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ment aide for instance, voting against governrnent measures. It
means that the cabinet and the Prime Minister have to be much
more sensitive to backbench opinion and that is a good thing.

1 also want to say to Reform Party members that with respect
to the rules of the House there is nothing more left to be done. As
a resuit of the McGrath committee report ail the technical
language of confidence was taken out of the standing orders.

Prior to 1985, the word "confidence" did appear in the
standing orders with respect to allotted days, supply days, et
cetera. What that committee recommended was that ail the
language of confidence be taken out of the standing orders 50

that from that day forward nothing would 6e technically or
procedurally a malter of confidence. The only things that would
be matters of confidence would be things that were declared at
the political level by the goverrnent to be maltera of confi-
dence.

There is nothing in the miles of the House of Commons at this
point that prevents the government or any other polilical party
from having free votes. It is ail a matter of the culture of the
particular govemament or the political party. As members wili
have naticed even among themscives this is a difficuit thing to
overcorne.

As far as 1 know even the Reform Party itseif has tended ta
vote as a party. You tend ta have similar positions, but when yen
do not there should be the freedom to express the variety of
opinion that exists within the caucua, particularly on the govern-
ment aide. 1 say that because il is harder an the government.
There is no reason on earth why govemament should regard
everything as a matter of confidence.
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Therefore 1 think there is a mistake in approach on the 1
my Reformn col leagues who lceep insisting there is somethi
governiment must do. There is nothing the government coi
Ail the governiment needs to do is 10 set its own member
There is nothing procedurally or legislatively or anythir
that that needs to be done.

It is not clear when they are speaking. I arn not making t]
Their argument sounda as if there is somelhing the gaver
should 6e doing. The thing they could do best, if they are
serious about this, is la demonstrate il in their own pra,

I just wanted Reformera to know that this caîl for lesi
discipline, for more distance from the confidence conV
and for less domination by parties in the House of Cou
precedes their arrivaI. 1 amn sure il goes back a long lime. J
baclc ta the non-partisan movements of the 1920s and lÇ
the Progressive Party and various other things. But it'
recent incarnation here happened in the 1980s as a resti
McGrath committee report. Even before that there w
Lefebvre committee which was chaired by the iate Senat<
Lefebvre when he was a member of this House. That cana
made recommendations on this.

There has been progresa. When you come here as a a
you think thinga as they are are the way they have alway!
but prior ta 1985 we could not even vote on private mOIl

bis unlesa there was unanirnous consent. There are a Vat
other ways in which îndiyidual members have been givel
power ta express themaselves as individuals, net just in 1
members' business but in committees.

Prior ta 1985 a committee could only study what the 9
ment asked il ta study. Committees had no independent lx
decide ta study this or that. If I had the tirne I conld go oni
a number of other things. I just say this because there is,
say, a certain kind of hubris on the part of my Reforia coll
that there were no parliamenlary reformera before they 2

thi ng happened before çi
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