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PARLIAMENTARY COWTROL
QUESTTON HOUR I THE ENGLISH HOUSE OF COLL:ONS

A

by Robert'Wf’McCulloch

This is a history and critical analysis of question hour in the English
House of Commons with some comparative material on questions and interpella-
tions in the Chamber of Deputies of the Third Republic (France) and the

German Reichstag (before Hitler).

The first two chapters are introductory--they deal with the functions
of a legislative body and the importance of parliamentary control as a
major function. Chapters III through VII constitute a history of English
question hour from its origin early in the eighteenth century through World
Vjar II. In Chapters VIII and IX there is an analysis of those rules of
procedure of the House of Commons governing questions and adjourmment
mobions--including some selected rulings of the Speaker of the House of
Commons. Chapter X is a classification and analysis of extensive materials
contained in the appendix--covering questions and adjournment motions in the
English House of Commons and, for a more limited period, interpellations and
questions in the French Chamber of Denuties and the German Reichstag. The
relationship of the English civil servent to question hour is explored in
Chapter XI--the material in this chapter is a summary of personal interviews
in Iondon in 1933 and 1934. Chapter XII contains a brief survey of legisla-
tive conbtrol in the United States. The final chapter is an evaluation of

English question hour.



COLCLUSIONS

In the English House of Commons the written-answer question is
fréquently used and is of considerable importance for dealing with local
and personal matters. It served a similar purpose in the Chamber of Deputies
of the Third Republic but was little used in the German Reichstag from 1919
to 1933. The decision as to what matters are suitable for written answer
remains in the hands of the individual Hember of Parliament. Written answer

is also provided for orgl-answer questions which cannot be reached during

the period allotted for questions,

Question hour itself makes a major contribution to the practice of
responsible parliamentary govermment. TIf Parliament is to provide criticism
where criticism is due and is to Serve as a medium for informing the public,
qQuestion hour is wvital. By contrast to this important role of the question
for oral answer in England, it was little used in the Chamber of Deputies of

the Third Republic and was absent from the practice of thelGerman Reichstag

after 1919.

In England the adjourmment motion ("for the purpose of discussing a
definite matter of urgent public importance" ) has almost disappeared as a
device for instituting a debate., The interpellation (it may be considered
roughly equivalent to the motion to adjourn as it is used in the English
House of Commons for commencing debate) was an essential ingredient in
French parliamentary government from 1871 to 1940 but never became important
in the German Reichstag. In the House of GCommons limited opportunity still
remains to raise matters for debate on the adjourmment for vacations. Brief

discussions take place on the adjournment at night, although this opportunity



does not arise at times of heavy pressure on the House of Commons. It is
of significance that matters raised at question hour may be developed
further on the various forms of adjournment motions which are used for

opening debate.

Question hour itself has for many years been the chief instrument
by which Parliament has kept Government and civil service in line with
the public interest as it has found representation in the House of Commons.
This is the genius of question hour. One may see in the press conference
in the United States an institution which serves a similar purpose. It
is through question hour that information becomes available about the

far-flung operations of modern English government.



PREFACE

This study is concerned with the development of question hour in
the English House of Commons during the nineteenth and twentieth centur-
ies, Brief consideration is given to the eighteenth century roots of
the institution, to questions and interpellations in the German Reichstag
and French Chamber of Deputies, and to the significance of parliamentary

control for the United States,

The author cheerfully accepts full responsibility for the short-
comings of this work, but takes this opportunity to acknowledge the
numerous contributions which have been made to the finished product.

The late Professor Joseph Ralston Hayden of the University of Michigan
gave unstintingly of his time to supervise the work which went into this
book and provided the encouragement and stimulation so essential to bring
it to completion. Professors James Kerr Pollock and Everett Somerville
Brown of the same University assisted materially in the preparation of
the manuscript. The author's wife, his colleagues at Western State
College of Colorado, and his colleagues at Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College contributed advice and encouragement. The Research
Foundation of Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College gave financial
assistance to the project, which was sponsored by the Social Science
Research Council of the same institution., The staff of the Foundation
worked overtime to complete the manuscript. Western State College of
Colorado provided stenographic assistance in the final revision of the

manuscript,
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The research for the original thesis was conducted in Ann Arbor and
in London, Paris, and Berlin. I% was completed in Juns, 1934 under the

title, Questions and Interpellationa in the First Chambers of Germany,

France, and England. Further research was carried out in 1940 and 1945.

Harlow J. Heneman, Joseph E. Kallenbach, S. Morley Scoti, and William Be
Wilcox made suggestions which have been carried out in the revisione of
the original manuscript. Mrs. M. B. Fox of Ames, Iowa graciously per=
mitted the author to consult her notes on question hour. Her study of
questions in 1840 ie included in the appendix. Norman Currin, Dwight

C. Long, and William Ce. Lucas, all former students of the late Professor
hayden at the University of Michigan, contributed material which is in-
cluded in the study. The author takes this opportunity to thank the

many friends who have contributed to the completion of this study.

In England many friendly hands have contributed to the work. The
late J. W. C. Beesley, former clerk in the House of Commons Library,
provided daily help and suggestions during the author's stay in London.
By letter he contributed the statistice on questions and adjournment
motions from 1934 to 1940. Sir Henry Noel Bunbury, from 1920 to 1937
Comptroller and Accotintant General to the Fost Office, helped the author
while he was in London by valuable suggestions about the nature of
question hour. He has also read the manuscript. John Vivian Kitto,
Assistant librarian of the House of Coumons Library from 1908 to 1937
and Librarian from 1937 déintil his retirement in 1945, was helpful during
the years the study was in preparation. E. G. C. Weatherley of the
research division of the House of Commons Library furnished data on
questiona and adjournment motions from 1940 to 1946 and also furnished

the data on the number of days on which the House of Commons sat from
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191} to 19L45-L6. Dr. Arundell James Kennedy Esdaile, Secretary of the
British Museum from 1926 to 1940, assisted the author in his research

bin Tondon. Others who gave help and advice to the author while he was

in England include H. G. Corner, in 1933=-3) associated with the Institute
of Public Administration in London; the late A, R. Jarvis FPirmin, in
1933-3l; clerk in the House of Commons Library; Dr. Herman Finer, Lecturer
and Reader in Public Administration at the London School of Economics

and Political Science of the University of London, currently visiting
Tecturer at Harvard University; Harold J. Laski, since 1926 Professor of
Politiéal Science in the University of London; Hugh Dalton, since 1919
lecturer in the London School of Economiecs and Political Science and from
1929 to 1931 Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and for a brief
period after 1945, Chancellor of the Excheguer; William A. Robson, since
1926 University Reader in Administrative Law at the London School of
Teonomics and Political Secience of the University of Londonj; William
George Stewart Adams, from 1933 to 1945 “Tarden of All Souls College at
Oxford University; Edwin Deller, in 193]y Principal of the University of
Tondon; the late Arthur Percival Newton, former Professor of History in
the University of London; Arthur Sydney Hutchinson, in 1933-3hL Principal
Private Secretary to the Home Secretary, now Assistant Under-Secretary

of State for Home Affairs; W. A. Ross, in 193l Assistant Secretary to

the Minister of Health; Miss Margaret Bondfield, Minister of Labour from
1929 to 1931; the late Hastings Bertrand Lees-Smith, formerly Lecturer

at the London School of Fconomics and Folitical Science of the University
of London, and from 1929 to 1931 Postmaster-General; Sir J. Alan N.
Barlow in 1933-3L Chief Private Secretary to the Prime Minister, later

