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Old Age Security Act Amendment
The hon. member was obviously confusing In rofor

the amendment before us with an amendment proposed 1
during second reading stage of a bill. Ap- ter's speec
parently he forgot we are now at the third tacles I ha
reading stage, or he does not realize there is a understand
difference between a vote in the committee of sion whict
the whole and a vote in this house. I do not mittedly fa
profess to be a procedural expert, but I have the third
been around long enough to understand per- amendmon
fectly well what the purpose of this amend- ho slowely
ment is. I have listened to the hon. member own oloqu
for Medicine Hat at times when I thought he colleagues
did know something about the rules, and I am kind of lit
sure he understands perfectly well the pur- by the Mi
pose of this amendment. night. In

element of
Mr. Olson: Would the hon. member permit ho went or

a question? Can he tell us whether he under- the hon.
stands perfectly well what the effect of this (Mr. Doug]
amendment will be? another do

Mr. Barnett: That is exactly the point I had wore inco
in mind. The effect of the passage of this and the p»
amendment, and perhaps it would pass if the member f
hon. member for Medicine Hat would vote for amendmen
it, would be to force the government when we When ti
return to committee of the whole to take some of bis state
action in accordance with the terms of the from bacl
amendment. such as w

When the
Mr. Olson: Has that ever happened in this reduced to

house? fish by on

Mr. Barnett: Perhaps not, but it could hap- qeînp
pen a first time, and it would be more likely mimbe
to happen during this parliament that any
other of which I have been a member. In speech p
falling back on this narrow procedural argu- his agu
ment the hon. member for Medicine Hat and mistr b
his colleagues are passing up a great oppor-
tunity to do a real service to the senior citi- introducin
zens of Canada. The passage of this amend- $75 old a
ment would place before the government a only logic
clear choice. Either get off the treasury Far fru
benches and let someone occupy them who can Winnipeg
bring in good legislation or vote for the and not b(
amendment, go back into committee of the tho 1951 c
whole and immediately bring in a proper a quick I
amendment to the bill according to the wish viow. Port
expressed by this bouse. a stage

The proposition put forward by the hon. tbrough t
member for Winnipeg North Centre is simple c n ha
and clearcut, and I am sure the Minister of
Transport (Mr. Pickersgill) understands it mum ev
even though the hon. member for Medicine That time
Hat may not. I really do not want to take up will not a
too much time in respect to the procedural we now h
argument because I think what is involved in * (10:50 p.

the substance of the amendment is much more It is Co
important. Minister
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ence to what the government has
et me say that I felt that the minis-
h was one of the most pitiful spec-
ve seen in this house. The minister,
ably goaded by some of the discus-

took place in the committee, ad-
irly extensive, made a reply during
reading stage in respect of the
t now before us. As he continued
fired his own imagination with his

ence. He must have sensed that his
sitting behind him needed some

t as a result of the statement made
nister of Finance (Mr. Sharp) last
response to the urge to create an

enthusiasm within his own party
and on and referred to remarks by

members for Burnaby-Coquitlam
las) and York South (Mr. Lewis) in
bate in an attempt to suggest there
nsistencies between those remarks
roposition put forward by the hon.
or Winnipeg North Centre in this
t.
he minister came to the conclusion
ment we heard a round of applause
benchers on the government side
e have not heard for a long time.
applause subsided the minister was
the confusion of a trembling jelly-

e question. If I recall correctly the
was posed by the hon. member for
South (Mr. Sherman). That hon.

suggested that as the minister's
ogressed it had become more and
rent there was an inconsistency in
ent. His question was whether the
y arguing in the way he did was
g legislation to abolish the present
ge security pension. That was the
to the minister's speech.
m accusing the bon. member for
North Centre of being inconsistent
eing able to get beyond the ideas of
ommittee, the minister ought to take
ok at the logic of his own point of
haps one of these days we will reach
of development in this country
echnology and technocracy where
ve a guaranteed basic income for all
f our community which will make
questions regarding basic and mini-

els of income for senior citizens.
has not arrived, and probably it

rrive with the kind of government
ave.
m.)
mplete and utter nonsense for the
of National Health and Welfare to


