
there wouid be in every debate with respect
ta the launching of a motion su.ch as this.

Mr. Knowles: Where are you in that con-
f usion?

Mr. Sinclair: They were iast out there, and
they are last here.

Mr. Graydan: The simpler we make the
rules and the practice of this house, the more
speedily wiii aur legisiation go through. If
we attempt ta surround the conduct of this
first debate on the resolution with a network
of ruies, then the resýolution will take two or
three times as long ta go through as it does
now. 1 think we ought ta be maving tow-ards
greater simplification of the rules of proce-
dure, rather than towards complication. If
this change is made, in my opinion it wil
definitely be a retrograde step so far as aur
debates are concerned.

Mr. Si. Laurent: My submission is that there
is fia request from anyone or any intention
anywhere ta ask you ta make a change in
these rules, Mr. Speaker. This rule 60 has
only ta be read ta make it clear that there
is flot ta be a debate on the merits of the
resolutions for the introduction of money bu'is
until the house is in carnmittee. It is not
something new. It is flot somethinig that was
invented here in Canada. It is something
that was taken verbatimi from the rules of
the British house passed an March 20, 1866.
The language is exactly the samie. Rule 60
reads:

If any motion be made in the house for any
public aid or charge upon the people, the considera-
tion and debate thereof may not be presently
entered upon, but shail be adjourned tili such
further day as the house thinks fit to appoint; and
then it-

That is to say, the debate thereon.
-shail be referred to a committee of the whole

bonuse, before any resolution or vote of the house do
pass thereupon.

That is the aid rule, and I do not see how
there can be any anxiety aver the fact that
there are flot going ta be two debates, one
foliowing immediately upon the ather, on the
merits of the resalution. A debate must nat
take place on the day it is first mentioned in
the house, but a day must be appointed and
on that day the consideration and debate are
referred ta the committee of the whoie for
discussion and decision.

The hon. men-ber for Vancouver-Quadra
(Mr. Green) says that in Mr. Speaker Gien's
decision the word "vote" was taken ta mean
the saine thing as the word "vote" in the
first column of the estimates. Well, that
cannot apply ta a resolutian; it is a resolution
or vote, and what the ruling requires ta be
referred ta the committee is the consideratian
and debate. Now here the motion is that
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the Speaker do leave the chair so the com-
mittee can consider and debate the merits
of the resolution. The language used by Mr.
Glen, may have appeared to be rathýer new
when it was first used, that the debate should
be addressed ta the negative point of view.
I take it that merely means that there is no
case required for the affirmative that the
Speaker leave the chair, but that if there are
objections on the negative side to his leaving
the chair for the house ta consider and debate
in committee, then the objections f rom the
negative side can be raised and met. The
practice has grown up however that there
should be a full dress debate on the merits
of the resolution with the Speaker in the chair,
and then start it ail over again as soon as
the Speaker leaves the chair and the house
goes into committee.

Mr. Knowles: The Prime Minister admits
that has been the practice.

Mr. Si. Laurent: That has been the develop-
ing practice, even since Mr. Speaker Gien's
decision of 1942; but I think the ternis of the
standing order and the language used by Mr.
Speaker Glen clearly indicate that the debate
on the merits is one ta be had when the
house is in committee. There can, however,
be a debate and a vote on the proposai that
is now before the Speaker, that hie do leave
the chair.

Mr. Drew: With your consent, Mr. Speaker,
in view of the importance of this point, may
I add a few comments. There is no question
a'bout the fact that the rule we are dîscussing
is preciseiy the same rule which has been in
force for some years at Westminster. As I
understand it, at Westminster there is noa
debate on the motion.

Mr. Si. Laurent: The rule has been changed
since. I thînk they have done away with
this rule whîch was copied into our standing
orders when they were first drafted.

Mr. Knowles: Is it not true that our rulE
60 is qualified by our rule 38, as Mr. Speakez
Gien pointed out in the ruling he made ir
1942?

Mr. Si. Laurent: My submission is that rulE
60 is not quaiified, but that the motion thai
the Speaker leave the chair is a debatabR
motion.

Mr. Drew: I had not completed my com.
ments, alt-haugh I weicome the comment b3
the Prime Minister (Mr. St. Laurent) that th4
rule has been changed. Up ta the point wher
it was changed, the practice was quite elea:
that a debate was not permitted. The practic4
has grown, up here that a debate should bE
permîtted, and Mr. Speaker Glen in makiný
the ruling he did decided that there couic
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