Under-Secretary to the Treasury, now joint Second Secretary to the Treasury;



the late Sir sdward T. Campbell, for many years Parliamentary Private
Secretary to Sir Kingsley ‘Vood; Sydney Herbert Wood, in 193l Director

of Speacial Enquiries for the Boarc of T-ucation znd “rom 1939 to 19LE
Princinal Assistant Secretarv to the Eoard o® Edveation; ¥r. lerson,

in 1934 associated with the Office of Customs ani Excises; *the late

Lord Tweedsmvir; Captain lochfort, in 193); Principal of the Pill of Entry
Section of the Statistical Office of H. M. Custowns ard Excises. The

American University Unicn in Paris anl London w2s genuinel; helnfvl as

was the Amerika Institut in Perlin. In Paris the avthor oprofited by

the aid of André'Sieqfried, and Jean Yarchand and the ree* ~f the staff
of the Chamber of Deputies Library. In Berlin both Or. Louvis P. Lochner

of the Associ.ted Pross and Dr. EBuren Fischer, in 192 Direktor-General

of the Reichstar Libraryr, helved the avthor.
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CHAPTER I
FUNCTIONS OF PARLIAMENT IN A DEMOCRACY

One hears frequent criticism of Congress in the United States,
nor have the British spared the "Mother of Parliaments." Implicit
in the eriticism is the fundamental assumption that the representative
system of government is worthy of preservation. We profess to believe
in democracy, but we may be unaware of the foundations upon which it is
built. During the Second World War, Harold J. Laski put into print the
tenets of his conception of "democracy as a procedure." Frca the van-
tage point of wartime England he thought that its fundamentals were
(1) ™maintenance of free speech and free association," (2) effective
public opinion, (3) preservation of the House of Commons as a "living
reality in the national life," (4) preservation of trade unions to de-
termine "the conditions under which workers live," (5) approachability
of bureaucracy, (6) welfare of the mass of the population.l The impor-
tance of the representative element of government he explicitly recog-
nized in his third point. For us democracy would be deprived of its
historic meaning were there no representative body to guide and control

the govermmental institutions of the nation.

The role that the respresentative body should play in the political

organization of a modern democratic state is imperfectly understood in
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the United States. Because the English government and organization of
today are better adjusted to the realities of representative government
based on universal suffrage and political parties, the role of a parlia-
ment is better understood. e are familiar with the practice of the
Congress in Washington, D.C., hence we think of representative government
in terms of the role of Congress in our national life. For us, therefore,
representative democracy involves a bicameral legislative body chosen by
popular election, a chief executive chosen by virtval popular election
and independent of the legislative body, and a court systen independent
of external domination with both political and Jjudical functions. To

us these seem fundamental to good democratic government. This doctrine
of "separation of powers" is accepted by student and Judge, citizen and

Congressman as the summum bonum of our constitution and way of government.

An Englishman, thinking of representative democracy from a different frame
of reference, would be bewildered by such a doctrine. For him this doct-
rime of "separation of powers" would mean a Covermment of those selected

by political success from a bicameral parliament whose lower house, chosen
by popular election, was in effect a unicameral body. He would think of
the Covernment as being legally responsible to the lower house but in
reality dominatinz the house politically and, as well, dominating the
administrative and govermmental machinery, and controlling the formulation
of public policy, He would have no conception of courts that assume
political functions such as declaring the acts of the parliament uncon-
stitutional. An election every two years at a set time would seem to hin
out of keeping with the necessities of democratic parliamentary government,
As a consequence of these two points of view we have two different concep~
tions of the role of the representative body and of the elected representa~
tive--the one on this side of the Atlantic, the bresidential, on the other

side, the cabinet system,
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It is clear to the informed Englishman that lawmaking is not the
only function of Parliament, and not the most important function of
that ‘nod:,r.2 This is true of Congress in the United States, although
it is not as obvious nor as well lmown.3 It was true of the parlia-
ments of the French Republic and of the German Republic.h Parliament
has lost much of the legislative function through the concentration of
legislative initiative and deliberation in the Cabinet and departments
of government. It has left much of the detail of legislation for the
departments to fill in by various kinds of orders.5 This trend can be
observed in almost any representative form of government. It flows
from the changes in Parliament brought about by universal suffrage and
modern political parties, and from the growing complexity of government
consequent on the complexity of modern society.6 The parliament of a
representative democracy votes laws, taxes, and appropriations, but its
effectiveness is measured by many things other than the laws it passes
and the budgets it approves. It is the medium through which problems
of public policy are interpreted to the citizen, it expresses the will
of the nation (its representative function), it keeps the Government in
touch with public opinion and at the same time furnishes leadership and
guidance in the formation of public opinion, and most important of all,
it controls the executive and administrative machinery.7

The private member of Parliament in England soon learns that he
has little opportunity for participation in lawmaking. He lacks the
time, the inclination, the capacity. He seems less important than he
did a generation ago or a century ago. He may think that Parliament
controls public finance, but he soon discovers that there is no effective
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machinery for actual financial control available to the private member.8
He discovers that his bills and motions have little opportunity for
discussion and almost no chance of being adopted on their merits. The
time of Parliament 1s monopolized by the Government. The backbencher
may lament that he has been reduced to "a mere unit in the division-list,
with no effective sphere of independent action of his own, "9 but under
modern conditions, the private member of a legislative body cannot expect
to influence public policy. His function is "ventilation of grievance;
the extraction of information; the criticism of the administrative pro-
cess; what contribution he can make to debate."lo He may have opportunity
to serve on investigating committees, He is expected to serve his consti-
tuents, particularly if he expects to be reelected.ll In France and the
United States this may leave the impression that a member can keep his
seat in the nationai legislature by pleasing his constituents even though

he may make no constructive contribution to national welfare.

The evolution of the cabinet and the political party have made the
cabinet responsible for law and public finance. Parliament is primarily
concerned with control. The task of a parliament is to procure informa-
tion and direct constant criticism at the cabinet and public administra-
tion.12 The cabinet governs by consent of parliament but with control

by parliament.
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1
New York Times, Sunday, January 19, 1941, Section 4, p. 9.

2Lord Wedgwood, Testament to Democracy (1943), pp. 18-19, says
#In short, it is Parliament as the sounding-bcard, not Parlliament as a
law factory, that makes public opinion—shapes opinion, not only for
the schools and for the Press, but for the Church and for the philoso-
pher." Harold J. Laski, "The Parliamentary and Presidential Systems,"
L, Public Administration Review 347 (Autumn, 1944), says simply, "The
function of a parliamentary system is not to legislate." See also
C. J. Priedrich, Constitutional Government and Politics (1937), p. 257,

and W. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 494-495.

3
Roland Young, This is Congress (1943), pp. vii-viii.

hFriedrich, op. cit., p. 362.

