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Parliamentary Relatives:
A Quebec political dynasty: the David family

Few families fit the definition of a “political dynasty” better than the David
family. For over 100 years now, the family has left their mark on Quebec and
Canadian politics.

Laurent-Olivier David (1840-1926), a lawyer and newspaper editor, was
elected as the Liberal member of the Legislative Assembly of Quebec for
Montreal Eastin 1886. He did not seek re-election in 1890. Laurent-Olivier was
defeated in Montreal East in the 1891 federal election and in Napierville in
the 1892 provincial election. Appointed as senator for the senatorial division
of Mille-Isles in 1903, Laurent-Olivier remained in office until his death.

Laurent-Olivier David Athanase David

Continued on page: 2
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Héléne David

His son, Athanase David (1882-1953), also had
a long political career. Elected the Liberal MLA
for Terrebonne in 1916, he served as provincial
secretary in the cabinets of premiers Lomer Gouin
and Louis-Alexandre Taschereau from 1919 to 1936.
After a three-year break, Athanase was re-elected in
Terrebonne in 1939. He resigned the following year
after being appointed as senator for the senatorial
division of Sorel.

Other members of Athanase David’s family
were active in politics. His brother-in-law, Louis-
Joseph Lemieux (1869-1952), was the Liberal MLA
for Gaspé from 1904 to 1910. His son in law, Jean
Raymond (1907-1970), was the legislative councillor
for the division of Rigaud between 1960 and 1968.
His son, Paul David (1919-1999), a cardiologist, was
appointed as a senator by Brian Mulroney in 1985
after a distinguished career in medicine.
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Frangoise David

A fourth generation of the David family also left
its mark on Quebec politics. One of Paul David’s
daughters, Francoise David, first became known for
her involvement in the labour and feminist movement
before being elected as co-spokesperson for Québec
solidaire in 2006. After being defeated as the party’s
candidate for the riding of Gouin in 2007 and 2008,
Francoise was elected in 2012. She sat in the National
Assembly for five years until her resignation in 2017.

Her younger sister, Hélene David, ran as the Liberal
candidate in the riding of Outremont in 2014. Elected
as an MNA, she played a number of roles in Philippe
Couillard’s government. Re elected as the Liberal
MNA for the riding of Marguerite-Bourgeoys in the
general election of October 1, 2018, Hélene currently
sits in the National Assembly.

Mathieu Houle-Courcelles

Analyst, Research Service,
Library of the National Assembly of Quebec



Governing by Time Allocation:

The Increasing Use of Time Allocation
in the House of Commons, 1971 to 2021

In its Winter 20002001 issue, the Canadian Parliamentary Review published the first study on the use of Standing
Order 78 (commonly known as “time allocation”) in the House of Commons. “Silencing Parliamentary Democracy
or Effective Time Management? Time Allocation in the House of Commons” chronicles the use of time allocation
between December 1971 and June 2000. This article by the same author provides an update on the use of time
allocation in the two subsequent decades, thus covering the periods from the 28th Parliament (1968-1971) to the

43rd Parliament (2019-2021).

Yves Y. Pelletier

of senior staffers within the Office of the Prime

Minister and central agencies of the federal
government cannot alone account for the reduction in
the legislative role of Canadian Parliamentarians. In
fact, changes to the Standing Orders of the House of
Commons by its members over the years have limited
the opportunities of private members to influence
the final wording of government bills. With growing
intervention by the Government of Canada in the post-
war economy, the amount of government organizations,
initiatives and measures increased rapidly, adding to
the work of the House. Accordingly, it became necessary
to set up mechanisms to manage the time allocated to
debate each government bill, so that a final decision
could be made in a reasonable period. A balance had to
be struck between the right to speak for an appropriate
length of time and Parliament’s right to reach decisions.
Since the use of closure upset this balance, the House
of Commons adopted a new procedure (or Standing
Orders) in 1971 whereby a fixed period could be
allocated for debate. By 2001, there had been 150 time
allocation motions adopted by the House of Commons.
In the following two decades, that number had more
than doubled, reaching 331 adopted time allocation

The centralization of political powers in the hands

Yves Y. Pelletier received his PhD in Canadian History from
Queen’s University. He is currently Associate Vice-President,
Francophonie at the University of Ottawa. He gratefully
acknowledges the Table Clerks at the House of Commons for
providing the raw data on the use of time allocation in the House
of Commons.

motions by the end of the 43 Parliament (J. Trudeau,
2019-2021). This article examines the use of time
allocation motions and determines which Parliaments,
from the 28" Parliament (P. Trudeau, 1968-1972) to the
43 Parliament (J. Trudeau, 2019-2021), have made most
frequent use of this Standing Order, and comparing its
use to the number of seats held by the government,
sitting days and bills introduced and passed in each
Parliament.

Towards Time Allocation

The passage of a bill in 1956 on public funding for
a pipeline by a company partly owned by American
interests set a precedent in the history of Canada’s
Parliament. The St-Laurent government, using its
majority in the House of Commons and imposing
closure at each stage of the bill, ensured its passage in
less than fifteen days. Finding his right to speak denied
at each stage of the bill, Conservative MP Donald
Fleming said: “The Canadian House of Commons has
been gagged and fettered in this debate by a despotic
government. You [the government] are jeopardizing the
institutions that have proven themselves the bastions
of democratic freedom and destroying the rights of the
minority in the House. This stratagem was not given
birth in any democratic mentality.”* The passage of this
bill, and the vigorous reaction of opposition MPs and
the public, gave rise to longstanding resentment over the
use of closure. Furthermore, the Pearson government’s
decision to apply closure to the debate on the Canadian
flag in 1964 reinforced the need to pass a new means of
time management less stringent than closure.

CANADIAN PARLIAMENTARY REVIEW/WINTER 2021 3



Between 1964 and 1969, the House of Commons
modernized its Standing Orders by adopting
new rules for a trial period to find another way to
manage the time of the House of Commons. Several
procedural committees examined the question, but in
the absence of a unanimous decision, they all agreed
that the Standing Orders of the House of Commons
could not be amended without unanimous consent.
In June 1969, during the 28" Parliament (P. Trudeau,
1968-1972), the government majority on a newly
created procedure committee proposed three new
ways to apply time allocation to debates in the House.
Standing Order 78 (1) would permit the allocation of
a specified period of time when “there is agreement
among the representatives of all parties”; Standing
Order 78 (2) would apply when “a majority of the
representatives of several parties have come to an
agreement in respect of a proposed allotment of
days or hours”; and Standing Order 78 (3), the most
contentious of the three, would permit, “[when no]
agreement could be reached under the provisions of
Standing Order 78 (1) or 78 (2), that a minister of the
Crown [may] propose a motion for allotting time.”?
Although the opposition parties endorsed the first two
recommendations of the report, Standing Order 78
(3) was passed by the committee after a vote pitting
government and opposition MPs against each other,
with Standing Order 78 (3) becoming the will of the
government only.

