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logical to me that it shouid expiain its position very clearly to
Members of the House and the Canadian people.

Why, for instance, did tbe Conservative Party make recom-
mendations during the election campaign-and I arn sure you
are familias witb tbe document containing 338 Tory promises?
They made crystai-clear promises to the agricultural commu-
nity, about the so-called agri-bonds, among others.

The Conservative Members wbo sat on this committee were
so convinced that the Conservative Party's program was mean-
ingfui. that in tbe report submitted by the Committee on
Finance, Trade, and Economic Affairs and dealing witb
agricuitural financing, we find a recommendation made in the
Progressive Conservative Party's campaign piatform.

The report was tabled on April 1, the Budget was brought
down on May 23, and the Minister of Finance failed to keep
bis election promises and faiied to act on the recommendations
made by bis own Conservative coileagues wbo sat on this
committee.

1 wish someone wouid tell us wby your campaign piatform
promised farmers it wouid create tax-free bonds that would
enabie farmers to borrow at 8 per cent. Wby did they make
this proposai during the election campaign? Wby did tbe
Progressive Conservative Members make it again in the report
tabled here in the House on April I? And why did tbe
Minister of Finance faau to include this proposai in bis Budget
on May 23? It would be interesting to know wbo is teiling the
trutb when and wby. Did be bave a good reason?

1 suppose they could take eacb of tbese proposais, like a
number of proposais that are botb in tbe Progressive Conserva-
tive Party's programme and in this report, and perbaps explain
why tbey refuse to impiement tbem.

Eariier, the previous speaker raised the question of the debt
load. Mr. Speaker, 1 would iike to consider for a moment and
comment on wbat was said by the Hon. Member for Letb-
bridge-Footbiiis (Mr. Thacker) and 1 would iike to say-I oniy
have one minute, so 1 wiil bave to make it short-tbat a
Government tbat wants to figbt tbe deficit and trim spending
does not give billions of dollars to oul muitinationais, it does
not give tax benefits to people wbo are making billions of
dollars in capital gains-to be forced to deindex family
allowances for those wbo need it most. If tbey are concerned
about the deficit, tbey sbould be consistent, and farmers wbo
saw tbe same Government spend one billion to bail out tbe
banks cannot understand why it refuses to impiement tbe
proposaIs contained in tbis committee's report.

[English]
Mr. Speaker: Before we go to questions and comments, I

wonder if we migbt deal witb the admissibîlity of the amend-
ment. 1 have accepted tbat there is a question and comment
period. Therefore, on the admissibility of the amendment
moved by the Hon. Member for Letbbridge-Foothiis (Mr.

Tbacker), the Hon. Member for Hamilton Mountain (Mr.
Deans) wisbes to make a comment.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I confess that the time between
the moving of the amendment and my making tbis particular
point bas not been sufficient for me to do an in-deptb review of
ail of the many and various precedents whicb one might want
to cite in a situation sucb as tbis. I do, bowever, want to begin
by pointing out that it is unusual to bave a motion put at tbis
point to recommit, if one will, a motion already before the
House back to a committee witb instruction. In an attempt to
find simiiar circumstances, I bad to review tbe question as it is
addressed botb in Erskine May, Twentietb Edition and in
Beaucbesne's Fiftb Edition.

You wili know, Sir, I am sure, since you bave looked at this
on numerous occasions before, tbat the wbole matter of
instruction addresses itself aimost entirely to tbe question of
bow one deais witb Buis. Tbere is no reference that I can rind
to bow one deals witb a recommittal of a committee report. 1
am making an assumption, therefore, wbicb I contend sbould
boid up, tbat tbe same rules tbat apply to the recommital witb
instruction of a Bill sbould apply equally to tbe recommittal
witb instruction of a report from a committee.

Having made that point quite clear, I bope, i want then to
refer if I can, Sir, to page 229 of Beaucbesne's, Citation 756
under the beading Instructions. Tbe citation rcads as follows:

An Instruction is a motion empowering a committc ta do something which it
could flot otherwise do, or ta direct it ta do something which it might otherwisc
flot do.

I contend tbat tbis instruction is out of order. It is out of
order because tbe committee could, quite clearly, when it was
deliberating, bave donc the very tbing wbicb the instruction
proposes it sbould now consider doing. In fact, wben tbis
matter was before the committee, tbe option to do what the
Hon. Member now wants the committee to consider doing was
aiready before it.

One must assume tbat since aIl Hon. Members of Parlia-
ment are intimately familiar witb tbe rules, tbe committee
would bave considered, or at least some members of the
committee would bave considered, tbe appropriateness of
making tbe recommendation wbicb the Hon. Member bas now
suggested it sbouid consider making. Therefore, i would argue
on the basis of redundancy that to suggest that the committee
now do wbat it otberwise could bave donc, or at least to
consider doing wbat it otberwise could bave donc and obvious-
iy rejected, makes the motion redundant.

To back up my argument, I would draw to your attention,
Sir, in Erskine May a somewbat similar case wbicb appears on
page 545 where, tbougb not using tbe word "redundant",
Erskine May chooses to use the word "Superfluous". I tbink it
fair to say, once again recognizing tbat there is no direct,
identicai comparison to be made anywbere witb what we bave
before us, that we bave to look at tbe rules as tbey are applied
in similar circumstances.

* (1440)

Mr. Hnatyshyn: You are talking about a Bill.
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