5C. T. Carr, Delegated Legislation (1921), pp. 19-22, justifies the
transfer of a large proportion of legislative activity from Parliament
to the Government and administrative agencies. Sir Henry Bunbury, "Pro-
posed Changes in Parliamentary Procedure," 40 American Political Sclence
Review 746-748 (August, 1946), reports the recent addition of an all-
party standing committee to examine all such delegated legislation and

report to the House of Commons thereon.
6
Friedrich, ope. c_i_&_o’ PPe. 389-390.

7
R. K. Gooch, The Government of England (1937), p. 172, outlines
three functions, "making of law, the administering of public finance,
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and the controlling of the executive." Efmile Giraud, Le pouvoir exécuti_._.g
(1938), pp. 124-125, divides the functions of parliament into three:

(1) express the will of the nation and serve as source for recruitment
of ministers, (2) keep the Government in touch with public opinion, (3)
provide publicity, criticism, and discussion. Friedrich, op. cit., p.
345, says "the cabinet governs Great Britain today with the advice and
consent of Parliament." Ibid., p. 362, he sees "parliaments and parlia-
mentarians" as the "integrating agencies through which the plans of the
central bureaucracy and the claims of the various interest groups are
expounded to the larger public with a view to discovering a suitable
balance." Harold J. Laski, Parliamentary Government in England (New
York, 1938), pp.116-117, states the functions of Parliament as being

"To make a government...with the initiative in legislation," to provide
for "ventilation of grievance,"” and "extraction of information" to main~
tain public interest and educate the public in the significance of what
is being done, to exercise the "selective function" of making political
careers. G. F. M. Campion, An Introduction to the Procedure of the
House of Commons (1929), p. 6, thinks that Parliament has three basic

powers: "(1) The power to express an opinion on executive action, (2}

legislative power, (3) financial power.™

8
Jennﬂ.ﬂgs, .9_20 E_j_-:_t_o, PPe. 282‘337.

9
Laskl, op.. cit., p. 134.

10_
Ibid., p. 135.

uJennings, op. cit., pp. 498-499.

12
Gooch, op. cit., p. 200.



CHAPTER II
PARLIAMENTARY CONTROL

Parliamentary control is the process by which Parliament gets in-
formation and directs criticism at the Government.l In England the
opportunities to carry out these two essential functions are open to
the private member of Parliament, to the opposition partiss, and espe~
cially to the official Opposition party. Among the devices available
to the English Parliament to get information and to direct criticism
at the Government are questions, discussions on the motion to adjourn,
returns ordered by Parliament, command papers, Parliamentary committees,
departmental committees and Royal Commissions set up by the Government,
debate on the Address from the Throne and on Opposition motions, dis-
cussion on Government bills and motions, limited opportunity for debate

on private members'! motlons and bills, and financial discussions in

Committees of Supply, and Ways and Means.2

The discussions in Committees of Supply, and Ways and Means serve
as an opportunity for the opposition parties to direct criticism at the
Government or some particular department. Private members' bills pro-
vide opportunity for directing criticism, but a very limited opportunity,
and only in rare cases do these bills eventuate in legislation. Private

members' motions furnish infrequent opportunity to the private member

-7-
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of Parliament, but these opportunities are monopolized by the Opposition
party organization when the Labour Party is in opposition., Also, they
are so infrequent, so poorly attended by members, and so little noticed
by the press that they are not generally useful to all members. The
debates on the Address from the Throne and on Opposition motions of
censure or lack of confidence offer opportunity for debate on general
Government -policy. Although they are not effective openings for most
backbenchers, they serve the interest of the official Opposition. De-
partmental committees and Royal Commissions provide efficient machinery
for getting information, but they are controlled by the fovernment and
they do not give the individual member a chance to participate in the
process of getting the information. Farliamentary committees are
infrequently used for investigation. This offers a limited opportunity
for Parliament and Members of Parliament. The standing committees in
the House of Commons are substitutes for the committee of the whole
House., They are not specialized committees in the American sense.
They are a part of the process of ratification of Government-sponsored
legislation, and they can be controlled by the Government majority which
is always present in each of them.3 They fu.ction at the second reading
stage of legislation. Returns and command papers provide means of get-
ting information, but they are subject to control by the government.
The discussions which take place on the motion to adjourn may be very
important-—at times almost the equivalent of the French interpellation--
én the other hand, they may be private, petty, and unimportant. Ques-
tions are the one form of control completely at the command of the back-

bencher, and, at the same time, of the Opposition,
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Questions have assumed their modern important position in the
procedure of the House of Commons within the last century. We can
distinguish three basic types, and onederivative type: (1) the

starred question, which is given oral answer at question hour, (2)

the unstarred gquestion, which receives written answer along with

starred questions not reached during question hour, (3) the private

notice question, which is put primarily by the Leader of the Oppo-

sition about the Parliamentary business of the day. The derivative type

is the supplementary question. Under the supervision of the Speaker any

member may put questions which arise out of those put formally at
question hour. The member putting the starred question and other mem-
bers as well take gdvantage of the opportunities afforded by the
supplementary question. The English interpellation, if one might use
that phrase, is provided for by Standing Order No. 8. The provision
for a full debate in the evening, under this rule, for matters which
cannot be dealt with at question hour or at some other time does not
carry with it, however, the implication of a Government's fall if the
motion should be carried. This form has almost disappegred from the

practice of the House of Cor;:mons.)'L

In the United States the Member of Congress finds opportunity to
direct criticism and secure information through the standing committees
and most effectively through special investigating committees such as
the Dies Committee on Un-American Activities. The English practice of
responsible Government is lacking in this country, The President is inde-
pendent of Gcngresé and is therefore not primarily responsible, in the
political sense, to that body, although of course he is in a criminal
sense, This is a major cause for the absence from our government of ef-
fective means of control by Congress over the administrative and execu-

tive establishments.
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. Questions in the French Chamber of Deputies are a pale imitation

‘

of the Enzlish question hour. TDBoth before and after the procedure reforms

3

.\5"!

B

tion was the mejor weapon of parli-

S\ 2]

nter

¢
}.Jl

in the chamber in 1909 th

tr

amentary control,” In the Third Reputlic (1871 to 19L0), the emphasis on
the responsibility of the !inistry to parliament prevented the “overnment
from being able to deominate and control the Chamber of Denuties and Senate
55 the “nglish Tovernment could control tne lcuse of Commons, The standing
committees in the Chancr of levuties, beins like the American committees,
contributed to the independence of the leisletive body. The political
instability of the ~roups which combined to sunport French inistries

contributed to the wezkness of the Tinistry and to the power of parliament,

and of groups in rarliarent,

The interpellation wes introducad into France in a form much like
the question of the En~lish ‘ouse of Commons of the late eishteenth cen-

-

tur'y.(J This form, introduced durin-~ the dnys of the French Revolution,
evolved into the modern French interpellation duvrin: the July Yonarchy.7
It disappeared alons with the rest of responsible parliamentary rovernment
during the Second Empire and returned just at the end of the reign of
Napoleon III.8 From 1871 on the HNational Assembly made use of the prac-
tice and it was incerporated into the rules of the Chamber of Deputies

adorted June 16, 1876.9 The interpellation is a debate instituted by a

Deputy which may be closed by an ordre du jour (Order of the MNay). &n

unsatisfactory vote 2t the close of the debate on =2n interpellation

sometimes brouzht about the fall of the I'inistry. Thus, the
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interpellation and the vote which followed it gave the Chamber of Deputies,
and sometimes the Senate, a definite influence in the policies of the Minis-
try and a power of life and death over it. The oral question, of which
after 1926 there could be four a week, was of little consequence. The
written questions adopted after the procedure reforms of 1909 put into the
hands of the member of the national legislature a convenient means of get-
ting information. These questions have never been generally used as a me-
diun of criticism, With the interpellation ready for use at all times,
the written-answer question seemed impotent to a Deputy or party bent on

making trouble for the Government.

