
reply, provided that the speakers so replying have not Lefore spoken to
the question. Thus, Cushing says: "If a member, thierefore, in his
reply, goes beyond the proper limits and introduces new matter, other
inembers are at liberty to speak to the question."

Thore is nothing in these principles of parliamentary law vhich is
opposed to or inconsistent with the landmarks of Freenasonry, or the-
)eculiar organization ofthe institution ; and, hence, this parlianentary

law is strictly applicable to the government of a debate in a niasonie
Lodge. The rule thus obligatory on a asonie Lodge may bo enun-
ciated in the language of the sixty-third rule of the Anierican House of
representavtives, which we adopt as the simplest in its terms, the noces-
sary change being made from leave of the House to leavc of the pro-
siding oflicei:

"INo meinber shall speak more than once to the saine question with-
ouf leave of the chair, unless ho he the mover, proposer', or introducer
of tie matter pending, in which case he shall be pcrmitted to speak in
£ply, but notunlil every member choosing to speak shall have spoken."

Bnt if a change is made in the nature of the question by the intro-
duction of a suhsidiary motion, thon the right to speak again accrues to
every member, notwithstanding he mnay have spoken on the principal
motion. Thus, if an aiendient is offered, then. as the amncndnment
introduces a ncw issue, the freedoni of debate roquires that all the nem-
bers who desire shal be pernitted to discuss its merits. The anend-
ment assumes for the tine being the character of a new motion, and the
debate on it must bc governed by the sane principles that are applicable
to the original motion. But the inquiry into the nature of anend-
monts wili occupy our attention in a succceding chapter.

CORRESPONDENCE.
MONTHEA sth January, 1872.

T TiF EDITOR OP THE CRAFTS31AN:
My DEAR Sin ANî> Bno.-For your kindness in publishing my letter t., the CnAF.TsMA N,

noticing your October articb on " ''ie recent negotiations in Qucbec," be pleas d to
accept ny sincere thanks. I desire also to acknowledge the courtesy of your remarks
anemt ny communication.

Differing so videly as we (o on thc Quebec 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- nec, I cannot sec that uny good will
be obtained by entering upou a controversey on these subjects. Your persistent accu-
sations against Quebec, and my repeated denials, will not advance the cause of either
one iota; on the contrary it may tend to kcep alive the excitemernt and ill will already
engendered. Entertaining this view, I think it advisable, so far as I am concerned,
to let niatters remain as they are for the present, in the hope that tinie ivill abate all
prejudice and passion from whichever side it proceeds, so that ere long the questions
at issue between the Grand Lodges of Quebec and Canada will be approached by both
parties in a fraternal spirit and finally settled in such a way that the object for which
each of us, according to bis own views bas been honestly contending, vi.: the benefit
of masonry in the Dominion, will be attained.

Availtng myself of the offer of your p.ires to give the Quebec brethren the fullest
opportunity of stating their view.;, I venture to ask you to publish the enc!osed
artic e from Pomcroy's Denocrat, whicl. seems to me to reflect the ideas of the Quebec
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..
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