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Freedom of Speech

Under party ruie, one of the places in
Canada where there was probably the least
ireedom of speech was in the parliament
at Ottawa. One of the prominent mem-
hers, who sat on the C(onservative side
throughout one parliament, said to a news-
paper man that one of the most humili-
ating incidents in his public career was

- when his “*whip’’ came to him on a certain
occasion, following a deliverance on a

Western question, and said: ‘‘You
shonldn’'t get up and take a slam at our
policy without letting us know before-
hand; don’t do that sort of thing again.’’

In those days—ngé so long ago—the
party boss rule was all but the absolutely
finished produet of partisanship.

Talk about the present parliament as
people may, the party cheeck reins and the
muzzles are not very muech in evidence.
And Tuesday’s debate on the strike is an
ilustration of the new order of things.
The members elected on the same general
platiorm were not in agreement, and they
foreefully expressed their views.

In this brief article we are not discuss-
e the merits or otherwise of the various

opinions, but simply drawing attention to

the satisfactory new order of things under
whicl whips, or cabinet ministers, or party
organizers, are not consulted as to what
shoiild or shonld not bhe said  There is
free expression of opinion by the members,
without which parliament is not a repre-

sentative body, and awith which all shades |

of opinion apparently find as free expres-
s1on as in any other meeting in the land.

/ This new eondition is a welcome ad-
varce 1o our polities. The time may come,
indeed, when the praectice may prevail of
ocasionally, when necessary, defeating a
government by the votes of independent
men in parliament,
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