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the circumstances conaected with the conclusion
of the treaty. The main debate on the treaty should
take place on this motion for the second reading of
the bllU. As to the other stages of the measure,
procedure foflows its ordlnary course.

I recagnize that we do not have a bill
before us; we have only a resolution.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Oh.

Mr. ICnowles: The secretary af state says
"Oh". Why does he flot stand up and say
what he has ta say so as ta get it on the
record a littie better?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Tis is an absurd
argument.

Mn. Knowles: Despite the discamfort which
the Secretary af State for External Affairs
is suffering, may I point out that in this
paragraph which refers ta the bringing before
parliament af a treaty there is a reference ta
ways in which, parliament may express its
opinion and, further, the suggestion is made
in this paragraph af Beauchesne that when a
treaty is brought before parliament in the
form af a bill members have the right ta
maya amendments an second reading so as ta
express opinions on the action connected
with the adoption of that treaty.

Surely, tis same right should apply if tis
is being done in the present foreshortened
way? What we have before us now is not a
bill. If the Secretary ai State for External
Affairs will possess his soul in patience ha
will see I am nat pressing that we should
have a bill. But I arn saying that the rights
which we would have if the government had
brought in a bill, the right to put forward
amendments expressing an opinion, should
surely nat be, taken from us as a resuit ai
this device ai bringing in a simple resolution.

Mr. Hernidge- That is why this was done.

Mn. Martin (Essex East): You are hurting
the argument ai the hon. member for Green-
waod (Mr. Brewin).

Mn. Knowles: Does the hon. member for
Greenwood feel that way? No, he does not.

Surely, if there ls any point at ail in
bringing this measure before parliament,
parliament shouid be able ta express its
opinion. I do not know exactly what would
happen if we were to turn dawn the resolu-
thon in the light af the statement made by the
hon. member for St. Lawrence-St. George
(Mr. Turner). He says the executive has full
power. Weil, the resolution, reads:

That It la expedient that the houses of parlie-
ment do approve the ratificatin of the tneaty-
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And so on. Suppose we do flot. If the ex-
ecutive bas this power it could, surely, go
ahead and ratify this treaty anyway. Sa the
whole course, accordmng ta the author quated
by the han. member far St. Lawrence-St.
Gearge, is being carried aut far the conven-
ience af paitical strategy-unless, of caurse,
we are ta be ailowed ta express aur opinions.

It seenis, therefare, that Your Honaur
shauld loak at this point af arder in the
light af what is assumed ta be the purpase
af bringing tis measure befare parliament,
namely ta give an oppartunîty for parliament
ta express its opinian. The opinion which
parliarnent expresses might be yes, or it might
be no, or it might be "1yes, subject ta the
gavernment doing certain thmngs". I submit
that this is a legitimate opinion for parlia-
ment ta express and that it bas the rlght ta do
sa, a right which should nat be eliminated
simply because the hon. member for St.
Lawrence-St. George says the government
will waive its rlghts, but waive them anly so
far.

Mr. Turner: Perhaps if I might reply
briefiy-

Mr. Depuly Speaker: The hon. member has
already spoken and I arn afraid he cannat
speak again at this point.

Mr. Knowles: Perhaps he could ask me a
question before I sit down.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Yes; perhaps he could
put his contribution in the f orm ai a question
ta the hon. member for Winnipeg North
Centre.

Mr. Turner: Thank you. I should like ta
ask the han. member whether he does nat
think importance attaches ta the first para-
graph ai the citation from Beauchesne to
which he referred-the paragraph which be-
gins:

When It is required. either by statute or by
the ternis of a trade agreement, that the agree-
mient be approved by parliament-

This is what leads ta the necessity for a
bill-where the measure fails within those
terras because the bill involves a statutory
duty on the part af the government, ar a
fiscal change arising framn an imbalance ai
ways and means. I ask the hon. member
whether his argument is flot altered accord-
ingly? When a bill is presented whlch in-
valves an imbalance ai ways and means it
would be subject ta ail the openings for
amendment which are passible with regard


