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The Address-Mr. Broadheni
the Flouse show somne good will. Harmony is a sign of prosperi-
ty, division a sign of misfortunc. It is always unfortunate 10 be
divided, and ail Canadians are watching us today. They arc
watching television. The broadcasting of the debates is certain-
ly an advantage. It helps Canadians understand our speeches
wiîhout having to resort 10 othcr media. Sometimes the facts
were distorted, sometimies not. But. Mr. Speaker, the Ilouse
was rnainly interested in respecting its tradition instcad of'
going by the standing orders. We tried t0 bc reasonable.
Decisions were rendered which wcrc wisc. Oftcn the Chair
availed itself of decisions rendered by previous Speakers.

Today, however, with ail due respect 10 the Chair, 1 should
like to recail a decision which Speaker Lamoureux rendered in
this House some 13 years ago. more specifically on February
18. 1966, in a situation similar to this one and where Speaker
Lamoureux sîated in part:

Order. please. Perhaps hbi mnighi bc a good moulent for the Chair to
unburden itseli' of' a sers hi opinion prepared foilowîng the discussion in
the bouse on 1 uesdla 'v lci wiry 15, when hon. members wec invited to argue
flic point of order raised k, the lion. menîber for Cumberland.

The Chair underto,!, to give a decision atter considering the argumencts
submitted, 1 vin issui e lion. members thai 1 have strtdted ittosi carefully the
several viesu. exp ;sýsed bv those who participated in the discussion on the point
ai order.

As lion. iîîeiiibers know, tl has been [lie practice for sortie ycars thai suhen i
minisier of lthe ( rovn itiakes an annonnierent or a siaiemeni ot' noverient
policy on motions, a spokesnian for cash of the parties in opposition uft he
gos eriiîîleit rnay contient briefly.

*(1740)

Beauchesue refers Io this practice in citation 91 of hits fourth edition. On
February 1, 1954, Mr. Speaker Beandoîn staied that il sas the pracice otf the
bouse, suhen a mînîster itiakes a stateineni ta allasu one spokesnian for each
opposition party to make observations, and hie referred ta a ruling in that regard
madle by hîts predecessor Mr. Speaker Macdonald, on June 4, 195!1

That confirms what 1 was saying earlier.

Last year, that practice was incorporated in our standing
orders and now constitutes provisional Standing Order 15(2)
which says in essence:

On umotions lisied in section (2) of tis Standing Order. a mninister of the
(rosun may make an aunouncement or sînteulent on government polîcy. Thai
kîrtd of announcement or stalertent shonld bc limiied ta the faci îh,îî il is
thought rtecessary to brîng tl ta the attention of the Hanuse. t shonld luit be
desîgned ta brîng abont a debate ai Itiat stage. A spokesman for cach ai the
parties in opposition max îîîake brief conîments subject ta the sanle restriction.

Closer 10 us, in 1963, an amcndment was mnade 10 the
Senate and House of Commions Act vhich rcads as follows:

Il was ta pay a supplemenîary allosuance ta parîy leaders, but ihat is nat the
point. It suas suggesîed that pravisional Standing Order 15(2) should flot be
înîerpreted in the light of the 1963 amertdmenît ta the Senate and House of
Comnions Act and that t6e Speaker shanld use that anîendimcni as a guideline
for the pracedure ta bc foliosued on the malter of comments on ulinister's
statements, and ai the umore, ai the limie oîf the debate an t6e Address in Repiy
ta the Speech fromt the Throne. However. sue îîusî not farget the follawiug
principle of parliamentarv procedure as prasided in citation 8(3f of the fanrth
edition of Beanchesue.

[Mr. Lambert (Bellechassel i

(3) "In the interprelation of the ruies or standing orders the flieuse is
generally gnided. not sa much by the literai construction rtf the orders themselves
as b\ the consîderation of suhat has been the practice of the Hanse usiih respect
ta t6cm.

We must not forget that after the 1963 amendimenîs to flie
Senate and Flouse of Commons Act, the House agreed t0
Standing Order 2, and the same ycar that this standing ordcr
was approved, the House decidcd, and 1 would like hon.
members t0 listen to the decision of Speaker Lamoureux. The
House allowed the hon. member for Red Deer to comment
on the statemnenîs of ministers even though at that limie his
party had fewcr members than the number providcd in the
amcndmeni t0 the Senate and House of Comîrions Act. The
Speaker said that in view of' the precedents, he could not sec
how he could conclude that Standing Order 15( 2) should be
intcrpretcd according Io the amendmnent t0 the said act.

Moreover, the Speaker dîd not believe that il would bc
reasonable t0 conclude that independent members are covercd
by Standing Order 15(2). He did not believe cither that the
hon. member for Kenora-Rainy River, who had taken part in
the debate, should be considered as such. But as long--and
this is what the Chair wanted t0 draw t0 the attention of the
Flouse -as long as the House does nul amiend the Standing
Order concerning statemients by ministers t0 define better the
righî to comment on such stalements, the Speaker believed
that he should follow the prtcti.ce established during the last
session and state that the standing orders authorize the Leader
of the Officiai Opposition and flic spokesînen for the New
Demnocratic Party, the Ralliement Créditiste and the Social
Credit Party of' Canada Io comment on statements by
mninisters.

At the lime of that decision, there was a division in the party
and the Ralliement Créditiste had nine members. The Social
Credit Party of Canada, led by Mr. Thompson, memiber of
Parliament for Red Deer, counted five members.

The Speaker decided. however, Io recognize that group of
five, pursuolît lu the Stanidinig Orders, and 10 give them the
saine privileges. the samie right as 10 those who had nine,
fiftcen or a hundrcd mnibers. 1 should not like 10 be racist,
but the Speaker who recogni7ed those legitimate righîs 10 an
English-speaking group was a Francophone. Today the roles
have changed. In order lu avoid uscless frictions, [et us think
seriously that wc are members front the province of Quebec.
but Quebec is part of Canada and 1 want ilto1 remain so. That
is sxhv we shaîl need harmiony and-

An hon. Member: You are not the only one.

Mr. Lambert (Bellechasse): Indced not. but 1 am an
indivîdual among others. just as you yourself are only an
individual amnong others.

An hon. Member: We were clected.
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