Following a long debate and just one day before the
House of Commons rose for the summer 1969 recess,
the Trudeau government invoked closure on the
debate. In response to this motion, the Leader of the
Progressive Conservative Party, Robert Stanfield, said:

The use of closure to force through rule changes,
which are opposed by every member of the
opposition, is, of course, an aggravation, and
the use of this method of forcing through rules
is so completely foreign to the traditions of this
House as to constitute a breach of privilege. If
the rules can be changed in these circumstances,
and if closure can be resorted to in order to
implement these rule changes, and can be used
s0 as to alter fundamentally the very nature and
role of the House of Commons, then we are in a
very sorry state indeed in so far as democracy
and freedom are concerned.?

During this brief debate, the opposition members
argued as one that parliamentary procedure should
give all parties equal privilege in a limited debate and
that amendments to Standing Orders should be based
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on a consensus. In the defence of his government’s
actions, Trudeau listed the parliamentary reforms
his government had put in place since 1968, such as
the funding of a research service for the opposition
and the institution of supply days. “Are these the
acts of a government which is seeking to muzzle
the opposition?” Trudeau wondered, in the context
of replacing a measure that was precarious and at
times inefficient.* Despite a last-ditch attempt by the
opposition to send Standing Order 78 (3) back to the
committee with instructions to change it, the House of
Commons passed it on July 24, 1969. At 1:50am, after
a full day of debate, the House of Commons agreed to
adopt the report of the procedure committee in a vote
of 142 to 84. Ironically, the time allocation measure was
passed by using a closure motion, the very procedure
it was intended to replace.’

The First Use of Standing Order 78

An important precedent was set in the December 1,
1971, proceedings of the House of Commons with the
presentation of the first time allocation motion. Under
study was Bill C-259, The Income Tax Act, a voluminous
tax bill of 707 pages, together with the 97 amendments
proposed by the opposition, that was debated in the
committee of the whole for over 25 days. On December
2 and 14, 1971, the House of Commons voted on two
time allocation motions under Standing Order 78 (3),
imposing a period of four days to complete debate in
the committee of the whole and three days at third
reading of the bill. The President of the Privy Council,
Allan MacEachen, and the Minister of Justice, John
Turner, supported the use of this rule to enable the
government to assume its responsibilities and the
House to assume its own by deciding on the bill.

For its part, the opposition described the use of the
controversial Standing Order 78 (3) as anti-democratic,
an adventure into the unknown, because of the
“dangers, shoals and reefs of Standing Order 78”.°In
arguing its disapproval, the opposition vigorously
attacked the Trudeau government on a number of
fronts. First, the government had promised that,
despite the imposition of closure to ensure the passage
of the time allocation rule, this measure would never
be implemented. Second, the opposition rejected the
government'’s statement that the bill had been studied
for months, indeed years, and a bill that had foiled tax
experts warranted even longer study by MPs. Third, as
the result of a number of reports criticizing the content
of the bill, Stanfield believed that the use of Standing
Order 78 (3) was a tactic “to save the political face of
the Prime Minister and the Minister of Finance.”” The



opposition feared that “If, some day, Canada should
live under a government with more pronounced
dictatorial ideas, then, our parliamentary system might
be ruined.”® In fact, it was argued that, if this motion
meant the slow but gradual decay of Parliament,
“the Commons will no longer represent a forum for
public debate but will flounder and disintegrate as an
anachronistic tower of Babel, scorned by the Canadian
people.”?

Along with the opposition in the House, journalists
also recognized the importance of this debate. From the
Globe and Mail to the Oftawa Citizen, from the Montreal
Gazette to Le Droit, the initial imposition of time
allocation made headlines. All of them considered this
initial use of time allocation to be closure and compared
it to a guillotine or imposition by force. Despite strong
political and media opposition, the government
majority easily passed the two time allocation motions
and enabled the House of Commons to pass the bill
before the Christmas holidays. Despite the assurance
of the President of the Privy Council that “what is
occurring now would not constitute a precedent,”
every subsequent government has made use of this
rule in managing the time of its legislative agenda. In
every case, the opposition used the same arguments
to show the government it could not make Canada’s
Parliament its instrument or manipulate it for its own
ends.

By consensus: Standing Order 78 (1)

Under Standing Order 78 (1), the House can quickly
pass many bills in the case of non-controversial
bills, hold an emergency debate, or reach a decision.
However, many bills can be passed quickly with
the consensus of the parties, without invoking time
allocation, as was the case with Bill C-37 of the second
session of the 36" Parliament, a bill to change MPs’
pension plan, which the House of Commons passed
in under two days. Since 1971, 10 motions of time
allocation have been passed pursuant to Standing
Order 78 (1). With this rule, the report stage and third
reading of the bill on reforms to the Canada Elections
Act (1993) took only 21 minutes, that is, six minutes for
the report stage and 15 minutes for third reading. In
addition, unanimous consent of the House permitted
the passage of the bill to create the territory of Nunavut
in one hour and 45 minutes and the official adoption
of Canada’s national anthem in a single day. The
adoption of a comprehensive bill on the status and use
of Canada’s Official Languages in 1988 was limited to
two hours at the report stage and third reading, with
the consent of MPs.

In addition, political parties have used this approach
toforce adebate on urgent matters, including the impact
of national or regional strikes on Canada’s economy. By
way of example, the Chrétien government introduced
a law obliging the Pacific coast ports to reopen barely
15 hours after a strike was called. The Reform Party
and the Bloc Québécois agreed to the use of Standing
Order 78 (1) to debate the pressing problem of labour
relations on the west coast on the same day. However,
MP Gilles Duceppe, speaking for his party, criticized
this special legislation, which questioned the right to
strike only 15 hours after it was declared. At the end
of the day, no recorded division was required by the
presence of a minimum of five members standing up
to be counted, and the bill was passed. Accordingly,
the Bloc Québécois acknowledged the impact of the
walkout on the economy of Western Canada and
permitted the passage of the bill.

In the past 25 years, there was only one Standing
Order 78 (1) motion introduced. Conservative MP and
Government House Leader Peter Van Loan had the
consensus of the members of the House of Commons,
to pass Bill C-3, Supporting Vulnerable Seniors and
Strengthening Canada’s Economy Act, with no more
than one sitting day allotted at second reading, and
1.5 hours allotted at report stage and third reading.
This bill implemented key sections of the Conservative
Party’s Economic Action Plan, including up to $600 per
year for single seniors and $840 per year for couples
to more than 680,000 seniors experiencing financial
difficulty, alongside $1 billion in additional transfers
to the provinces and territories."