The Prussian practice before 1862 followed English traditions, but
used the French term mterpellation'.lo The amendment of the rules of the
Prussian legislature in 1862 broadened the so-called interpellation in
the direction of French practice. The Reichstag of the North German Con-
federation and of the German Reich followed the rules of procedure of the
Prussian legislature. In 1912 the rules of the Reichstag provided for both
questions and interpellations.u The in: erpellation could have no political
consequences as the Chancellor and his Government were not politically re-
sponsible to the Reichstag. The questions were set up following the British
practice with both oral-answer and written-answer types p::-ervideozl.l2 When
the rules of the Reichstag were revised in 1922, questions for oral answer
were eliminated, and the answers to written-answer questions were no longer
to be printed.13 The interpellation remzined the only means of direct con-
trol in the hands of the Reichstag. Its use was limited to those interpella-

tions signed by thirty members. Questiong which received written answer,
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required th¢ signatures of fifteen members of the Reichstag. In 1929

the Government was given power to place any cquestion on the orders of

the day for oral answer'.lLL This restored the richt of coral question

and answer at the discretion of the Government, GCermany was plagued

with a political instability much like France, but the interpellation
was not a fzctor in producing it.l5 The stren~th of party sroups and

of party discipline turned the activities of the Germen Reichstaz into
more stereotyped and less dramatic lines then the colorful, dramatic
intervellation in the French Chamber of Deputies. In Germany, control
was largely exercised throush party representation on standins committees,
which were like the American and French committees, The rrivate member
was a cog in a varty machine and was without the opportunities for zet-
ting information and directine criticism which his counterpart possessed
in England or France. This was so because the machinery was not designed
to make a role for the individual and also because the machinery which
existed was not used. 3Between 1930 and 1933 the Reichstag gradually
receded in importance, emerginz after Hitler's Putsch as the famous
thizhest paid male chorus in the world.," Its theme song was "Ja, Ja,
Jawohl." The interpellation wes cne of the least of the victims of

totalitarianism in Zermany.

The gquestion and interpellation have been lo-7ically and inevitably
connected with the form of narliamentary -~overnment vhich emerzed in the
nineteenth century--almost as a fundamentzl consequence of the basic prin-
ciple that the Government is responsible to parliament. The French in-

terpellation may be an accompaniment to nolitical instability rather
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than its principal cause, but it has come to be associated inextricably
with the evils of weak executive organization in government. BRritish
parliamentary democracy has survived two titanic wars. Cuestion hour
survived as a fundamental part of that British parliamentary democracy,
"No better method has ever been devised for keeping administration up
to the mark." 16 Question hour has provided and continues to provide

a most efficient method through which parliamentary control may be
exercised. It serves the private member and enables him to participate
in the exercise of control over Government and administration., It is

control in its most effective form,
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CHAPTER III
ORIGIN OF ENGLISH QUESTION HOUR

Question hour is a product of the nineteenth century, but its roots
lie in the "unreformed" House of Cammons. In the eighteenth century the
House of Commons was an aristocratic and somewhat leisurely body. As
long as it was an assemblage of English gentlemen, there was no need for
a question hour, for almost without formal regulation the answers were
orovided to questions of members, whenever seemed convenlient. No one
was too particular about how the questions were put or how much debate
took place when the answers were given, The procedura of the House of
Commons in these pre-Reform days had gone through three stages of devel-
opment. From the days of Edward I until abiout the time of Queen Eliza-
beth the House of Commons was in its formative stage. The procedure of
petition to the Crown for redress of grievance was replaced in the time
of Henry VI by the bill as the custamary mode of parliamentary activity,
Between the time of Queen Elizabeth and the Revolution of 1688 the his-
toric order of business emerged—highlighted by the successful emergence
of Parliament as the dominant force in English Government. DBetween the
Revolution of 1688 and the Reform of 1832 the governing classes sought
to exploit the supremacy which Parliament had gained "for the maintenance

of their own supremacy in the state,"
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Question hour had its roots in this period of the government of
the classes, but it was the democratic developments of the House of
Commons after 1832 which gave to question hour its mﬁdern characteris-
tics., The changes in procedure after 1832 were in direction rather
than in form. The dramatic changes in the realities of English govern-
ment resulting from the rise of the political party and the emergence
of the responsible Cabinet government of today were not "reflectéd by
any marked or striking alterations c¢f parliamentary procedure."2 As
Sir Couttenay Ilbert said, "Forms devised for the protection of Parlia-
ment against the King were used for the protection of the minority
against abuse of the power of the majority."3 This emphasis on "pro-

tection of the minority" is according to Josef Redlich the "character-

istic tendency of English procedure,"

The modern period in the development of the procedure of the House
of Commons can be dated from the rise of the Irish Home Rule movement.

Redlich summarizes the developments of this period thus:

Three tendencies stand out in bold relief; the
strengthening of the disciplinary and administrative
powers of the Speaker, the continuous extension of the
rights of the Government over the direction of all par-
liamentary action in the House, and lastly, the complete
suppression of the private member, both as to his legis-
lative initiative and as to the scope of action allowed
to him by the rules,...and they have all risen out of the
hard necessity of political requirements [Ehe Irish, and

the increase of parliamentary business/.
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The main problems of parliamentary procedure under ex-
isting conditions are two: on the one hand, how to find time
within limited parliamentary hours for disposing of the grm;-
ing mass of business which devolves on the Government; and
on the other hand, how to reconcile the legitimate demands
of the Government with the legitimate rights of the minority,
the despatch of business with the duties of Parliament as a
grand inquest of the nation at which all public questions of
real importance find opportunity for adequate discussion.

