MARCH 28, 1955

The house divided on the motion (Mr.
Fulton) which was negatived on the following
division:
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Dupuis Lapointe
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McCubbin Richard (Ottawa East)
McCulloch (Pictou) Robichaud
Mecllraith Robinson (Simcoe East)
Meclvor Rouleau
McMillan St. Laurent
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Mang Simmons
Marler Stick
Matheson Stuart (Charlotte)
Michaud Studer
Mitchell (Sudbury) Thibault
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Proudfoot Winters—102.

Mr. Speaker: I declare the motion Ilost.
I had occasion to give my views to the house
with respect to divisions that are being asked
for on notices of motions which are opposed.

Mr. Gillis: Before you proceed with that
matter, Mr. Speaker, may I announce that
I was paired with the Minister of National
Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin).

Mr. Speaker: It is precisely because I am
convinced that hon. members should perhaps
go over the theory behind this standing order
with a view to changing their attitude with
respect to these motions that I am going
to quote from the debate which took place
in the session of 1909-10 when standing order
51 was adopted as we have it today. At
columns 8370 and 8371 of Hansard of April 29,
1910, there is the following:

Sir Wilfrid Laurier: . . . The object of this rule
is obvious.

The rule as we have it today.

Almost every day we have notices of motions
which go through unopposed, and these may be
marked by the member with an asterisk, and the
motion may pass without any discussion.

Mr. Sproule: I think this suggestion is a wise one
and will result in economizing time.

Mr. Lancaster: What would happen supposing an
hon. gentleman puts a notice of motion in the
way indicated to show that he did not want
to discuss it, while another hon. gentleman might
want to discuss that very matter? I do not think
any one hon. gentleman should have the right . . .
to control the opinion of the whole house on that
matter. I appreciate what the Prime Minister is
trying to do and I am with him; but it seems to
me we are going further here than we intend
to go. We do not want to have half a dozen
different notices of motion on the same subject
on the order paper. When a notice of motion is
on the order paper it seems to me that the
consent of the house ought to be obtained if that
motion is not to be discussed; else we would be
in the incongruous position that, because some
matter was of great importance and several hon.
gentlemen thought it should be discussed, one of
them would be able to say that it should not be
discussed.

Sir Wilfrid Laurier: I doubt that, in point of
fact, that this is very likely to arise. If any
hon. member on the other side puts a motion on
the order paper asking for the production of
papers and desires that the motion should be