With the Agreement of the Majority: Standing
Order 78 (2)

Although the Standing Orders of the House of
Commons were modified in 1971, the first use of
Standing Order 78 (2)—which allows a majority of
parties in the House of Commons to approve its
use—was on June 21, 1994. During the 35" Parliament
(Chrétien, 1993-1997), there were only three recognized
parties in the House of Commons—the governing
Liberals, the Bloc Québécois and the Reform Party—
and thus only one of the two minority parties needed
to consent to adopt a Standing Order 78 (2) time
allocation motion. On that day, the Liberal Government
introduced three motions to limit debate, with only
MPs from the Reform Party objecting. The debate on
C-33, Yukon First Nations Self-Government Act, C-32,
Excise Tax Act, and C-35, the creation of the Department
of Citizenship and Immigration were allotted no more
than one hour for the report stage and third reading.

CANADIAN PARLIAMENTARY REVIEW/WINTER 2021 5



After the passage of the first Standing Order 78
(2) motion, Reform MP Ken Epp stood on a point of
order, asking how Standing Order 78 can be used as
it states “explicitly that there is agreement among
the representatives of all parties. I submit that this
action is not correct because we are still a party
notwithstanding what is thought here and therefore
this motion is not appropriate.”! The Deputy Speaker
thus had the opportunity of speaking to the valid use
of Standing Order 78 (2) where a majority of parties
agreed (the Liberals and the Bloc Québécois) to the
motion.

In the remaining years of the 35™ Parliament,
there were another seven Standing Order 78 (2)
motions. The Bloc Québécois again supported the
government’s use of this rule in limiting debate
on several bills, including the firearms bill, which
provoked heated debate. Nevertheless, the Liberal
Party did get support from the Reform Party,
despite its description of time allocation as a threat
to parliamentary supremacy, on three occasions.
In fewer than nine hours, with the Reform Party’s
support, legislation was enacted to put an end to the
strike in the rail transport sector in 1995. Perceiving
this special legislation to be a measure that “denies
both the right to strike and the right to negotiate,”
the Bloc Québécois opposed it, preferring to have
the government act on the recommendations of the
report by Commissioner Allan Hope, a mediator the
government itself had appointed the preceding year
to advise it on the situation. The government ignored
the recommendations of the report, tabled in early
February 1995, and imposed an end to the strike
according to its own conditions.

During the 38" Parliament (P. Martin, 2004-2006)
— a minority government — there were two uses of
Standing Order 78 (2), the first dealing with providing
funds to the Minister of Finance for the management
of the country, the other dealing with extending
the legal capacity for marriage for civil purposes
to same-sex couples. In both examples, the Bloc
Québécois and the NDP supported the government
to limit the debate in the House of Commons, with
the Conservative Party opposing. There were also
examples of the use of Standing Order 78 (2) during
the 427 Parliament (J. Trudeau, 2015-2019). In 2017,
the NDP supported the government to limit debate
on amendments to the Controlled Drugs Act while
the Conservatives supported the government in 2018
on the adoption of the Trans-Pacific Partnership
among 11 countries, including Canada.

6 CANADIAN PARLIAMENTARY REVIEW/WINTER 2021

In total, during this 50-year period, there were 19
motions approved by the House of Commons using
Standing Order 78 (2) where a majority of parties
agree to limit the time for debate on government bills.

Silencing the Opposition: Standing Order 78 (3)

Over the past 50 years since the adoption of the
new rule of procedures of the House of Commons,
the various governments have imposed time
allocation motions 331 times. It has become standard
practice for a government to impose time allocation,
especially when the legislative measures may lead
to major disagreements. Over the past 50 years,
federal governments have each used this order for
bills involving a social issue or a contentious national
debate. For example, controversy over the free trade
agreements, rights accorded to gays and lesbians, the
Clarity Act (2000) and the Nisga’a treaty were reduced
in the House somewhat by limiting debate. The
National Energy Program (1981), the end of a postal
strike (1983), the privatization of Petro-Canada (1990),
the introduction of the GST (1991), the construction of
the Confederation Bridge (1993) and the amendment
of the Canada Elections Act (2000) are other examples
of controversial bills passed more quickly as the
result of time allocation. In addition, many bills on
financial matters, including amendments to income
and excise taxes and provincial transfers, were
passed more easily thanks to this Standing Order.
The number of time allocation motions presented
under Standing Order 78 (3) permits an analysis of
its use by each Parliament from the 28™ to the 43™
Parliaments.

A Review of the Use of Time Allocation Over the
Past 50 Years

In the original study, which covered the period
from December 1971 when time allocation was first
used in the House of Commons to June 2001, time
allocation motions were adopted 150 times. In the
following two decades, from 2001 to the dissolution
of the 43 Parliament on August 15, 2021, there were
an additional 181 votes on time allocation. In total,
331 time allocation motions have been adopted by
the House of Commons in the first 50 years since
this Standing Order was adopted by the House
of Commons (Table 1). Of these motions, 302 were
adopted using Standing Order 78 (3), while another
29 motions were adopted with some level of consent
of the other parties in the House of Commons—10
using Standing Order 78 (1) and 19 using Standing
Order 78 (2).



Table 1:

The Use of Time Allocation in the House of Commons from the 28" Parliament to the end of the 43" Parliament

Seats in the Adopted Time Allocation® # of Sittin # of Govern- # of Government
Parliament House of Com- DavsC & ment Bills q .
n ays' o Bills Passed
(Years) mons (78 G3)/ Introduced (78 G3)/
Prime Minister Maj. (+) Total 78 (1) 51(2) L Sitting Days (%)] [(78 (3)/Bills Bills Passed (%))
/Min. (-) 8§ 1ays ol | Introduced (%)) °

28 688 204 157
1968-1972 +44 3 1 0 2 8 0 7
(locs2972) (0.3%) (1.0%) (1.3%)
29

(1972-1974) 46 0 0 0 0 %5/6 gg g;

P. Trudeau (0%) (0%) (0%)
30 767 276 176
1974-1979 +18 14 3 0 11 7 6 6

i). - deau) (1.4%) (4.0%) (6.3%)
31

49 28 6

(Cllga 73() -10 1 0 0 1 2.0%) (3.6%) (16.7%)
32 725 228 178
(1980-1984) +12 21 1 0 20 S o o a0 s
Trudeau/Turner (2.8%) (8.8%) (11.2%)
(313984—1988) +140 18 1 0 17 698 285 233
Vinironey (2.4%) (6.0%) (7.3%)
34