Tradition in the person of Sir Thomas Erskine May places the origin
of the practice of asking and answering of questions in the House of Lords
on February 9, 1720, O. S.7 Tt was the South Sea Bubble which provoked
the exchange in the House of Lorcls.8 We would say today that Lord Cowper

put the question., The ‘incident is reported as follows:

Lord Cowper took Notice to the House of the Report
of Mr. Knight's being taken in Custody, which being a
Matter in which the Publick was highly concern'd, he de-
sir'd those in the Administration to acquaint the House,
whether there was any Ground for that Report? The Earl
of Sunderland having upon this inform'd the House, in
what manner Mr. Knight had been apprehended and secur'd;
a Motion was made to address his Majesty, to order his
Ministers abroad, to use the most effectual Instances to
have him deliver'd up and sent over. Hereupon the Lord

Cowper represented, "That the Person, who at present took
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care of his Majesty's Affairs at Brussels, being a Foreigner
it was therefore proper for the House, either to send a special
Messenger of their own or to desire his Majesty to send a spe-
cial Messenger to bring over Mr. Knight, who wes so material an
Evidence in the present Inquiry into the villalnous Frauds of
the late South-Sea Directors, and their Abettors. The Lord
Townshend (Appointed Principal Secretary of State, February 8,
1720-1) said thereupon, "That either of these would imply a
Distrust of his Majesty's Care in this Affair, which they had
all the Reason in the World to be satisfy'd in: That upom the
Application made to his MajJesty, for using his Endeavours to
get Mr. Knight secur'd, twelve Expresses were immediately dis-
patched for that Purpose to his Majesty's Ministers Abroad;
and that these Orders had been executed with such Diligence
by the Secretary of his Majesty's Resident at Hrussels, that
Mr. Knight was actually apprehended, and in safe Custody: Con-
cluding "That it became the Wisdom of that august Assembly, to
express their grateful Acknowledgements to his Majesty for his
past Care, and to rely on his future Endeavours for getting
Mr. Knight deliver'd up,, and sent over. Accordingly the same
Day an Address was presented, to which his Majesty return'd
for Answer, That he would give the necessary Orders, and use
his utmost Endeavours to have Mr. Knight secur'd and brought

over.9

The House of Commons also took notice of the problem of apprehend-
ing Mr. Knight. On January 23, 1720, O. S., they presented an Address
to the King requesting the "apprehending, and detaining" of Mr. Knight,
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ncashier of the South Sea Compamny, in order that he may be brouzht to
Justice."lo It was reported that, "His Majesty had been pleased to
command him Zﬁomptrolleg7 to acquaint the House, That he would imme-
diately give the necessary Orders and Directions, according to the
Desires of the House."11 The statement which Lord Molesworth made to
the House of Commons on February 9, 1720, O. S., accomplished the same
purpose that a question and answer would accomplish today, although it
was not reported as a question.12

since official contemporary accounts of debates in the House of
Commons are not available for the eighteenth century, one can scarcely
be certain of a date for the origin of questions in that body. The
questions appear to involve a departure from the strict rules of procedure,
since there is no proposal before the House on which action could be
taken. The rise of questions was possible only because relaxation of the
rules permitted a Member of Parliament to speak in the House of Commons
without any motion or bill being under consideration. These essentials

are met by the events in the House of Commons on May 27, 1778. It was

reported that:

Previous to the House going into the business of the
day, Sir Phillip Jennings Clerke rose to complain of the
treatment he received when he attended the bar of the House
of Lords, being obliged to stand, and be subjected to the
pushings and other impertinencies of the doorkeepers; while
the members of the other House were accomodated with seats
when they thought proper to attend the House of Commons

and some of them were refractory when required to withdraw
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on a division, [;1lnding to Lord Denbigh's conduct on Friday
lastJ7. Several other members joined in the complaint, some
alleging they had their watches stolen at the bar of the
Upper House, etc. etc. The Speaker (Sir Fletcher Norton)
said they had certainly much cause of complaint, and recam-
mended the House to support with a becoming spirit their
privileges of parliament.

A short conversation ensued about the partial shutting
up the gallery of the House on Tuesday last, as a gentleman
was permitted to remain there, who was not a member, during
the whole debate. Mr. Burke got up, and said he believed
that gentleman was Mr. Garrick a kind of privileged man,
whose presence did honour to their assembly; a man from whom
every member in that House must hold himself indebted on the
force of oratory; and through whose interest; most of them
had been able to enjoy the most rational entertainment at
another house, where the access was so difficult, that with-
out his friendly hand, they would have been deprived of it.

Lord Ongley said, though the galleries were shut,
gsome member had thought proper to give a particular account
of it in the papers (alluding to our's of yesterday -(delivered
to the Post by Hon, James Luttrell; see Momning Post for
May 27, 1778)) he thought it therefore necessary that a stop
should be put to it in the future, and therefore he would
move the beginning of next Sessions, for a bill to be brought

in to prevent the publication of the debates in such public
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priﬁts. Mr. J. Luttrell said he should warmly oppose such a
bill, and whenever it was moved for the gallery to be shut
against their constituents, he would as regularly move for
every other standing order of the House being as rigidly

enforced. 13

Mr. Burke made a speech on April 11, 17680 when there was no ques-
tion before the House. He rose to bring to the attention of the Govern-
ment the case of a man who had died from ill treatment on the pillory.
The Attorney General complimented Mr. Burke on his humanitarianism and
promised an imrestigat.ion.u" From the first publication of the Times
in 1795, questions in the House of Commons were frequently reported.

An early example was the question asked on March 16, 1795 by Captain
Berkeley. He sought from Mr. Mainwaring, Chairman of a Committee on
the petition of Innkeepers, the action taken on the petition. An answer
was given to the question and a brief debate which arose was terminated
by the Speaker with the reminder "that there was no question before the
House." Whereupon, the House ad:journed.,15 The question and answer of
February 6, 1795 have a modern ring. "Mr. Jekyl desired to be informed,
whether the instruments expressing his Majesty's acceptance of the Sov-
ereignty of the Kingdom of Corsica did lie upon the table." The answer
provided that minimum of information which ¢ften is revealed by answers
today. 'Mr. Pitt said, that from his personal knowledge, he could not

now answer the Hon. Member,"

By the nineteenth century questions had been accepted by the House
as a regular part of its procedure, but they were still somewhat outside
the rules. Events in the House of Commons on March 16, 1808 throw light

on the position of the question at that time. Lord H. Petty put a ques-
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tion to Mr. Foster, Chancellor of the Exchequer, on some Orders in
Council in Ireland., Mr. Tierney asked a supplementary gquestion, but
when he sought to make a speech, the Speaker interrupted him.l7 Toward
the close of the sitting, Mr. Canning directed a question to Mr. Tier-
ney. Mr. Tierney interrupted by obserwing "that there was no gquestion
before the house.” Mr. Canning continued, asking Mr. Tierney if he in-
tended to "give notice of any motion on the subject?"” Mr. Tierney "avow-
ed that it was his intention in future to prevent that species of debate
which was called conversation, unless there was some specific motion be-
fore the House, or some understanding established as to the latitude
which should be allowed in it." After the Chancellor of the Exchequer
had intervened, Mr. Canning "observed, that a conversation of that kind
became irregular as soon as it was formally taken notice of." Lord H.
Petty maintained that Mr. Tierney had been deprived of an opportunity
to defend himself by the rigorous operations of the rules of the House.

