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vote on this particular motion, the five bills that are
before us are going to be back into the process and
systeni.

In a short tume today, through this motion, the
government bas been able to abrogate a great deal of the
responsibility and duty that a government in our parlia-
mentary democracy is supposed to accept, or we were led
to believe shouid accept, when briging forward legisla-
tion. That bas put these bills in a difficuit and unfortu-
nate situation. 0f course we will continue to debate
theni in committee and in the House when they make
their way through the various stages.

This is not reaily a great deal different than if the
govemnment was to introduce in one day a series of bills
and by motion, through closure, pass ail that legisiation
quickly in one day. Why bother having Parliament sit and
debate and have legisiation reviewed by committee?
There is no sense, from the government's point of view,
in bothering to debate any of this legislation at ail. What
we might get froni this government is that we might sit
two days a year: one day in the spring and one day in the
fali, and that would be about it. I think what that reaily is
doing is challenging a lot of the duties and responsibili-
ties-not just of Parliament-but of the government of
the day, to ensure that when it is the government's job to
bring forward legîslation that it is brought forward i a
reasonable and timely fashion and the miles that we have
got accustomed to in this House are followed.

As you know, the rules of this House are there for a
reason, to give members of Parliament time to deliberate
on varions motions and legislation being brought forward
by the goverfiment. It gives Parliament through its
committees an opportunity to hear from various groups
and individuais who have particular concerns or exper-
tise in an area. By doing that, we end up wîth better
legisiation because it does give people in a particular
sector, for example people who are affected by a pro-
posed law, it gîves theni a chance to make their views
known. There is that important public iput into the
iegislative process that we would not have. That is why
we follow some of those old-fashioned priciples, and I
don't think there is anything wrong with some of the
oid-fashioned ideas about how Parliament bas run itself.

We know that there is a need to balance the demands
and needs of modern govemnment against tume, especial-

ly the time that Parliament and parliamentarians need to
debate and review legisiation. Fmndmg that blend is often
a difficuit course to, follow. I suggest, though, that this
particular case is an example where the government bas
flot taken the opportunity to try to find that blend or that
balance between a modern govemment and the de-
mands, needs and responsibilities of Parliament.

When we see what the government of the day bas
done, I think it just adds more and more to the concern
that many Canacfians have that Parliament and the
govemnment rides roughshod over the concerns of many
Canadians. It is no wonder that people would start to
feel that way when they see and hear what is being done,
particularly by this government.

I would hope that after the next election, when the
New Democrats form the government, that these are not
the kinds of rules or motions that we will bring forward
to this House. These are the kinds of rules that have
reaily led people to seriously question our forma of
government.

Many i this Chamber, and probably most Canadians,
wouid appreciate some of the approaches and attitudes
toward Parliament that members from ail sides have had,
but in particular, Mr. Stanley Knowles. He was an
outstanding parliamentarian from our party who reaily
gave most Canadians an opportunity to see what it meant
when Parliament was mun the right way.

I ami afraid that the government today is not helping
any of us in this House i attempting to defend the
institution of parliamentary democracy i which we al
participate, argue and defend. It is often very difficuit to
do when we have a government doing exactly as it is
doing today. It is attemptig to accompiish, in a two-day
debate or within a few hours, what traditionally shouid
have taken some time to ensure that the bills before us
are given the time needed for a proper course of debate,
a proper review i this House.

I am hopeful that as this session of Parliament goes on,
as we have heard the calîs from the government mem-
bers opposite, fromn the cabinet ministers in particular,
they are taikig about a new non-partisan approach to
deaiing with the issues i this country. Hiding behind
those words while usig motions and closure, as the
government is doing now in this Chamber, does not lend
any effort to a non-partisan role and leads members on
this side of the House, and I think rightfuiiy so, to
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