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some of the main probtems affecting the peace and security of
most Canadians. If the motion of the hon. member for Catgary
North were accepted, this bitt, for att intents and purposes,
woutd be kitted.

Mr. Woolliams: Mr. Speaker, I rise again on a question of
privilege. I do not know how much ctearer 1 can put it to the
distinguished member. If the hon. member reads the motion,
he witt sec it ctearty states that the Standing Committee on
Justice and Legat Affairs can direct that the bitl be severed,
sent back to this House and dcbated in the normat way on the
five points. If he does flot understand that, then I am sorry for
him.

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): Now, Stanley, you stay out
of it.

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): Why shoutd I stay
out of it? It is a point of order which is being used to try to
twist the situation. The motion which the hon. member for
Catgary North (Mr. Woottiams) made yesterday is very clear.
It asks that the bitl be not now read a second time but that the
subject matter be referred to a committee. The hon. member
stated that his purpose is to get that committee to recommend
the splitting of the butl. However, if his motion were to carry
the committee woutd not have the bitt: it woutd have onty the
subject matter. Notwithstanding what the Minister of Justice
(Mr. Basford) tried to say, that woutd be the end of the bill for
this session.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): No.

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): It bas been ruled
scores of times that a motion to refer to committec the subject
matter of a bilt prectudes its second reading. If you do not give
the bitt second reading, there is no bitt.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): Mr. Speaker, I risc on this
question of privitege. Ctcarty, wbat the hon. member for
Winnipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowtes) says is so, if the
government does not act. Surety, if the govcrnment is intent
upon the provisions of the bitl as thcy now stand, and I take it
they acted seriousty, if the hon. member's amendment passes
and the bill goes back to the committee-

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): Not the bitt.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): If the subject matter went
back to the committee, and the committee made a recommen-
dation-which it woutd do with reasonable speed because the
object of the hon. member for Catgary North (Mr. Woot-
tiams) is SO ctear and so helpful to the House that they woutd
s0 act-it woutd stitt be the intent of the Minister of Justice to
bring that new bilt into the House of Commons, and the House
woutd deat with them property. That was the whote point of
the argument made yesterday and the day before by the
cotteague of the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre. 1 do
not know how that party can suck and btow at the same time.

Criminal Code
Mr. Leggatt: You want to kilt the bill. We do flot.

Mr. Baker (Grenville-Carleton): A very etoquent argument
was made by the hon. member for New Westminster (Mr.
Leggatt) that it was immoral and wrong for the bill to be deait
with in that way. What the hon. member for Calgary North
has done is provide a way for this House to deat with the
subject matter of the bilt property and in accordance with the
position taken by the hon. member for New Westminster.

Mr. Woolliams: Mr. Speaker, if 1 could answer the argu-
ment of the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre, 1 woutd
tike to ask the distinguished member wbat we are tatking
about when the subject matter goes back to the committee.
Let's flot play ducks and drakes with words. The bilt is fuit of
subject matter. It is made up of five things. What are those
five distinct things? There are the questions of gun controt,
etectronic surveitlance, dangerous offenders, parote, and prison
reform. That is the subject matter of the bitt. When the subject
matter goes to the committee, the bilt goes to the committee.

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): No, not the bitt.

Mr. Woolliams: If that is not the procedure of the House of
Commons, then there is something wrong with it.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Order, ptease. The point
raised by the hon. member for Catgary North (Mr. Woot-
Iiams) is wett taken. I do not thînk any hon. member shoutd
reftect on the amendment put forward by the hon. member for
Catgary North. I woutd therefore suggest that the hon.
member for Broadview (Mr. Gitbert) sboutd resume debate on
Bitt C-5 1.

Mr. Gilbert: Mr. Speaker, 1 and many others are very
concerned about the probtem. of peace and security for most
Canadians. It is the intention of those of us in the New
Democratic Party to vote for the biti because of the nccessity
to ensure the safety of Canadians, even though parts of the bitt
restrict their fundamentat frecdoms.

I was hoping the Soticitor Generat (Mr. Fox) woutd speak
before me. I was going to say that the provisions with which he
is going to deat, dangerous offenders and release of inmates
from custody, concern the effects of crime and not the cause.
Therefore, we in the New Democratic Party find it is neces-
sary to support the tegistation in order to give a smalt measure
of security at the price of infringement of personal tiberties.

What is the probtem? On March 8, 1976, on the introduc-
tion of second reading of Bilt C-83, the Minister of Justice set
forth the probtems in Canada concerning peace and security.
This is what he said, as recorded on page 3 of his statement:

*(1550)

Few would dispute that many people today are deeply and genuinely con-
cerned about the increasing incidence of criminal violence, the growing penetra-
tion of organized criminals in aur midst, the number of accused or convicted
offenders on the streets committing further crimes and the difficulties the system
of justice has in coping with criminal activities.
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