Whereupon Mr, Charles Abbot, Speaker, "addressed the house nearly in

the following terms:"

My conduct having been brought before the judgment
of the house, accampanied with no indistinet charge of
partiality, I trust I shall be excused for offering a
few words to the house on the subject. It has ever
been the usage of the house, and it has been found a most
convenient usage, to permit questions to be asked, tend-
ing to facilitate the arrangement of business. An occur-
ence of this nature took place this day. The noble lord
put a question to a right hon. gent. to which question an

answer was given. A right hon. gent. then rose, whose
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knowledge of the forms and customs of the house led me to
presume, that he would not pass beyond the limits the occa-
sion prescribed....The language which that right honourable
gent. used called up a right hon. gent. on the opposite side,
who replied to him, At that moment several hon. members rose.
eeeol should have felt it my duty to have put an end to the
conversation; but when one of the hon, gentlemen who rose dis-
tinctly spoke of the conversation, no choice was left me on
the subject. I therefore interrupted the conversation, and
on proceeding to read the orders of the day, a question being
open, the right hon. gent. rose in his place, and declared
that which he has just stated...and it is for the house to
declare whether they will in future allow the continuance of

18
that usage which has given rise to the present occurrence.

A resolution of confidence in the Speaker was passed on a motion
by Mr. Secretary Canning, but no formal action was taken on questions
or conversations. From these events we might draw the inference that
questions were supposed to concern the business of the House. They
were not, in fact, confined within these limits and there was a trend
toward bringing more and more of the general activities of the Govern-
ment within the range of questions. It should be added that questions
were asked both at the beginning and the end of the sitting--just before

public business, and just before adjournment.19

In the second quarter of 1825, questions first appeared under the

heading "Parliament" in Palmer's Index to The Times. From that time on,
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they appear regularly in the quarters during which Parliament sat. The
heading in the index was general and no more than an indication that
questions had_nOW'become im cortant enough to attract the attention of
the indexer. Questions were also frequent enough that the practice of
giving notice had arisen. Sir Robert Wilson made this clear when he

said on May 16, 1828:

Sir, it was my intention to have put a question to

Ministers touching the Foreirm Relations of the country;

but as it is usual to give his Majesty!s Ministers notice

of such an intention, and as I have not an opportunity of

so doing, I shall for the present postpone my intention but

I beg to give notice that I shall put some questions to His

Majesty's Ministers on this subject on Monday next.zo

That notice of questions was given privately is clear from the
complaint of Sir James MacKintosh on July L, 1828 at an interruption
by the same questioner, Sir Robert Wilson, an interrﬁption which the
latter explained by saying, "I merely intimated to the Chancellor of
the Exchequer, that I meant to put a question to him—-but I had no
idea in so doing, of interrupting my Right Honourable Friend." -

It was no accident that the Committees on Procedure of 1831-32,
and 183L were concerned with the procedure on petitions in the House
of Commons.22 After 1810 there was an overwhelming increase in the number
of petitions. They came by the thouvsands, There were 132 in 1811 compared
to the 8,961 in the session of 1830€IL?3 This forced upon Parliament the

adoption of restrictions on the proceedings for the consideration of
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petitions. While it is true that grievances can be dealt with by questions,
and while it is also true that grievances were generally dealt with by
petitions before 183L, it does not seem reasonable to assume that the
question is "in effect the right of petitioning the Crown and Parlia-
ment for the redress of grievance.," Questions seem to have arisen

out of an exception to the rules of the House of Commons that there must
be a question before the House for a member to take the floor. It cannot
be denied that the limitation of opportunities on petitions contributed
to the increase in the use of question and answer after 183L4. More
particularly, however, question hour is a development since 1832 and one
closely associated with the changes in the character and procedure of the

House of Commons after the reforms of 1832.
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CHAPTER IV
QUESTIONS IN MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY

In 1835 the now universal practice of giving written notice of
questions first appeared. The first such notices to appear on the
Notice Paper were published in the Votes of February 25, and March 25,

1835, On February 25, the following appeared:

1. Mr, Fowell Buxton—. To put a Question relative
to the measures which are in progress for the education of
Negroes, and also relative to the appointment of Local

Magistrates in Jamaica to the office of Special Magistrates.l

On March 25, Mr. Wilks gave notice of a question respecting "Charity
Estates remaining uninvestigated by the Charity Comrnissioners."2 The
same day, Col. Evans gave notice of a question on correspondence with
the Turkish Governm.ent.3 These questions were not separated on the
Notice Paper and Order Paper, but appeared haphazard with "Notices of
Motions.” Four additional notices of questions appeared with motions
in 1335,h This handful of questions appearing in the official notices
represents only a small proportion of the questions asked and reported

by the Times, and the Mirror of Parliament. The practice which had

-31-



=32~
already grown up of giving private notice to the Minister concerned
must have prevailed for the bulk of questions of which no written notice
appeared. Speaker James Abercromby ruled at this time "That as a strict
matter of right, any member of Parliament was entitled to bring on a mo-
tion without giving notice of it."5 Motions and questions at this time
have two things in common: One, they both appear together in the Votes,
two,a member had a strict right to put either a question or motion with-
out formal written notice, although very rarely were motions permitted
without formal notice, but it must have been quite common for questions
to be put without formal notice. In the years following 1835, notices
of questions can be observed with increasing frequency in the Votes,

published under the heading "Notices of Motions.™

A procedure committee met in 1837. Because the number of questions
had not reached substantial proportions, this committee did not give
consideration to this topic, nor did it consider the practice of moving
the adjournment of the House in order to institute an independent debate.
Because of the latitude allowed at this time in asking and answering
questions, this use of the adjournment motion was not of great importance.
At this time, amendments on putting the question of reading an Order of
the Day were eliminated. Thus was closed this convenient channel for
calling the attention of the House to matters in which members were in-
terested.6 This restriction of opportunity for discussion was one fac-

tor working toward the enhancement of the value of questions to private

members,
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The year 1847 stands out as important in the development of ques-
tion hour—more exactly, it would seem to be the beginning of question
hour proper. Before this time, questions were asked both at the open-
ing of the sitting and just prior to adjournment. There have been no
questions asked at the close of the sitting since January, 18h7.7 Ques—~
tions have since then occupied approximately the same position, "at the

commencement of public business," which they occupy today.

When the procedure committee met in 1848 it gave scant considera-
tion to questions and question hour. Speaker Charles Shaw-Lefevre, in
answer to the only inquiry about question hour, told the committee, "I
think that great public convenience has arisen from the questions put
to Ministers at the commencement of the evening, which frequently do
away with the necessity of a debate."8 The Speaker was also questioned
by the committee about motions for adjournment and for the adjournment
of debate, both of which had been used as means for raising discussion
and as methods of obstructive tactics. He proposed that all debate be
prohibited on both types of motions, and that no division on either mo-
tion be permitted within an hour of a previous division, unless twenty-
one members should stand and declare themselves with the ayes in support
of the motion. He indicated that the purpose of his proposals was to
eliminate the use of the adjournment motion to bring on a discussion of
a topic extraneous to the subject before the House, and to remove any
opportunity for using these forms for dilatory purposes. The committee
was sufficiently impressed by the testimony of the Speaker that it

adopted the substance of the rules proposed by him on a vote of seven
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tb six, with the casting of the vote of the chairman for the proposals.9
Later, Sir Robert Peel proposed that the Brotherton resolution be not
recommended to the House unless there could be a guarantee of its
"efficacy" and some protection against the abuse of the power thus given
to the majority.lo The committee adopted Peel's ;esolution in effect
reversing its earlier action. In fact, these proposed rules were never
reported to the House. Instead the cammittee included in its report

the following, frequently quoted admonition:

Tt is not so much on any new rules, especially re-
strictive rules, that Your Committee would rely for the
prompt and efficient dispatch of business by The House.