(1988-1993) 529 234 200
Mulroney/ 43 31 2 0 2 (5.5%) (12.4%) (14.5%)
Campbell

(315993-1997) +59 31 1 10 20 442 216 152
UL (4.5%) (9.3%) (13.2%)
36 376 134 95
1997-2000 +9 29 0 0 29 6 : A
(1997-2000) (7.7 %) (21.6%) (30.5%)
37 419 220 9
(2000-2004) +43 14 0 1 13 1o oo 139,
Chrétien/Martin (3.1%) (5.9%) (13.5%)
38

(2004-2006) 38 2 0 2 0 55/9 8(,3 40?
Martin (0%) (0%) (0%)
(329006-2008) -60 1 0 0 1 292 127 05
Clatper (0.3%) (0.8%) (1.5%)
goos—zon) 2 3 0 0 3 290 132 >
Ciooper (1.0%) (2.3%) (5.1%)
41 507 140 105
gggﬁow) 24 92 1 0 a (17.9%) (65.0%) (86.7%)
4 442 102 83
2015-2019 +30 65 0 6 59 > > .
}_ o oL ) (13.3%) (57.8%) (71.1%)
43

174 56 27

2019-2021 24 6 0 0 6 . A .
f. o1s-2021) (3.4%) (10.7%) (22.2%)
Total 331 10 19 302

Sources: A) Seats in the House of Commons are reported in Appendix 10 General Election Results Since 1867, House of Commons Procedures and Practice,
Third Edition 2017; B) The list of time allocation motions in the House of Commons for early Parliaments was tabulated by the Tables Clerks of the House
of Commons, who shared their files. The list of time allocation for more recent Parliaments was tabulated using the Status of House Business of the House
of Commons for the 41% to 43" Parliaments. See: https://www.ourcommons.ca/DocumentViewer/en/43-2/house/status-business. C) Number of sitting
days in the House of Commons is reported in Appendix 11: Parliaments Since 1867 and Number of Sitting Days, in House of Commons Procedures
and Practice, Third Edition 2017; for more recent years, see: https://www.ourcommons.ca/DocumentViewer/en/43-2/house/status-business. D) Table of
legislation introduced and given Royal Assentby session provided by the Library of Parliament. This information for more recent Parliaments is available
at: LEGISinfo, https://www.parl.ca/LegisInfo/Home.aspx?Language=E&Mode=1&ParliamentSession=43-2. All calculations are those of the author.
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A Tool for Majority Governments

Despite the promises made by the President of the
Privy Council in 1971 that no precedent would be
created with its initial use, time allocation has become
a common tool in the management of the time of each
Parliament. The period covered in this article includes all
16 Parliaments since time allocation was introduced in
the House of Commons, starting with the 28" Parliament
(a majority government for Prime Minister Pierre Elliott
Trudeau) and concluding with the dissolution of the
43 Parliament (a minority government for Prime
Minister Justin Trudeau) in August 2021. There is a
mix of majority and minority governments during this
period, including 10 majority governments under Prime
Ministers P. Trudeau, Mulroney, Chrétien, Harper and
J. Trudeau, and 6 minority governments under Prime
Ministers P. Trudeau, Clark, Martin, Harper and ]J.
Trudeau.

During the Parliaments with a minority government,
the total amount of time allocations adopted by
the House of Commons was 13. As such, minority
governments represent only 4 per cent of all time
allocation motions adopted by the House of Commons.
Therefore, time allocation is a tool—either for effective
time management or silencing the opposition or its
own backbenches—used by Parliaments with majority
governments.

During the past 50 years, there were 10 majority
Parliaments. The largest use of time allocation motions
in a single Parliament was during the 41* Parliament
(Harper, 2011-2015), the only Parliament where Prime
Minister Harper had a majority government. A total
of 92 motions on time allocation were adopted by the
House of Commons, all but one using Standing Order 78
(3). As such, this Parliament is responsible for 30.2 per
cent of all Standing Order 78 (3) motions during this
50-year period, or 27.8 per cent of all Standing Order 78
motions.

The second-largest use of time allocation motions in
a single Parliament was in the subsequent Parliament —
427 Parliament (J. Trudeau, 2015-2019)—where the
Liberal majority government passed 65 motions on time
allocation, with 59 being Standing Order 78 (3) motions.
As such, the 42" Parliament is responsible for 19.6 per
cent of all Standing Order 78 (3) motions during this
50-year period, or 19.9 per cent of all Standing Order 78
motions.

In those 8 years, the 41 and the 42" Parliaments
are responsible for 47.4 per cent of all time allocation

8 CANADIAN PARLIAMENTARY REVIEW/WINTER 2021

motions during this 50-year period, or49.4 per cent when
removing those adopted under minority governments.

Beyond the 41% and 42" Parliament, the use of time
allocations motions was significantly more limited.
In the 34" Parliament (Mulroney, 1988-1993), 31 time
allocation motions were passed, with 29 being passed
using Standing Order 78 (3). In comparison, during the
33 Parliament (Mulroney, 1984-1988), only 18 time
allocation motions were passed during Mulroney’s
first majority Parliament, with 17 being passed using
Standing Order 78 (3). The same upward trend was
seen during Prime Minister Chrétien’s mandate
with government imposing 29 Standing Order 78 (3)
motions during his second majority Parliament (36"
Parliament), while imposing 19 Standing Order 78
(3) motions during his first majority Parliament (35"
Parliament).

Out of the 10 majority Parliaments during the last 50
years, these six majority Parliaments represent 74.9 per
cent of all time allocation motions since this Standing
Order was approved by the House of Commons.

The size of a parliamentary majority does not
account for the frequency of time allocation motions.
In the 33 Parliament (Mulroney, 1984-1988),
Canadians elected the Progressive Conservative Party
under the leadership of Brian Mulroney with the
largest parliamentary majority in the 20th century: 210
Conservative MPs compared to a total of 71 members
from all other parties. Despite its overwhelming
numbers in the House, the Mulroney government
applied Standing Order 78 (3) 18 times. On the other
hand, following its re-election in 1988, this time
with a reduced majority of 43 seats, the Mulroney
government made greater use of time allocation, with
31 motions on time allocation, including 29 Standing
Order 78 (3) motions.

In comparison, the majority governments of Prime
Minister Stephen Harper and Justin Trudeau in the
41 and 42~ Parliaments, respectively, were among
the smaller majority governments. It is in those
Parliaments that the greatest number of Standing
Order 78 (3) motions were adopted. Thus, a large
parliamentary majority does not determine the
frequency of time allocation motions.

