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SENATOR CHAMBERS: M. Chairman and nembers of the | egislature,
in Rule 7, 3(e), we do find thewords, "Any nenber may call for
the division of a questionwhich shall be divided if it
conprehends propositions and sypstance so distinct that one
bei ng taken away a substantive proposition shall remain for he
decision of the Legislature." W have reached a point where the
rul es are being amended by the Chair because the Chair |acks the
belly to wuphold the rules as witten. |t would be sinilar to
saying that a person offered an anendnment +that Senator Labedz
does not |ike, so she wants the Chair to rule that the amendnent

is out of order. The Chair rules well it is in order, because
this is the time to anmend. So then a notion is made to overrule
the Chair, which will then be done and no amendment can pe
of fered. And we know that the tyranny of the majority can
prevail. But the Legislature is in the process of making itself
a public spectacle and an ethical jackass. Regardless of how

the Legislature voted on a prior notion to overrule he Chair,
the Chair nevertheless has the responsibility to uphold the
rules and make a ruling pursuant to the rules. andthe rule
does say that a question can be divided, gnd that it shall be
di vi ded, and it's not a notion. So when the rules are to be
played with in this fast and | oose manner, it shows the contenpt
that the majority has for the rules. They'd like to say | don' t
respect the rules because | nake use of tKe rules to ac%i eve g
ends. I "' mthe only one who consistently votes agai nst adoptn%n
of the rules. So we have this whole. not the whole..we have
the whole body m nus me voting to adopt those rules, then a
majority of those voting yesterday to make g travesty of the
rules and disregard them That js very, very irresponsible and
it is reprehensible. This is a situation whefein we can di scuss
"the pur pose of rules that prot ect t he system from abuse and wil |
rotect those who are not in the najority. First of all, a
principle that everybody agrees with needs no vindication and
needs no protection. Wen you have a situation where there will
be controversy and conflict, you establish procedures py which
that conflict s to be resolved. Wen wehave a rule
established for a certain purpose and the majority §ecides no
to suspend the rule but just to bulldoze its way ang di sregar
iz, then it is nade a travesty of the rules and nobody need pay
attention to them And it's being done on the particul ar issue.
The right to have free speech becones an i ssue when an intrusive

government attenpts to squelch freespeech. If speech would
never be menaced, there would have been no needto put a
provision in the Bill of Rights protecting and guaranteeing it.

So, when the governnment attenpts to squelch it, that is the tine
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