The increasing business calls for increased consideration
on the part of Members in the exercise of their individual
privileges.

Your Committee would desire to rely on the good feel-
ing of The House, and on the forbearance of its Members, and
on a general acquiescence in the enforcement by The Speaker
of the established rule of The House which requires that
Members should strictly confine themselves to matters imme-

diately pertinent to the subject of debate.

Resolutions embodying the suggestion of the committee that debate be elimi-
nated when the Speaker left the Chair on going into committee of the whole

house were adopted February 5, 18h9.12 Thus was closed another opportunity

for the private member,
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We have seen that in 1847 question hour came to occupy a fixed
place in the procedure of the House of Comm.ons.13 Two years later
notices of questions were assigned a fixed place on the Notice Paper,
appearing with separate numbering at the beginning of "Notices of Mo-
tions." This practice continued from Februvary 22, 1849 until 1869,
when questions were given their own heading, '"Notices of Questions."
The practice of question and answer had become an accepted part of
British Parliamentary Procedure by the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury. For example, guestions, as well as debates, had become commom
on the motion for adjournment from Friday to Monday.15 A further evi-
dence of the role of questions in mid-century is the testimony of Augustus
Stafford as to their importance at the Admiralty when he said, "I always
had a very great difficulty as to the questions., The Committee know that
/it_7 is the increasing habit of the House of Commons to inquire minutely

1
into transactions in different parts of the globe or at the Admiralty."

The procedure committee of 1854 recommended that the adjournment

of the House from Friday to Monday be made automatic--without any ques-
tions, debate, or division being permitted.17 This came after a full
consideration of questions of all kinds and the discussions on the ad-
journment motion. The proposed restriction of the righté of the private
member was withdrawn in the face of the evident opposition of the House
to such a measure.l8 The Speaker, Charles Shaw-Lefevre, had compiled a
manual of the rules of the House. His manual was referred to the Com-
mittee by the House.19 The practice of the House of Commons on questions

is indicated by rules Nos. 152-154, as follows:
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152, Before the Public Business is entered upon, Questions
are permitted to be put to Ministers of the Crown, relating to
public affairs; and to other Members, relating to any Bill, Mo-
tion, or other public matter connected with the Business of The
House, in which such Members may be cancerned.

153. In putting any such Question, no argument or opiniom
is to be offered, nor any facts stated, except so far as may be
necessary to explain such question.

154 In answering any such Question, a lMember is not to

debate the matter to which the same refers.20

These rules were not adopted by the House of Commons, but were merely

declaratory of the practice of the House of Commons in 1857 and 1869,

when they were published.

The questions and discussions on the motion to adjourn from Friday
to Monday were given a thorough consideration by the procedure committee
in 1861. Thomas Erskine May told the committee that, to his knowledge,
the first notice of a question to be raised on the motion for adjourn—
ment from Friday to Monday had been printed May 17, 1850.21 The committee
recommended that these questions and conversations be eliminated, as had
the committee of 1854, but it thought the regular question hour, just

before public business, should be left un].:i.m:i.i:ed."?2 In supporting this

view, they said:

It is necessary, however, to be watchful, and to guard
- against the inroad of new cause of delay (which might increase

the time needed to transact business). A practice has arisen
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of putting questions to Ministers on notice, when no Motion
is before the House; and these questions and the answers to
them, are confined within narrow limits, intended to be pre-
cautions against irregular debate. There is convenience in
this course; but to prevent this license degenerating into
abuse, it is most important that both the questions and an-
swers should be as concise as possible, and not sustained by
reasoning which might give rise to debate. Recourse on these
occasions has been sometimes had to the expedient of moving
the Adjournment of the House for the express purpose of open—
ing debate. This proceeding is to be regarded with the great-
est; jealousy. It is in reality an abuse of one of the forms
of the House, with the avowed intent of virtually breaking
its essential rules. Your Committee have come to the con-
clusions that this evil has not reached the point where spe-
cial interference by a new Standing Order would be expedient.
They are disposed still to rely on the forbearance of Menbers
in the use of forms which respect for ancient usage leaves
unaltered; and the marked disapprobation of a large majority
of the House may check the growth of so objectionable a

practice. 2

Because the committee was not willing to completely eliminate the desul-
tory discussions which had been taking place on Friday, it recommended
that the adjournment from Friday to Monday be automatic, without debate,
and without question put, except when Supply or Ways and Means were not

open. This meant that when the Committees of Supply or Ways and Means
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were not set up the desultory discussions were still possible. When
these two Committees were set up, the committee recommended that one
of the two should be the first Order of the Day on Frid&vs.zh This
opened the way on Fridays for desultory discussions on the motion
"That the Speaker do now leave the Chair." The substance of these

rules became Standing Orders on May 3, 1861.25

' In research on questions in the nineteenth century, as well as
earlier, one is handicapped by the lack of accuracy and campleteness
in the records of questions and answers. Charles Ross gave evidence
to a committee on proceedings in 1862 that the Times Parllamentary
reporting corps, of which he was the director, depended on newspaper
reports for the text of questions and answers, as there was no entry
of questions in the Votes and Minutes, since questions were not tech-
nically matters of debate. This committee recognized that questions

"form an important part of the actual busineas noticed in Parliament."26

Official action to place answering of questions before the com-
mencement of public business was taken in 1867 for Tuesday and Friday
sittings at the two o'clock ("morning") sitting.27 This action ex-
tended only through June of that session. Two years later the terms
of the original resolution were applied to all "morning" sit.’t::i.ng.ss.:?‘8
The effect of the rule was to make official the place of questions
before the commencement of public business, and also to restrict
questions to the "morning" sitting when there were both "morning" and
"evening" sittings. This was, however, the same order of business

which applied when the House met at its regular time of f'our.z9 Thus,
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it becomes clear that the custom of the House of Commons was to have a
question hour just before it took up public business. Likewise, the
moving of the adjournment at question time was at this same period held
by the Speaker to be reserved for occasions of urgency.ao This suggests
mich of the modern practice with regard to these two means of control by

Parliament over the Government.

Redlich gives 1869 as the year when questions were assigned a sepa-
rate place on the Notice Paper and when they had a fixed portiom of time
before the commencement of public business.31 May assigns the date of
1849 as the first time there was a separate place on the Notice Paper
for questions.32 What actually happened in 1869 was that notices of
questions were separated from motions, and given their own separate
heading of "Notices of Questions."33 This change first appeared with
the Notice Paper of April 26, 1869. Questions had already been separate
in fact, with a separate numbering, although they appeared from 1849 to

1869 under the heading "Notices of Motions."