Time Allocations by Bill Stage

Table 2 breaks down the time allocation motions by
bill stage. The data is presented for three time periods:
the time frame of the original study (1971 to 2000,



Table 2:
Time Allocation Motions by Bill Stage

Stage (28th tolg’argﬂggll‘llgments) (37t toljllz‘f’ lﬁ:ﬁgz’ments) (28 tolela’g g:ﬁgments)
Second Reading 56 37.8% 80 43.7% 136 41.1%
Committee 3 2.0% 2 1.1% 5 1.5%
Third Reading 12 8.1% 23 12.6% 35 10.6%
Report and Third Reading 65 43.9% 62 33.9% 127 38.4%
All Stages, or 3 stages 3 2.0% 3 1.6% 6 1.8%
Committee of the Whole 6 4.1% 0 0.0% 6 1.8%
Senate Amendments 3 2.0% 13 7.1% 16 4.8%
Total 148 100.0% 183 100.0% 331 100.0%

representing the28"to 36" Parliaments); the subsequent
Parliaments (2001 to 2021, representing the 37" to 43™
Parliaments); and for the entire 50-year period. In the
time frame of the original study, the most common
use of time allocation motions was at the report and
third reading, at 43.9%, followed by second reading
at 37.8%. In the subsequent period (2000 to 2021), the
most common use of time allocation was at second
reading (43.7%), thus speeding up the government’s
efforts to forward to the bill to the respective
government-dominated Standing Committee of the
House of Commons, followed by the report and third
reading or simply third reading, representing 33.9%
and 12.6% respectively. A new trend emerges during
the last 20 years — that is the use of time allocation to
review Senate amendments. In this period, the Senate
exerted additional independence from the partisan
House of Commons, thus 13 time allocation motions
were used to deal with Senate amendments to House
of Commons bills.

In total, of the 331 time allocation motions adopted
during this 50-year period, 41.1 per cent were used
at second reading, 38.4 per cent at report and third
reading, 10.6 per cent at third reading and 4.8 per
cent at Senate amendments. It is at these stages that
the House of Commons serves as a public forum to
discuss the merits of a bill. When the government
invokes time allocation, it limits debate and can easily
silence the opposition in the House of Commons along

with its own backbenchers. At the other extreme, the
government majority on each Commons’ committee
ensures that Cabinet can decide on the length of
committee deliberations before forcing the bill’s return
to the House, without the need for time allocation.
Similarly, the Prime Minister’s choice of senators often
ensures that only the senatorial amendments sought
by the government reach the House of Commons.
That trend was reversed with more “independent”
appointment of Senators over the last 20 years.

Increasingthe Productivity of Majority Governments?

Table 1 also provides additional data to compare
the use of adopted time allocation motions with the
number of sitting days of each Parliament as well
as the number of government bills introduced and
passed. Over the past 50 years, in those 10 majority
Parliaments in particular, the number of sitting days
has varied greatly from a high of 767 sitting days in
the 30" Parliament (P. Trudeau, 1974-1979) to a low
of 376 sitting days for the 36" Parliament (Chrétien,
1997-2000). Similarly, the number of government-
introduced bills has ranged from a high of 285 in the
33 Parliament (Mulroney, 1984-1988) to a low of 102
government bills in the 42nd Parliament (J. Trudeau,
2015-2019). Those same two Parliaments also bookmark
the number of government-passed bills. Thus, the
question becomes: did time allocation increase the
level of productivity of majority governments, as
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determined by the passage of government-sponsored
legislation? Table 3 summarizes key findings provided
in Table 1 to highlight productivity outcomes.

During the 33 Parliament (Mulroney, 1984-1988),
the greatest number of government bills were both
introduced and passed, 285 and 233 government
bills, respectively. This Parliament had the third
greatest number of sitting days, at 698. The Mulroney
government achieved this outcome with the use of
only 17 Standing Order 78 (3) motions, ranked #7
on the use of time allocation motions among the 10
majority Parliaments of this 50-year period. In contrast,

during the 41% Parliament (Harper, 2011-2015), the
greatest number of Standing Order 78 (3) motions were
adopted by the House of Commons, but the number
of government bills introduced and passed rank this
Parliament in #8 and #7 positions, respectively. This
Parliament would also rank #6 for the number of sitting
days.

Similarly, the 42" Parliament (J. Trudeau, 2015-2019)
had the second-highest use of Standing Order 78 (3)
motions adopted by the House of Commons, but the
number of government bills introduced and passed
rank this Parliament in #10 and #10 rank, respectively.

Table 3:
A Top 10 rankings of majority Parliaments in the House of Commons between 1971 and 2021, using
government bills introduced and passed as productivity measures and compared to the number of sitting
days and the use of Standing Order 78 (3) during those respective Parliaments.

Use of Time Allocation e . .
Rank Motions (78 (3) Sitting days Government Introduced Bills Government Passed Bills
41st 30th 33rd 33rd
#1 (2011-2015) (1974-1979) (1984-1988) (1984-1988)
Harper P. Trudeau Mulroney Mulroney
2nd 32nd 30th (198?}{1993)
#2 (2015-2019) (1980-1984) (1974-1979)
Mulroney/
J. Trudeau Trudeau/Turner P. Trudeau C
ampbell
iy 33rd (198%4—T993) 32nd
#3 (1984-1988) (1980-1984)
(1997-2000) Mulrone Mulroney/ Trudeau/Turner
Chrétien y Campbell
34th 28th 32nd 30th
#4 (1988-1993) (1968-1972) (1980-1984) (1974-1979)
Mulroney/ P. Trudeau Trudeau/Turner P. Trudeau
Campbell
32nd (198%‘§?993) 37th 28th
#5 (1980-1984) Mulroney/ (2000-2004) (1968-1972)
Trudeau/Turner C 4 Chrétien/Martin P. Trudeau
ampbell
35th 41st 35th 35th
#6 (1993-1997) (2011-2015) (1993-1997) (1993-1997)
Chrétien Harper Chrétien Chrétien
33rd (tied) 28th 41st
#7 (1984-1988) 42nd (1968-1972) (2011-2015)
Mulroney (2015-2019) P. Trudeau Harper
J. Trudeau
37th 41st 37th
#8 (2000-2004) 35th (2011-2015) (2000-2004)
Chrétien/Martin (1993-1997) Harper Chrétien/Martin
Chrétien
30th 37th 36th 36th
#9 (1974-1979) (2000-2004) (1997-2000) (1997-2000)
P. Trudeau Chrétien/Martin Chrétien Chrétien
28th 36th 42nd 42nd
#10 (1968-1972) (1997-2000) (2015-2019) (2015-2019)
P. Trudeau Chrétien J. Trudeau J. Trudeau
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Table 4:
The Amount of Standing Order 78 (3) motions introduced in the House of Commons, but not moved.

Standing Order 78 (3) Motions
Parliament Prime Minister Tabled But Not Debated but Withdrawn
Moved question not put

28 P. Trudeau - - -
29 P. Trudeau - - -
30 P. Trudeau 2 - -
31 Clark - - -
32 Trudeau/Turner 2 1 1
33 Mulroney 2 - 1
34 Mulroney/Campbell 4 - -
35 Chrétien 1 - -
36 Chrétien - - -
37 Chrétien/Martin 1 - -
38 Martin - - -
39 Harper - - -
40 Harper 3 - -
41 Harper 10 - -
42 J. Trudeau 25 - -
43 J. Trudeau 1

Total 51 1 2

As such, the increasing use of time allocation motions
is not linked to a higher productivity level, as would
be demonstrated by more government bills being
introduced or adopted.

