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who has ruled correctly, is not unheard of. Ny concern is,  and
I'm  not arguing at the nonent whether the Chair is ruling right
or wong, ny concern is that every time over the years | gge g
practice started in here that is somewhat inappropriate for
orderly conduct of business, inevitably it is repeated again by
someone  who sees that knack. | could tell you 1961
congressi onal reapportionnent was decided on overruling the
Chair, who ruled correctly with the rule, but there were not
sufficient votes to suspend the rule, but there was sufficient
votes to overrule the Chair. Andit is a dangerousprecedence.
Rules are in to protect the orderly discussion of issues. Anpd]

know they can abused as well as used. | ynpderstand that at some
point when we, as a body or pmmjority, feel they are bein
abused, then we will resort to the nofions that we all know ar

there. The issue that | hope Senator Chanbers will y(agnond to
in closing, Senator NcFarland framed the issue for nme Rﬂlch is
going to be the basis of ny vote, it used to be that a jvision
0 the question was based upon if one part could be aéjopte and
the bal ance that had been divided out not adopted and you gtj| |
had a workable piece of legislation. As | read the rule now, it
doesn't really say that. |t says if there is one issue that can
be adopted, and there still is a ruling of substance that can be
considered, then it can be divided. That is somewhat different
to me than whether one can be adopted and the other not 54opted
and still have a workable piece of legislation. |t seens to
imply if there are two, distinct issues that can be discussed
then you can have adivisionof the question. Youmay have a
probl em adopting one and not the other as a result of that, p,
it would be helpful for me, in the closing~ Senator Chanbers, |F
you tV'VOUI db outline thte rational et fé)r tdhe division of the
uestion, because vote is going to depen i

air or not upnhyol di ng th%Cha?r on the basf$ o%lplhsmtdﬁp , ;29
what | prefer, is the division one in which one could be adopt eg
and the other not. Byt | have lots of concern i|f we start a
practice of suspending the ruleswith a sinple majority of those
Iin the room because that is the precedent you established, zuq
you know, you know it will be used again and again. As |'ve
said, it has been wused, aml | know for "a fact in '61
congressional reapportionment was decided on that basis. aAg |
said the other da%, no one tal ked about it at the time, but the
old-timers, then they sat around and joked how they pulled a sly
one (laugh), but they also were apologetic about it at the g5me
time because they knew they had corrupted the systemjust a
little bit, and that's ny concern.
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