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Mr. MURPHY: What about this hon.
member when he was attacked in Mani-
toba?

Mr. MACDONALD: What about Roblin
attacking im Manitoba the hon. member
for Edmonton who was here?

Mr. PELLETIER Le} them fight it out
between themselves.

Mr. SPEAKER: I would like it to be
well understood what a question of privi-
lege is. It gives a right to an hon. member
which he does not enjoy in other circum-
stances. That was my object in drawing
the atiention of the House to it. :

Mr. MacNUTT: I have no desire to make
any attack on anybody in the present case,
but simply to place thia matter right so
far as I am concerned.

Mr. PELLETIER: Th]c is not the proper
time for that, and I object.

Mr, MacNUTT: Shis is what was said:
In mo case—
Mr, SPEAKER: Order.

Mr. MacNUTT:
ment,

Mr. SPEAKER: As it is objected to, I
must rule that this is not the proper time to
take it up either as a question of privilege
or by the indulgence of the House. If it is
by the indulgence of the House it must be
with the absolute consent of the House
without any objection.

Mr. MACDONALD: Do we understand
that the hon. the Postmaster General ob-
jects to the hon. member for Saltcoats con-
tradieting this slander on himself?

Mr. SPEAKER: That was my under-
standing.

Mr, PELLETIER: Let there be mo mis-
understanding. The rule has been laid
down by Mr. Speaker, and we know what
it means. It has already been violated this
afternoon by the hon. member from Ed-
monton, and the Prime Minister of the
province of Manitoba has been attacked
in his absence. I do mot think that should
be repeated.

Mr. EMMERSON: I think the hon. the
Postmaster General is out of order.

Mr., PELLETIER: Let us drop it.

Mr. CLARK (Red Deer): I wish to be
perfectly clear about one of these explana-
tions for which we are from time to time
indebted to yourself. You have made very
clear to me the difference between a ques-
tion of privilege and a personal explana-
tion. What I want to be clear about is
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this: Whenever a gentleman like my hon.
friend (Mr. MacNutt) rises to make a per-
sonal explanation, in doing so, is corrected
by you, does he require to have the consent
of every individual member in this House?
Is that what is meant by the consent of
the House, or would it not rather be the
evident consent of the House, an expression
that is commonly used in the British House
as meaning the huge majority of the House?
I want to know exactly from you whether
one gentleman objecting ean 'say to every
other member of this House that the con-
sent of the House shall not be given for
a personal explanation, especially in the
case of a gentleman like my hon. friend,
who has himself acted, with very great
credit, for many years as speaker of a prov-
incial house and has no personal enemies
in the House.

Mr. SPEAKER: I take it that the indul-
gence of the House practically means the
consent of the House, and the consent of
the House must mean the consent of the
whole House. With reference to a question
of privilege, there are two considerations
involved. One is as to the time at which
it may be taken up, and the other is, what
is in reality a question of privilege? A
question of privilege may be taken up be-
fore the Orders of the Dav are entered upon
or at any other time during the business of
the House so long as it does not interupt
the proceeding under consideration at that
time. But, it would require to be of such
gravity as to justify an hon. member bring-
ing it up at any time except the proper time
or while other business is going on, as in
this case. With regard to the indulgence
of the House, I take it that the indulgence
means the unanimous consent of the House.
Whether right or wrong, that is my under-
standing of the maftter.

INTERCOLONTAL RAILWAY—EXTEN-
SION TO NON-RAILWAY COUNTIES.

Mr. D. D. McKENZIE (North Cape Bre-
ton) moved:

_That, in the opinion of this House, the
time has arrived in the commercial and in-
dustrial development of the province of Nova
Scotia when the Intercolonial railway of
Canada should be extended into the non-rail-
way counties of the eastern section of that
province.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I did not intend to
introduce this motion to-day, but as the
Government thinks it mproper to adhere
rigidly to the rules I shall not ask for any
indulgence but will proceed with the
motion. I hope that this rigid application
of rules will not be lop-sided and that it
will be applied to the right as well as to
the left. :

Mr. SPEAKER: The observations of the
hon. member are scarcely in order, he 13
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