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Speaker’s Ruling
[English]

Having studied the circumstances of each of these cases and
having reviewed the rulings referred to by the hon. member as
well as others touching on this matter, the conclusions I draw are
quite different.

The status granted to minor parties for procedural purposes in
certain of these cases was the result of the political exigencies of
the time. In none of these instances did the Chair act unilateral-

ly.

In his ruling of September 30, 1963, at page 386 of the
Journals, Speaker Macnaughton, while dealing with the status
of a New Democratic Party in the House, pointed out that the
status of a party in the House was for the House itself to decide.

Speaker Macnaughton also made two comments which I feel
are very important and which I would like to quote to the House.

He said:

It is in consequence among the duties of the Speaker to see that the Standing
Orders of the House are followed in the course of its procedures and that the
privileges of the House, once they have been defined and recognized, are
protected. It is also the duty of the Speaker to be impartial and removed from
politics, which has already been my aim since, honourable members, you did me
the honour to elect me as your Speaker.
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I am still quoting Speaker Macnaughton.

It seems to me that having in mind the authorities from Sir Erskine May to
Lord Campion, from Bourinot to Beauschene, and from Anson to McGregor
Dawson and many others, a situation such as that now facing the House must be
resolved by the House itself. It is not one where the Speaker ought by himself to
“take a position where any group of members might feel that their interests as a
group or a party have been prejudiced. Nor should the Speaker be put in the
position where he must decide, to the advantage or to the disadvantage of any
group or party, matters affecting the character of existences of a party, for this
surely would signify that the Speaker has taken what is almost a political
decision, a decision where the question involves the rights and privileges of the
House itself.

[Translation]

In the Journals of February 18, 1966 at page 159, Speaker
Lamoureux, in the ruling on ministerial statements referred to
by the hon. member for Winnipeg—Transcona, was loath to
institute any change in the practices of the House at that time
and indicated that he would not veer from the contemporary
practice until such time as the House amended the Standing
Orders to do otherwise.

In October 1979, when the issue of party status was again
raised, Speaker Jerome returned to the 1963 ruling of Speaker
Macnaughton to reiterate that this matter is not the responsibil-
ity of the Speaker to decide but rather, a matter for the House. I
would draw the attention of members to the words of Speaker
Jerome on page 69 of the Debates for October 11, 1979.
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the spirit of the protection of minorities in the House and alsos iven 10
generosity of the House, that what those members are entitled to can 4 y 8¢
them with a generosity and a recognition that respects the fact that o that
members of a political party, so long as it does not give them an adVa% e

2 ¢ asit
they would not otherwise enjoy as five members and, secondly, so 1on8 #
not deprive other members of their right to participate in some Way:

[Translation]
enm
Yet again, Speaker Jerome declined to go beyond the ‘font of
porary practices of the House while ensuring that the T8
the individual member were protected. .
a ruling Z)s,
a8
datp el

This important theme was once again taken up in
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