Signalling the Intent of Using Time Allocation Motions

This article has thus focused on Standing Order 78
motions adopted by the House of Commons over the
past 50 years. Beyond those 331 motions, however,
there are an additional 51 time allocation motions that

were tabled in the House of Commons, either by the
government house leader or a minister of the crown
(Table 4). Those notice of motions were not subject to
a vote for adoption, and thus are not listed in Table
1. These motions signalled the government’s intent to
limit debate on the various stages of adopting a bill in
the House of Commons. In the end, the government did
not proceed with the adoption of those time allocation
motions, as the notice itself had the effect of getting the
opposition parties’ procedural support for moving the
bill to the next step.
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Majorities in the 41 and 42" Parliaments under Prime Ministers Stephen Harper and Justin Trudeau, respec-
tively, have increasingly used Standing Order 78 (3) when conducting government business in the House of
Commons for time management purposes. However, these parliaments had relatively fewer sitting days and
fewer government bills passed compared to earlier parliamentary majorities, meaning the use of this Standing
Order appears to have less to do with productivity than with limiting the potential for MPs from all parties to
engage in debate.

Between the 28" Parliament (P. Trudeau, 1968-
1971) to the 40" Parliament (Harper, 2008-2011),
the number of notices of time allocation motions
introduced but not voted on remained very small. In
fact, during these 40 years, there were only 17 notices
of time allocation motions that were not called to a
vote, of which one was debated but not voted upon
and another was withdrawn. During the 41 and 42"
Parliament, which already had the greatest amount
of time allocations, motions adopted by the House
of Commons, the government tabled even more
notices of time allocation motions. In fact, during the
41% Parliament (Harper, 2011-2015), the government
signalled an intent to use time allocation by tabling
10 additional motions that were not moved to a vote.
In a similar fashion, during the 42" Parliament (J.
Trudeau, 2015-2019), the government served an
additional 25 notices of time allocation motions that
were not moved to a vote. Those 25 notices were in
addition to the 65 motions on time allocation that the
House adopted during that Parliament. Had all time
allocation motions during the 41* and 42" Parliament
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been adopted, and which majority governments can
ensure their adoption, there would have been 102
motions on time allocation in the 41 Parliament
(Harper, 2011-2015), and 90 in the 42 Parliament (].
Trudeau, 2015-2019).

Conclusion

Since the initial debate in 1969, and the first use of
time allocation in December 1971, governments have
used this Standing Order to control the passage of
bills through the labyrinth of Parliament. Considering
the growing use of time allocation during the 1980s
and 1990s, procedural committees of the House of
Commons tabled a report in April 1993 and again
in May 2000 recommending changes to the Standing
Order. The opposition parties failed to get the
support of the government members, especially the
executive branch, which saw this as weakening its
legislative control. The only significant change to time
allocation came in the fall of 1989, when the House of
Commons renumbered its Standing Orders, making

Art Babych / Shutterstock.com



time allocation Standing Order 78 (instead of 75).2 In
the absence of a clear government desire to change
this Standing Order, regardless of which party is in
power, time allocation will remain the government’s
preferred time management method as it continues to
serve the government exceedingly well. So long as this
Standing Order is not amended, time allocation will
continue to be a most effective way to limit debate, and
thus silence both the government’s own backbenchers
as well as the opposition.

In recent Parliaments, the number of time allocation
notices has neared 100 motions in a single Parliament,
and in one case, exceeded 100 motions, albeit not all
of them were submitted to a vote in the House of
Commons. In recent Parliaments, and because of the
increasing use of Standing Order 78, there are rarely
any government bills receiving Royal Assent without
the use of time allocation motions. At the same time,
the number of sitting days is decreasing, as are the
number of government bills introduced and passed.
In this context, time allocation motions are not being
used to increase the productivity of a Parliament,
thus ensuring even more government priorities
become embedded in legislation. The increasing use
of time allocation is making it difficult for MPs from
all parties to engage in parliamentary debate, and
possibly improve the proposed legislation measures
for the betterment of the legislation and Canadians.
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Unfinished Business: A Snapshot of
Recent Government Bill Practice

While the majority of parliamentary time is spent on government business, little scholarship appears to exist on the
subject of government bills that do not receive Royal Assent. Government bills fail to complete the legislative process
in both majority and minority parliaments. Further, some government bills are put on notice but never introduced.
This work examines statistics from recent parliamentary sessions to document the varying rates at which government
legislation is not passed in both the Senate and House of Commons, both in majority and minority parliaments.

Charlie Feldman

Introduction

Government bills' do not always complete the
legislative process in both majority or minority
parliaments. While much has been said about so-
called “omnibus” bills® or critiquing individual pieces
of legislation (simply check Twitter on any sitting day),
little appears written about government bills that do
not become law.?

Government bills are worthy of study because they
require tremendous resources to develop and are
unique indicators of a government’s desired agenda.
Looking at government bills that do not complete
the legislative process provides a window into the
government’s legislative planning decisions and
the prioritization by the government of its various
legislative initiatives.

In broad strokes, legislative planning requires
identifying the matters from the government’s agenda
that require legislation, determining whether measures
are to be advanced as stand-alone bills or combined
with other initiatives (such as being included in budget
implementation legislation), and deciding whether to
introduce bills in the Senate or House of Commons
— as well as when the bills should be introduced.
Once bills are before Parliament, further legislative
planning decisions are reflected in the order in which

Charlie Feldman is the President of the Canadian Study of
Parliament Group and a member of the Law Society of Ontario.
Any views expressed in this piece are his own and not those of any
employer.
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bills are brought forward for debate, and whether any
procedural tools — such as time allocation — are used to
advance a particular bill.

A government bill —like any other piece of legislation
— might not always be introduced with the intention of
seeing it passed in that particular session.* However,
the introduction of a government bill signals that
resources have been spent — and cabinet decisions
made — to develop the legislation and put it before
Parliament.®

This article looks at government bills from the
35" Parliament to the present. During that time, the
parliamentary journey of a government bill that did
not receive royal assent typically ended because of
prorogation or dissolution. However, government bills
might be defeated at a particular stage of debate® or
because the Senate or House decides not to proceed
further with the bill.”

Bills that do not receive royal assent include bills that
were introduced, as well as those that were only put
on notice but never introduced.? This article discusses
both of these contexts in turn.

