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I suggest that this has not been done by the motion
now proposed by the honourable Member for York South
for consideration by the House. His contention is that
statements which have been made outside the House
since yesterday or during the past f ew hours change the
situation, that such ought to be taken into account by
the Chair in ruling that there is a prima facie breach
of parliamentary privilege. I understood that this was
the essence of the argument of the honourable Member
for York South, and indeed that was the way 'his notice
was given to the Chair. The honourable Member in his
notice said that hie wanted to raise a question of privilege
related to statements made in and out of the House
yesterday concerning the government's attitude toward
the requirements of the Temporary Wheat Reserves Act.
I do not see how I can take into account the precedents
to base a prima Sacîe case of privilege on statements made
outside the House of Commons.

There are many precedents on this account. Honour-
able Memnbers may well rememnber an interesting prec-
edent which goes back to June 10, 1964, when a similar
matter was raised by the honourable Member for Yukon
who suggested that the Chair could not; find a prima
facîe cage of privilege, could not ask for the withdrawal,
of certain words, because such statements had been
made outside the House of Commons. This is reported
at page 4139 of Hansard of June 10, 1964 and is based

on a number of precedents. The honourable Member for
Yukon at that time among other references quoted Beau-
chesne's fourth Edition at page 57 where the following
citation is found: "The Speaker's jurisdîction does not
extend to words outside the House."'

I would not think that ini the circumstances, in view
of this additionai precedent, that it is incuxnbent upon
the Chair to follow the advice of the honourable Member
to ignore the legal precedents, to ignore the rules, and to
say that we ought to consider the matter he has r.aised
by way of breach of parliamentary privilege.

I have thought about the matter very seriously, and as
objectively and as faîrly as I could when the matter was
raised originally, I believe by the honourable Member
for Peace River (Mr. Baldwin), by way of a question of
privilege, but I cannot see that the additional factors
brought to light by the honourable Member for York
South in support of his proposed motion should change
the decision I reached on the previous occasion.

Mr. McGrath, seconded by Mr. Baldwin, moved,-That
this House do now adjourn.

And the question being put on the said motion, it was
negatived on the following division:
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