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Mr. Brewin: On a question of privilege, Mr. Speaker, I
may say to the hon. member there is no secret about it. I
do not practise law, and have not since I have been a
member of this House.

Mr. Nystrom: Not like Liberal hypocrites.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Brewin: I am even having difficulty quelling the
members of my own party, Mr. Speaker. Fortunately, I
have only a couple more points to make.

Another reason I am opposed to this legislation is that
while I firmly believe in my right as an individual
member to form conscientious conclusions which may not
be shared by my constituents, I am persuaded that the
overwhelming majority of my constituents, do oppose, and
would oppose this increase and I think they would be
absolutely right in doing so, for the reasons I have given.
But I am strengthened in my resolve to fight this legisla-
tion by the fact that I believe the almost unanimous
opinion in my own riding, and perhaps across Canada, is
that we should not pass this legislation.

I have one last remark to make, Mr. Speaker. I know
there are members in the House who probably have seri-
ous financial problems. I find it painful to vote and
express myself in a way that some might feel unjust to
them. But after all, Mr. Speaker, in the ultimate analysis
we are here as members of parliament to do what we
believe to be right, and not what we believe to be popular
with our colleagues and even convenient to ourselves.

On the basis of my firm convictions I would urge any
member of the House who is open to reason—I suspect
there may not be too many in that category—to vote
against this legislation and to reassert the responsibility
of parliament, which is to look after the affairs of this
country in a way that will diminish inflation, give leader-
ship to the country and help the people of this country, not
ourselves.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. As I indicated earlier, I have
had a moment to reflect on the very interesting arguments
and precedents which were quoted to me about the order-
liness of the amendment put forward to the second read-
ing motion of this bill. Examination of the precedents only
requires a cursory study to realize that it is most difficult
to draft a procedurally acceptable amendment to a second
reading motion. The reason, of course, is simply that the
motion is that the bill progress one step, and the opportu-
nity to resist that step is given to hon. members simply by
the casting of a negative vote against that motion.

In addition, I repeat an earlier remark that the opportu-
nity not only to resist that step but to comment on the
reasons for resisting that step or suggestions that might
come forward with respect to the subject matter under
consideration, occurs during debate.

I have examined the precedents quoted to me and a good
many others, and I cannot overlook the most basic of all
principles that seems to recur in all the comments on
second reading amendments, and that is that a second
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reading amendment must not introduce a new proposition
or new principle to the bill under study.

I do not know of any variants to some of the views
expressed by many learned participants on procedure in
previous parliaments, but I feel most strongly that the
concept of retarding the progress of a bill in what has been
referred to frankly by those who have supported the argu-
ment and the amendment as “this most sovereign body”—
the idea of retarding the progress of a bill in this parlia-
ment until such time as some outside body has examined
the subject matter, or examined some of the elements of
the subject matter and dealt with them is, to me, the most
fundamental expression of a new concept in relation to the
bill that this parliament seeks to deal with in this
proceeding.

However, I must recognize that against that background
certain forms of second reading amendments have become
accepted—for example that the bill be not now read a
second time but that the subject matter—and those words
are words of careful preparation—be referred to some
existing body.

It is not for me to speculate on why the amendment put
before us does not use the words “the subject matter of the
bill” but, rather, chooses to use some other language—a
point which the hon. member for Timiskaming (Mr.
Peters) said was a picayune objection to it. However, it is
more than simply the language that is involved. In order
to broaden the acceptability of a second reading amend-
ment by permitting the mover of a second reading amend-
ment to use his or her description or impression of what is
the subject matter of a bill, rather than to use the specific
term “the subject matter of the bill”, can only open the
question of what is in fact the subject matter of the bill to
interpretation, discussion, and in fact disagreement.

I would have to hold that the term “the subject matter
of the bill” is a very important term indeed. Secondly,
precedents have been discussed in the recent past, as
referred to by the hon. member for Peace River (Mr.
Baldwin), with reference to the subject matter of a bill
being not now read a second time but that the subject
matter be referred to some existing committee. The fact
that the commission which is described in the motion is
not in existence may not, to me, be as important as the fact
that the words “independent commission” raise again-a
question of interpretation. For indeed, when is it possible
to satisfy members of the House that the commission, if it
were to be appointed in the future, is in fact really an
independent commission? It may be capable of definition;
on the other hand it may not. What might in the opinion of
one member of the House be a totally independent com-
mission might not be satisfactory in the mind of another
member. Both the term “subject matter of the bill” and the
words substituted therefor, “independent commission”,
raise questions which would have to be agreed upon and
decided.

The hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr.
Knowles) made reference to one precedent where the
second reading amendment was accepted when the resolu-
tion contained in it was that a referendum on the principle
of the bill be held. I would refer him to Erskine May’s
Parliamentary Practice, the eighteenth edition, page 510,
subparagraph (10). While he may be able to point to



