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reply, provided that the spealkers so replying have not Lefore spol.en to
the question. Thus, Cushing says: “If a member, therefore, in his
reply, goes beyond the proper limits and introduces new mattor, other-
members are at liberty to speak to the question.”

There is nothing in these principles of parliamentary Jaw which is
opposed to or inconsistent with the landmarks of Freemasonry, or the:
})eculiar organization of the institution : and, hence, this parliamentary

aw is strictly applicable to the government of a debate in a masonic

Lodge. Tho rule thus obligatory on i masonic Lodge may be enun-
ciated in the languago of the sixty-third rule of the American House of
representaviives, which we adopt as the simplest in its terms, theneces-
sary change being made from leave of the IIouse to Jeave of the pre-
siding officer :

“No mumber shall speak more than once to the same question with-
ouf leave of the chair, unless he be the mover, proposer, or introducer
of the matter pending, in which case he shall be permitted to speak in
reply, but nosunlil every member choosing to speak shall have spoken.”

ut if a change is made in the nature of the question by the intro-
duction of a subsidiary motion, then the right to speak again accrues to
every member, notwithstanding he may have spolen on the principal
motion. Thus, if an amendment is oflered, then, as the amendment
introduces a new issue, the freedom of debate requires that all the mem-
bers who desire shail be permitted to discuss its merits. The amend-
ment assumes for the time being the character of a new motion, ard the
debate on it must be governed by the same principles that ave applicable
to the original motion. But the inquiry into the nature of amend-
ments will oceupy our 2ittention in a succeeding chapter.

CORRESIONDENCE.
- MoxtreAL, 8th January, 1872,

T6 TiE EDITOR OF THE CRAFTSMAN:

My Dear Sir axp Bro.—For your kindness in publishing my letter to the CrarTSMAN,
noticing your October articl: on « The recent negotiations in Quebec,” be pleas«d to
accept my sincere thanks. I Jesire also to acknowledge the courtesy of your remarks
anent wy communication.

Differing so widely as we do on the Quebee question and the constitutional princi-
ples involved therein, and viewing and construing so diversely the propositions and
acts of Quebec and Canada, at the recent confer nee, I cannot sec that uny good will
be obtained by entering upoun & controversey on these subjects.  Your persistent accu-
sations against Quebec, and my repeated denials, will not advance the cause of cither
one iota ; on the contrarcy it may tend to keep alive the excitement and ill will already
engendered.  Entertaining this view, I think it advisable, so far as I am concerned,
to let matters remain as they are for the present, in the hope that time will abate all
prejudice and passion from whichever side it procecds, so that ere long the questions
at issue between the Grand Lodges of Quebee and Canada will be approached by both
parties in a fraternal spiritand finally settled insuch & way that the object for which
cach of us, according to his own views has been honestly contending, viz: the benefit
of masonry in the Dominion, will be attained.

Availtng myself of the offer of your pages to give the Quebec brethren the fullest
opportunity of stating their views, I venture to ask you to publish the enclosed
artic ¢ from Pomeroy’s Democrat, whicl, scems to me to reflect the ideas ot the Quebee
brethren in reference to their masonic r.osition and standing, and I shall be happy to-
read your remarks in connection therewith.

I am dear Sir and Bro.,
Yours respectfully and fraternally,
VERAX.