Government Bills Introduced in Parliament

In the most recent parliamentary session—the 43rd
Parliament, 2nd Session (September 23, 2020-August
15, 2021)—40 government bills were introduced®.
Statistically, government bills in this session were just
as likely to receive royal assent as they were not to
complete the legislative process. While having a 50 per
cent passing rate might not make for an ideal academic
record, it is par for the course for government bills in
recent minority parliaments.



The graph below displays the percentage of
government bills that did not receive royal assent
in recent parliamentary sessions.® Non-solid bars
indicate periods of minority government. The specific
data is provided in the Appendix.

Averaging the below-depicted parliamentary
sessions together," around 38 per cent of government
bills will not pass in any given parliamentary session.
More specifically, the average non-pass rate is 31
per cent in majority parliaments and 49 per cent in
minority parliaments.”” Government bills did not pass
in a given session between 17 per cent (42-1) and 56 per
cent (40-3) of the time. In parliaments with more than
one session, the percentage of government bills that do
not pass tends to be greater in the second session than
in the first.

A bill that does not pass in one session might be
reintroduced in a later session or combined with other
items and reintroduced. This work examines whether
a government bill received royal assent in a given
session rather whether the policies contained therein
were eventually enacted. It should be kept in mind
that government bills can vary tremendously in length
— from a single page to hundreds of pages — and range
from the substantive to the arguably symbolic.

From the data available thus far — and keeping
in mind that it is but a small sample, and perhaps
impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic — recent Senate
appointment reforms have had no significant impact
on the percentage of government bills that have been
passed. The average of figures from the 42nd and
43rd Parliaments (one majority and one minority
parliament) puts the percent of government bills that
did not receive royal assent at 36 per cent, which is
down slightly from the 35th—41st Parliaments, wherein
the average percentage of government bills that did
not receive royal assent was 39 per cent across a mix of
both majority and minority parliaments.

The distribution of government bills between the
Senate and House of Commons has varied significantly
in recent parliaments. On average, nine per cent of
government bills are introduced in the Senate each
session. No government bill was introduced in the
Senate during the 1st Session of the 43rd Parliament.
In contrast, 21 per cent of government bills (a total
of 17) were introduced in the Senate during the 41st
Parliament, 1st Session.

As explained by the Privy Council Office, “Most
Government bills are first introduced in the House
of Commons. However, a Government bill may be

Percentage of Government Bills Not Passed, by Parliamentary Session
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first introduced in the Senate if it does not impose or
increase taxes and does not provide for the spending
of public money.”** Whether a non-fiscal government
bill should be introduced in the Senate or House of
Commons is a choice for the government to make. As
a historical note, at the start of the 36th Parliament, the
Senate’s Standing Committee on Internal Economy,
Budgets and Administration agreed to “endorse the
position that more government bills be introduced first
in the Senate.”**

The graph below depicts the number of government
bills introduced in the Senate and House of Commons
in recent parliamentary sessions.

Of the bills introduced in the sessions represented
in the graphs® 734 of the total 1146 government bills
introduced in the House passed alongside 74 of the 116
government bills introduced in the Senate. As both of
these percentages round to 64 per cent, one can argue
that a government bill has a similar chance of receiving
royal assent regardless of where it is introduced’. A
government bill introduced in the Senate is slightly

more likely to not complete the legislative process (45
per cent) than a House-introduced government bill (38
per cent)”’.

Of the introduced government bills that do not
receive royal assent, the vast majority are pending
some action in the House of Commons at the time of
prorogation or dissolution. In looking specifically at
government bills from the 37th Parliament onward,
a House-introduced government bill will end the
legislative process pending some further House action
approximately 80.71 per cent of the time. In contrast,
a Senate-introduced government bill will end its
legislative journey pending Senate action only 1.85 per
cent of the time. Based on the data, a government bill is
far less likely to have its legislative journey end in the
Senate than in the House, regardless of the chamber in
which it was introduced.

Bills on Notice and Bills Withdrawn

Bills put on notice but never introduced provide a
glimpse of what the government may have wanted to

Number of Government Bills Introduced (By Chamber)
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advance or might seek to advance in the future. Recall
that every government bill - whether introduced or not
—requires a significant amount of resources to develop,
from innumerable policy analysts to legislative
drafters, jurilinguists, revisors, and an entire cabinet
process.™®

The government gave notice for two bills in the
43rd Parliament, 2nd Session, but never subsequently
introduced them. First, on January 21, 2021, the
Minister of Employment, Workforce Development
and Disability Inclusion gave notice of a bill entitled
“An Act to amend the Canada Recovery Benefits Act
and the Customs Act”. While it is unclear why no bill
was subsequently introduced with this title, Bill C-24
(introduced on February 25, 2021 by the same minister)
amended both the Canada Recovery Benefits Act and the
Customs Act in addition to the Employment Insurance
Act. It may be that the proposals from the minister’s
bill on notice were simply repackaged into a broader
legislative piece.

Second, on June 21, 2021, the Minister of Public
Safety and Emergency Preparedness gave notice of a
bill entitled “An Act establishing the Public Complaints
and Review Commission and amending certain Acts
and statutory instruments”. No such legislation was
introduced prior to dissolution. Indeed, the House of
Commons only sat for two more days after notice was
given.

The title of this bill —“An Act establishing the Public
Complaints and Review Commission and amending
certain Acts and statutory instruments” —echoes a
portion of a previous government bill’s summary that
mentioned the legislation would “rename the Civilian
Review and Complaints Commission for the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police as the Public Complaints
and Review Commission.” This legislation, Bill C-98 of
the 42nd Parliament, was introduced in the legislature’s
final days (June 19, 2019) and was reintroduced as Bill
C-3 in the 43rd Parliament, 1st Session, in early 2020,
but was never advanced. Whether the bill that was on
notice in the 43rd Parliament, 2nd Session, was indeed
an extension of the ideas first set forth in Bill C-98 in
2019 and subsequent Bill C-3 in 2020 will perhaps
become clear if similar legislation is introduced and
debated in the 44th Parliament.

In recent Parliaments, back-to-work bills were the
only government bills on notice at the end of the session
but not introduced.” It is understood that merely
putting such bills on notice may encourage parties at
a labour impasse to come to the table, given the threat

of a legislated resolution. As such, debate and passage
of these bills may be unnecessary. Excluding the brief
40th Parliament, 1st Session, it appears that the 38th
Parliament was the last parliamentary session with
non-back-to-work government legislation on notice
but not introduced at the end of a session.?

