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bill would make the motion, then line up all their speakers.
The person who is going to be the introducer would then have to
speak at the beginning because the one who made the motion would
not have to give any argument as to why the bill should be
killed. It would then be on the introducer to give an argument
when no other argument had been given and we w o ul d ha v e t he
situation where all those against the bill could then speak,
move the previous question, and the introducer of the bill would
not have a chance to rebut any of the arguments given. So I
think in this instance, the first thought was better than the
afterthought. There were people who thought that one of the
d inosaur t y p e s us e d to have a brain at the lower end of its
body, and some thought that was necessary because the body w a s
so large it required two control mechanisms, but a clever poet
had said that whatever it missed the first time, it would catch
with an afterthought. In this instance, the afterthought is not
as good as the first thought, if the intent of the proposal is
to create a degree of equity for the person who i ntroduced the
bill. I think the first proposition that we find in the book
would come closer to being fair, so I will vote against what is
before us now on the sheet of paper that has been offered. But
while I am on that, I think when we are drafting a rule, we
should not leave anything to interpretation. If the proposition
is designed to compel or allow the introducer of the bill to
speak immediately after the one who offered the kill motion, I
think the rule should say that, that after the motion to
indefinitely postpone has been presented and discussed b y the
person offering . the motion, t hen t he spe a k e r .. . t h e n the
introducer would be given an opportunity to s peak. We don ' t
need to have an ambiguous term such as "offered","presented",
or any other word standing alone. We may not always have the
Clerk who is he re now. We may not always have the person who is
the Speaker. We may not have the members of the Legislature who
participa' ed in the drafting of the rule, and I think it would
be to our benefit when we put things in the rule to have it say
as much as is possible through the crafting of language what we
i ntend to s ay . So, if you are insistent on adopting the
substitute, I think an amendment should be offered to the effect
that the person offering the kill motion would present it and
discuss it after which the introducer would then speak, but even
with that amendment, I don't think it is a good proposition.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Withem, then Senator Noore.

SENTOR WITHEN: Y es, Nr. President, to respond to the two
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