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Division
I am the last one to lecture them about
what is obvious in this amendment. The
amendment now before the house is not that
the bill go back to the committee of the whole
for the purpose of incorporating the amend-
ment of the hon. member for Greenwood but
that it go back to the committee of the whole
for the purpose of reconsidering clause 21,
which would open the door for the amend-
ment moved by the hon. member for Carleton
to be moved again.

Mr, Bell (Carleton): Of course it would not.
It having been already disposed of in commit-
tee of the whole I could not move the same
amendment again.

Mr. Lewis: With great respect and without
the knowledge of the rules that I am sure my
hon. friend has, my logic tells me that he is
obviously wrong. If the house sends the bill
back to the committee of the whole then it
will be asking the committee of the whole to
reconsider the clause. In such a case any
amendment could be moved, that of the hon.
member for Carleton which we supported in
committee and would support again, that of
the hon. member for Greenwood, or any other
suggestion that might emerge and which
might be wiser than either of those that were
put before the committee of the whole. Nei-
ther the hon. member for Greenwood nor any
one of us is wedded to the particular proposal
which was made. What we are anxious to see
is an amendment to clause 21 which would
open the door to the kind of possibility about
which the hon. member for Edmonton West
(Mr. Lambert) spoke and which was repeated
several times by the hon. member for
Carleton during second reading and in com-
mittee of the whole.

I do not think the hon. member for
Carleton or any other hon. member can get
away with voting against this amendment on
the ground that it is a particular kind of
amendment to be considered by the commit-
tee of the whole, because it is just not so. If
the hon. members for Carleton and Edmonton
West, or any other hon. members, are dissat-
isfied with clause 21 as it stands, as they
claim they are, then they have no logical
alternative other than to vote for the amend-
ment now before the house and leave it to the
committee of the whole to decide what to do.

The house divided on the amendment (Mr.
Brewin) which was negatived on the follow-
ing division:

[Mr. Lewis.]
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