As arelated twist, a government may put legislation
on notice in the House of Commons but withdraw
it from notice. If a bill is introduced and withdrawn
before the next printing of the Notice Paper, there
will be no public record of the bill being put on
notice. However, several examples can be found of
government bills that were published on the Notice
Paper and then subsequently withdrawn. *

To provide one example, on April 16, 2013, the
Minister of State (Democratic Reform) gave notice of
a Bill entitled “An Act to enact the Canada Political
Financing Act and to amend the Canada Elections
Act and other Acts”. The Bill goes from the Notice
Paper to the Order Paper, where it is published every
day through May 7, 2013, the date on which it was
withdrawn. Press reports suggest that the introduction
of the measure was delayed after concerns with its
content were raised in the governing party’s caucus.*
It should be noted that the government is not required
to indicate why it has chosen to withdraw a bill put
on notice, and there may be no press or parliamentary
indication of the reason.

Conclusion

Government bills are a vitally important part of the
legislative process; however, their movement through
Parliament has not generated much scholarship.
Government bills do not always become law, regardless
of the party in power and whether it enjoys a majority
of seats in the Senate or House of Commons. Further,
there are historical anomalies to appreciate, such as
the government bill that passed both the Senate and
House of Commons but was never presented for royal
assent because of an unexpected dissolution®.

While this brief work does not attempt to delve into
why certain bills do not pass, one can imagine a range
of reasons, from bills introduced at the end of session
with no reasonable chance of passage to significant
policy disagreement between parliamentarians and
the government. Further study in this area may help to
shed light on the factors that contribute to the success
or failure of government legislation to complete the
legislative process, with potential implications for
other types of bills introduced in Parliament.
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Government Bills in Recent Parliamentary Sessions (S= Senate; H= House)

Parliamentary Session

Total Government Bills

Government Bills That

% of Government Bills

Introduced Received Royal Assent Not Passed
35-1 (Jan 1994 - Feb 1996) 122 (S:2, H:120) 94 (5:2, H:92) 22.95%
35-2 (Feb 1996 - Apr 1997) 99 (S:1, H:98) 60 (S:0, H:60) 39.39%
36-1 (Sep 1997 - Sep 1999) 97 (S:9, H:88) 77 (S:9, H:68) 20.62%
36-2 (Oct 1999 - Oct 2000) 56 (5:10, H:46) 34 (S:5, H:29) 39.29%
37-1 (Jan 2001 - Sep 2002) 78 (5:15, H:63) 61 (5:14, H:47) 21.79%
37-2 (Sep 2002 - Nov 2003) 62 (5:3, H:59) 29 (S:1, H:28) 53.23%
37-3 (Feb 2004 - May 2004) 38 (S:1, H:37) 21 (S:0, H:21) 44.74%
38-1 (Oct 2004 - Nov 2005) 94 (S:11, H:83) 53 (S:7, H:46) 43.62%
39-1 (Apr 2006 - Sep 2007) 70 (S:6, H:64) 40 (S:4, H:36) 42.86%
39-2 (Oct 2007 - Sep 2008) 67 (S:4, H:63) 30 (S:1, H:29) 55.22%
40-2 (Jan 2009 - Dec 2009) 72 (S:8, H:64) 34 (S:3, H:31) 52.78%
40-3 (Mar 2010 - Mar 2011) 76 (S:13, H:63) 33 (S:5, H:28) 56.58%
41-1 (Jun 2011 - Sep 2013) 82 (5:17, H:65) 61 (S:11, H:50) 25.61%
41-2 (Oct 2013 - Aug 2015) 82 (5:7, H:75) 61 (S:6, H:55) 25.61%
42-1 (Dec 2015 - Sep 2019) 107 (S:5, H:102) 88 (5:5, H:83) 17.76%
43-1 (Dec 2019 - Aug 2020) 20 (S:0, H:20) 12 (S:0, H:12) 40.00%
43-2 (Sep 2020 - Aug 2021) 40 (S:4, H:36) 20 (S:1, H:19) 50.00%
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In this article, government bills are as indicated on
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a government bill (such as Bills C-10A and C-10B in the 37th
Parliament, 2nd Session) is considered to be a government
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science doctoral thesis, 2016), presented in part at the
Canadian Political Science Association Conference, 2015.

Consider, for example, that a government bill was
introduced on the last sitting day of the House of Commons
in both the 43 Parliament (C-36) and the 41% Parliament (C-
75).

See Privy Council Office, Guide to Making Federal Acts and
Regulations, 2nd ed. (Ottawa: Privy Council Office and
Department of Justice, 2001), https://www.canada.ca/en/
privy-council/services/publications/guide-making-federal-
acts-regulations.html.

For example, on February 15, 2005, the House of Commons
defeated both Bill C-31, “An Act to establish the Department
of International Trade and to make related amendments
to certain Acts” and Bill C-32, “An Act to amend the
Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade
Act” at Second Reading. See House of Commons, Journals,
February 15, 2005, 38-1, no. 57, at pages 434-436.

An example can be found from the Journals of the Senate
of Canada, 39-1, June 19, 2007 at page 1769: “Accordingly,
pursuant to the recommendation contained in the report
presented on June 12, 2007, and printed at page 1654 of
the Journals of the Senate, Bill S-4, as amended, shall not
be proceeded with at third reading until such time as the
Supreme Court of Canada has ruled with respect to its
constitutionality.”

Notice for the first reading and introduction of bills is
required in the House of Commons but not the Senate. See:
Senate Standing Order 54(1); Rule 5-7(j).

It should be noted, of course, that this Parliament occurred
against the backdrop of the Covid-19 pandemic.

The 40th Parliament, 1st Session (November 18, 2008—
December 4, 2008) is excluded as no bills received royal
assent during that session.

It must be kept in mind that parliamentary sessions can
very greatly in terms of their length. For instance, 37-3 ran
from February 2, 2004, to May 23, 2004, whereas 42-1 ran
from December 3, 2015, to September 11, 2019. The number
of government bills introduced can also fluctuate (from

12
13
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

122 in 35-1 to 20 in 43-1). It may be that an analysis using a
weighted-average scheme is desirable; however, this work
is meant to be general in nature.

Percentages are rounded throughout the calculations.
Supranote 5.

First Report, 36th Parliament, 1st Session, October 1,
1997, https://sencanada.ca/en/content/sen/committee/361/
inte/01rp-e.

35-1 to 43-2. Again, 40-1 is excluded because no bills
received royal assent during that session.

Of course, there is no way to account for each individual
bill proposing a unique policy that may enjoy more or less
support in a given parliament.

It must be kept in mind that some sessions only see one
or two Senate-introduced bills. For the sessions examined
herein, the 41st Parliament, 1st Session, had the most
Senate-introduced government bills, at 17.

See the Cabinet Directive on Law-Making, https://www.
canada.ca/en/privy-council/services/publications/guide-
making-federal-acts-regulations/guide-making-federal-
acts-regulations-cabinet-directive-law-making.html.

June 16, 2010, Minister of Labour, Bill entitled “An Act to
provide for the resumption and continuation of air service
operations”. September 19, 2011,