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case; it has no bearing on it at all, it
appears to me. Mor. Bourinot says:
“ It i8 the usnal practice in th ish
X e English Commonsg
to agk questions, move addresses f'otg apers, and to
p_r;sent. petitions when the Address is under con-
?l‘ bera.tmn, and in the Session of 1882, when the
aeda(tig Wwas prolonged, public Bills were introduced
nd discusged on the motion for leave before the

Address was agreed to."

Now, this is going a great deal further
than we went on Friday., While the debate
Wwas going on on the Address public Bills
were introduced and discussed before the
Address was agreed to. I perceive by the
Journals of the Commons that several
matters of routine were gone into in that
House in former Sessions before the ado
tion of the Address—the appointment of
committees, and things of t

¢ X hat sort. I tak
it to be established by what is s:ig in tfla(l)s:
books, though there is no rule, that any

debatable subject being by '
discussion and diseussed&, 80 lagu%{(}lgn;lg'fffs‘g;
with the proceedings for the purpose of
answering His Excellency’s Speech, would
not be considered courteous, I take that
to be the practice, and I do not think that
?ny hon. ‘member who take the trouble
0 read those authorities will come to any
other conclusion, ;
tOTll]x{emprgcx le is that it is not courteous
ghgrefgre it has not been the
trl‘ng n matters which require discussion
C Interrupt the debate, unless, as seems to

be the case where th 3

: e debate is prolonged
and it be(}omes N P s
should be proceexpedlent that business

eded with, business has

?::3 4 ?ﬁk':n up, and no fault seems to be
T think lIB being done. If, therefore, as
my _have shown, the books which
hi%‘ t_on. friend cited contain no rule pro-
oc iing what has been done on this
nizcggmlll ; if, on the contrary, it is recog-
whothy ainly as & matter of expedienc
] lex measures shall be proceeded wit.
thx'o: ?}yed,. Or matters ot routine put
Excel% while waiting the discussion on His
s ency’s Speech, if the introduetion of
1118 18 a matter of routine and right on the
g}?ltﬁf the members of this House, why
reg;l the Senate go back on its steps,
t ace what has been done and cancel
foe Introduction of those Bills in some
th‘::l?()l‘ other ?  Would it be right to do
it ThWhat would be the inference of
& nat we were deliberately, after
SCussion, resigning a right which we

practice to

p- | be considered discourteous.

elay answering his Speech,’

were perfectly justified in exercising.
The act of introducing a Bill pro forma is
for the purpose of asserting the privilege
of the House to do as it pleases in
that respect. Its being a Bill pro forma
is a mere matter of courtesy to the
Sovereign, or the representative of the
Sovereign, as the case may be, showing
the readiness of the House to proceed with
the discussion of the subjects mentioned
in the Speech. T take it, the substance of
the rule is tbat anything which prevents
the House from proceeding with the
Address, anything which materially
delays or obstructs that being done, would
That one can
perfectly understand, but that the per-
formance of a mere matter of routine can
be considered discourteous I entirely deny,
and I insist that there is no foundation for
such an assertion in any of the authorities
that the hon. gentleman has quoted, or
any book on the subject that I can find.
I repeat, if T had supposed that any hon.
gentleman had an objection to this form
of proceeding I should not have adopted
it, because I do not think the case suffici-
ently important to justify a discussion of
it. There is no occasion for us to be
always thrusting our privileges under the
eyes of the people, or the Crown; but now
that we have done it, I say that ghe privi-
lege of introducing these Billsin this form
is one that might at times be very import-
ant indeed. The withdrawal of these Bills
from the Notice Paper and from the Jour
nals of the House would be equivalent to
an admission that this House had no right
to read these Bills the first time; that a
member of the Senate had no right to
introduce a  Bill, and that the
House had no right to read it
the first time; that it was an excess of
their privileges to do so. That admission
Tam not prepared to make. I think it
was entirely within our privilege to intro-
duce these Bills, and that it is a privilege
of importance to us, because it might %e
desirable to introduce measures which
would justify any amount of debate as to
the propriety of introducing them, rather
than they should be delayed until after the
adoption of the Address. Therefore, T
cannot consent that the records of this
House should be so changed as to strike
out the entries made in them with respect
to these three Bills.



