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nize a speaker, put a question, or decide the result of a division,witlout
referring for the manner in which these duties are performed to the usa-
ges of parliamciltary law.

There aie, it is true, on the otiier hand, some Masons, not well in-
strueted in the jurisprudence of the Order, and not conversant vith the
peculiarities of the organization, in whîich it differs f&om other associa-
tions, who would apply indiscriminately the rules of parliamentary
law, aid thus wouild decide many questions contrary to the spirit of the
Institution. .Both of these are wrong. There is a Mezzo termino, or
nicutral ground, on vhicl it is wisest to rest. 1-ere, as elsewhere, a
middle course would be found the safest: Medio tutissimus ibis-we shall
consult truth and propriety by avoiding ail extrenes.

The true state of the case is this: Masonry bas an organization pecu-
liar to ilself. Wherever this organization conies in conflict.with thatof
other aszociations, the parliamentary Ilav will bc inapplicable. Whcre
on the contrary, this organization does not difler in a Lodge froin that
of other deliberative bodies, tlie riles of order by vhtich such a Lodge
should bc governed vill be best found in the provisions of the Parlia-
mentary Law. Lct us illustrate this by exaniples.

Under the operation of the unwritten laws of Masonry a Liodge can-
not adjourn, but nust be closed by the Worshipful Master at lis good
w'ill and pleasure. Now, in the Parliamentary Law there are provisions
for the governiment of adjournnents, sucli, for instance, as tliat a motion
to that effcct must take precedence of ail other motions. This rule is
applicable to all socicties, wherein the inembers have reserved to them-
sclves the riglit o adjournient; but is wholly inadmissible iii aMasonie
Iodg wlhere no such riglt exists. If then such a motion of adjourn-
ment shoull be made in a Lodge. it would not be necessary that the
presiding oflicer slould refer for his instructions tothe f.rovisions of the
Parlianientary law in reference to adjournmcnt. Ie wouîld at oncede-
clare the procceding out of order, and would properly refuse to entertain
the iotion.

A gain, ailthough the muembers of a Ljoige canniot selectthe time of ad-
jourmncnt they have an uindoubted righlt to close at any timie a debate,
in wlich the Lodge nay be engaged, when they deciii it improper or
inexpedient to continue the discussion. Ntow, there are varions modes
ef closing a debate, ail of which are defined and regulated by parlia-
nontary law. One of these is by a call for the previons question.

Althougl there is ne positive law on thesulbjcet, yet the s])irit of comity
and ourtesy which prevails in the institution, the authority o the best
M-asoniejurists, and the general usage of the Fraternity have concurred
in thedeci-ion, that the previousquestion cannot be moved in a Masonic
Lodge. Ail the provisions, therefore, of the Parliainentary Law, whiclh
refer to the suîbLjctof the previous'que.stion,ar'c inapplicable in Masonry,
and need not be studied by the Master of a Lodge.

"But the other muethods of closing a debate are not in this categori--
These nethods arc, to postpone to a time certain, te postpone indefi-
nitely, and to lie upon the the table. Bach of these methods must bc in-
augurated by a im1otion Lu that effect, and these motions arc regulated by

,parlianentary law, having cach an order of priority and preference, and
two of then L:ing decbateable as to the expediency of adoption, while
the third admitsof no discussion, but must be put to the assembly imme-
diately after it is mad. In ail these cases, it is necessary thiat the
presiding officer siouuld be convcrsant with the parliamentary law in th


