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your dec.ision on the point of order, to re-
member that this ruling will be a prece-
dent. 0f course, it can be appealed to the
House with the Speaker in the Chair, but
I would remind you of the rules as given
by my hon. friend the member for Portage
la Prairie which I have just read. If you
rule that the hon. member for Portage la
Prairie was wrong and that a speech of one
member is a debate, then the Govern.
ment owes to itself and to this House, and
particularly it owes it to this side of the
House to recons.ider that rule and let the
country know juist what it means before it is
put through. I do not wish to use unparlia-
mentary language, but if a resolution of
this kind were passed in some body out-
side of this House under a wrong inter-
pretation, we would say it was passed un-
der false pretences because those concerned
did not understand the effect of it. If your
ruling is that one speech means a debate,
then we passed this rule under false or
wrong impression given by this tiovern-
ment through the memíber for Portage la
Prairie..

Mr. MEIGHEN: I think, before coming
directly to, a point of order I should make
clear in as simple language as I can, my
position in regard to these rules. I do
not know what is in the minds of hon.
gentlemen opposite, much less what author-
ity they have for their statement when they
say that I spoke in any other sense
than as a private member of this House.
I endeavoured to speak with what intelli-
gence I might on the rules. I had no
authority in any official sense, or any other
sense different from any other member of
this House, to speak for the Government.
Let that be understood once and for alil. I
gave my own interpretation, an interpreta-
tion for which I asked the sanction of my
own intelligence. I neither gave nor pre-
tended to give an interpretation for
anyone else, much less an interpretation
for the Government. In saying it, I do not
wish in the slightest degree to change from
the interpretation I gave. I believed that
that interpretation was correct, and I be-
lieve now that it was correct, and that
the Government will support me in it.
Wherein is what I said in any way im-
peached? It will be remembered that the
contention was vigorously brought forward
by the hon. member for South Wellington
(Mr. Guthrie> that under the proposed
rules the Government might shut off a dis-
cussion, even on the second reading of a
Bill, without a word of debate. I endeav-
oured to meet that position and I said
that within the reasonable meaning of that
rule the Government would not be acting
correctly or within the spirit of the 'rules
if they did not nermit the opposite side to

Mr. GRAHAM.

speak. The member who moved the second
reading, of course, has addressed himself
to that motion. That is his speech. He
may add to it if be wishes but if he were
then to move that the debate would be
postponed he woild not be acting within
the reasonable meaning of the word
' debate' or the spirit of these rules; lie
would probablv, if he wanted to fully inter-
pret it, allow anyone on the opposite side
to speak as well as himself. That is what
I said, that is what was read and to that I
adhere. The hon. member for South Renfrew
lias bruught a very laboured argument, that
it took me some time to apprehend, to show
that because there must be debate before
you can suspend debate, consequently a
motion on which there is no debate may
bave an abortive or a hall debate started.
Fis difficulty is that he forgets that al
sentences in law or anything else and all
rules in the House of Commons as in law,
must be interpreted in the stern light of
common sense. When the rule says that
there must be a debate before the motion
to postpone it is made, the word debate
must be interpreted in a reasonable way in
the light of the sentence. But when the
rule says that on a certain motion there
can be no debate, that means that there
can be no attempt at debate even. Does
not my lon. friend think that that is
reasonable and common sense? A man
might be denied the privilege of eating
something. The hon. member for South
Renfrew would interpret that to mean that
if lie got it half way down and then spat
it out he would not eat it and so obeyed
the rule. I woiild not need to impress slich
,primitive principles except to show the
absurdity which must be clear to the
usually frank and common sense mmd of
the hon. member for South Renfrew (Mr.
Graham).

Mr. GRAHAM: My lion. frien.d bas got
in wrong on this.

Mr. MEIGHEN: Who could conceive
him as Minister of Railways adducing such
an attenaated and foolish argument?

Mr. GRAHAM: Not half as attenuated
and foolish as the answer.

Mr. GUTHRIE: What bas struck me
about the interpretation of these ruIes most
forcibly is that where it suits the Govern-
men to enforce a doubttul interpretation
of the rule which will support their own
side of the contention- they do so, but
where there is the slightest chance of a
role being interpreted favourably to the
minority in this House, immediately they
answer that the rule bas no such meaning
and was never intended to have such
an application.. There has only been


