adjourn, unless otherwise prohibited
in these standing orders, shall always be in order,
but no second motion to the same effect shall be
made until some intermediate proceeding has taken
place.

I submit that the effect of the motion now
put by the hon. member for Lotbiniére (Mr.
Fortin) is not the same as the effect of either
of the propositions put before the house ear-
lier. The first proposition was that the house
adjourn at four o’clock, the second proposi-
tion was that the house adjourn at 5.30 p.m.
It is now 5.02 p.m., which is a different time.



