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motions, but wben we move amendments ta opposition day
motions suddenly it is a littie différent.

Somne hon. Members: Hear, bear!

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): Mr. Speaker, the other
thing is this: if it is your intention ta make a ruling wîth
respect ta the matter, 1 respectfully suggest tbat matter ought
ta be argucd in full by the persan who abjects ta the amend-
ment. 1 suggest there should be a corresponding argument
from those of us who support the amendment and that this
matter not be allowed ta be raised in this way.

a (1310)

As ta anc other point made by the bon. member for Win-
nipeg North Centre, he says we could have donc it on Tuesday.
Mr. Speaker, this matter is sa important that the anc way we
could ensure there will be a vote on it and that the han.
member for Winnipeg North Centre and bis colleagues will
stand up for parliamentary democracy was ta do it the way we
did it today.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): The bon. member cannat
have it twa ways. 1 am in the Chair's hands as ta whether or
flot an argument is ta be made now. If an argument is ta be
made naw, then I think the hon. member shonld put bis
objections first and I will then make the argument.

Somne hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I understand the feeling
of the hon. member, but he knaws that the Chair does not have
ta pass judgment on the menit of the motion or of the
amendmcnt. The purpose of a procedural debate an the
acceptability of the amendment wauld definitcly and strictly
be ta debate the question of rclevancy which bas been raised
by the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre. That point
had accurred ta me even before the hon. member raised it in
the House. There is difficulty with the amendmcnt. There
might be some precedents in this House sa far as special
debates are concerned, sncb as the Speech from the Tbrone or
on mations ta give second reading ta a bill. But we arc dealing
right now with a very limited motion wbich urges the Hanse ta
came ta a decision on a recommendation of the Berger report.
At first glance the propasal of the Leader of the Opposition
sems ta bring in a new subject, or subjects.

Mr. Broadbent: That is a total red herring.

An bon. Meniber: You mean a blue herring.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I want ta understand the right of an
hon. member ta make a pracedural argument ta enligbten the
Chair, but I find it is alsa the responsibility of the Chair ta be
fair ta ather bon. members wha wish ta participate in the
debate an the subject matter of the motion and nat ta lose the
time of the debate an a pracedural argument.

Some bon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
Mr. Deputy Speaker: So, with the agreement of hon. mem-

bers, 1 will reserve my decision and at this time and 1 would
welcome arguments by one member from each party. Other-
wise, hon. members cannot prevent the Chair from making the
ruling immediately. 1 want ta be fair and I invite arguments
from han. members, but this day has been set asîde for the
opposition. The opposition bas decided to give the rigbt to ane
opposition party ta present a motion. As hon. members know,
a procedural debate cauld take up bours, and 1 tbink this
would deprive han. members who want ta participate in the
debate fram daing so. Sa I cauld cither allow pracedural
arguments ta be made immediately, if the Hanse sa agrees, or
we cauld bear them later in light of the fact that same han.
members are out of the House for lunch. 1 hope, hawevcr, that
the arguments put forward arc lImitcd, and 1 leave that ta, the
judgment of han. members.

Mr. Broadbent: I risc on a point of arder, Mr. Speaker.
Gîven the importance of this debate, 1 would like ta suggcst,
thraugb yau, ta ather members of the Hause that if there is ta
be further procedural discussion we wauld be happy with the
ruling as soon as you want ta make it, sir, and nat cantribute
further ta the discussion. If there is ta be any further discus-
sion, I suggcst that wc postpone it ta the end of taday's debate.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): Mr. Speaker, 1 do not
doubt the motive af the leader of the New Democratic Party
behind bis suggestion, but I wauld say that we have ta give
same arder ta the proceedings of the House because it goes
right ta the root af the matter of the relevancy of speeches of
members of parliament. I think it is most unfair and impraper
for a suggestion ta be made-that is the essence af the
suggestion made by the NDP, and I do nat suggcst that the
motive is impraper, but it would amount ta the same thing in
terms of the House-that members be put in the position of
making a speech wbich might turn out ta bc irrelevant on a
motion whicb may be rulcd ont of order.

Sa I sbauld caîl Yaur Honour's attention ta the fact that
there is no lunch hour taday and 1 certainly have na abjec-
tion-nar, I am sure, does the bon. member for Winnipeg
North Centre bave any abjection since hc bas amended sa
many of aur mations-if there were an arrangement ta ensure
sufficient time, at the end of the day perhaps, ta replace thc
timc that was taken up in arguing the pracedural matter. 1
tbink it is extremely important ta the whole business of
apposition days. The whalc business of amending oppositian
day mations bas nat been commenced by aur party; it bas been
cammenced by the very group which now camplains.

Somne hon. Meinbers: Hear, hear!

Mr. Goodale: Yau get as good as you givc.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): 1 do think that even if that
is the case, na anc should be allawed ta risc in the Hanse and
say he thinks the matter is irrelevant, and thcn sit dawn having
advanced no argument at aIl. Then a persan who is defending
the motion is put in the positian of prcsenting a point wbich
bas not yet been propounded except in the mast general way.
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