The procedure committee of 1871 gave full consideration to discus-
sion on the motion to adjourn the House, and to the procedure on the
Estimates. Questions were considered, but no recommendation was made
relative to them. The committee was influenced not to take any action
on questions by the testimony of Sir Thomas Erskine May, Clerk of the
House of Commons, who said, "I think it would be best to keep the prac-
tice on its present footing. It answers admirably well, and the replies
are generally sufficient to satisfy the Member who makes the inquiry,

and frequently obviate the necessity for more extended debate at other
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times. n3h The committee recommended a further restriction of the richts
of private membzrs by removins the opnortrnity for discussion which had
existed when the House resolved itsel? into Committee of Supply. On
Thursday and Friday it was recomrended that discussion still be permitted
on the motion that. the Speaker leave the Chair, but the rest of the week
the motion was not to be put and the Speaker was to leave the Chair auvto-
matically.35 The committee did not propose any limitation of the dis-

cussions on the motion for adjournment.

Retween 1835 and 1370 the practices which make up modern gnestion
hour were evolved. The custom of rivine notice of questions to be asked
oririnated aout 1835. The proceiure committee which met in 1537 d4id not

conei ler questions nor adjornment motions, but it Jid eliminate amend-
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ments on real The askin o7 gquestions eavrlr in the sittine,
at the comrmencenment of puhlic husiness, has been custonary since 1817,
The proceture committee cof 1553 did not oropose anv re-ulation of

vestions and that onrovosel Tor adjournment ~otions were reconsidered.
Q nro:

on iour, hovever, was briefly called to the
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The convenience of quest:
attention of the ccrriitiee. Trao- 1349 te 1749 guesiions were numbcored
separately, but appeared on the notice naper as notices of motions.

After 1869 they as:urel thelr »oresent form as notices of questions.

The proceiure committee of 135L took more nrtice of tuestions, but
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there was a disnosition to leave unlimitel the opportunity “or

asking questions at tihe commencement o” public husiness. The practice

of askin~ questions an! en~a~in~ in de™ te on tie motion o aljonrn “rom
Fridaw to Yonlav which ha? arisen aiori 1770 wae “imite] hut net co -pletel:r
eliminated. PThe proceiure comittee o7 1271 acceptz? the testimony of Sir
Thomas Irskine May, Clerk of the House of Commons, as to the efficacy

~

and importance of questlons ani consequentl;” 'i3 not sur est any
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regulation of them, The committee did recommend, as had most of its
predecessors, further restriction of the opportunity of memnvers to en—
gaze in desultory debate or discussion. All these restrictions ~reated

a rressure whiich enhanced tne importantancc of cuestion hour to the

Member of Parliczment.
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lﬁgggg, 1835, pp. 24, 33; Mirror of Parliament, 1835, I, 70, 140-141.
This entry appeared at two different places——first under "Notices given
Wednesday 25 February 1835," and second under "Notices of Motions for
Friday 27 February 1835," that is, on the Notice Paper. Mr. Buxton's
question was answered by William E. Gladstone at the end of the sitting.

See also 26 Parl. Deb, 3s. 434-435; Times (London), February 28, 1835,

Pe 2.

2
Votes, 1835, pp. 207, 216-217. This entry appeared as item No, 6
on the Notice Paper under "Notices of Motions for Friday 27 March 1835."

See also Mirror of Parliament, 1835, I, 585.

3Votes, 1835, pp. 207, 216-217. This was entry No. 19 on the Notice

Paper. See also Mirror of Parliament, 1835, I, 585; 27 Parl. Deb. 3s.

313-314.
AVotes, 1835, pp. 794, 822, 832, 1093, 1138, 1l45.

5Times (London), March 7, 1835, p. 1. In full, the Times reported:

That as a strict matter of right, any member of Par-
liament was entitled to bring on a motion without giving
notice of it; but it had been found to conduce to the con-
venience of hon., members, and indeed to the convenience of
transacting public business, to give notice beforehand of
the day on which any motion that was not altogether unim-

portant would be brought forward. Unless there were cir-
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cumstances connected with this motion of such urgency that
the hon. member thought that they could not admit of delay,
he would suggest to him the propriety of withdrawing his
present motion, and bringing it forward on another day.

We believe this to have been the substance of the
Speaker's observations; but from the position of his chair,
and from his speaking with his back turned to the gallery,
it is a matter of extreme difficulty to catch even the sub-
stance of what he says. To give his precise words is utterly
impracticable, We mention this to account for the brevity

with which we are always compelled to report his observations.

6
Parliamentary Papers, 1837, XIII (No. 517). The committee

recamended: (1) that no amendments should be permitted on the question

being put that any Order of the Day be read, and (2) that no notice be

permitted to be placed on the Order Book for any day beyond the fourth

"Notice day" after. A resolution was adopted by the House of Commons

on the motion of Lord John Russell which incorporated the first of the

comittee's recommendations with the additional provision that Monday,

Wednesday, and Friday should be Order Days, 39 Parl. Deb. 3s. 193-200

(November 24, 1837).

7 _
Times (London), January 22, 1847, pp. 3, 4; 89 Parl. Deb. 3s.
This question, asked on January 21, 1847, was the last example

I could find of a question asked just before adjournment at a regular

sitting.

8Parliamentary Papers, 1847-48, XVI (No. 644), linutes of Evidence,
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p. 11, The testimony in full:

82, Sir R. Inglis) Does it or does it not appear to
you that no corresponding benefit arises to The House by
the ventilation of subject in the shape of preliminary
questions between private Members and Ministers, which
ventilation in such shape mﬁy supersede the necessity of
a separate debate, or if it do not supersede, it may
shorten its duration.——(Answer by the Speaker) I think
that great public convenience has arisen from the ques-
tions put to Ministers at the commencement of the even-
ing, which frequently do away with the necessity of a

debats,

9
Parliamentary Papers, 1847-48, XVI (No., 644), Report, p. xii.

5pid,, p. xiii.

11
“Ibid., p. viii.

104 Commons Journals 21-23.

1 3%
3Cf. supra, p. & .

Msir Thomas Erskine Mey, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), p.
238, note 2; Notices of Motions and Orders of the Day, 1849, pp. 75-78,

31
83-8,, 85-94, 95. Cf. supra, p. AW .

15Robert Bourke, Parliamentary Precedents (1857), p. 13.
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léParlja.mntary Papers, 1852-53, XXV, Minutes of Evidence (Dock-
yards Committee), p. 283, in full, it was reported:
1107. Were there any other ways in which the Board
of Admiralty seemed not to be in harmony with the House of
Commons?—(Stafford) I always had a very great difficulty
as to the questions., The Committee know that [ it_7 is the
increasing habit of the House of Commons to inquire minutely

into transactions in different parts of the globe or at the

Admiralty.

17
Parlismentary Papers, 1845, VII (No. 212), Report, p. vii.

18133 papl. Deb. 3s. 1178-1185. See especially ibid.,1184~1185.
19130 ibid. 317-318 (February 7, 1854).

Rules, Orders, and Forms of Proceeding of the House of Commons

relating to Public Business (1857), p. 38; ibid. (1869), pp. 37-38.

21
Parliamentary Papers, 1861, XI (No. 173), Minutes of Evidence,
p. 37.

221144, , Report, p. xi.

231bid.

thbid., pe xii, The reason for making this new rule effective

was that adequate opportunity for discussion of almost anything could
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be had on the motion for the épeaker o leave the Chair. When the House
of Commons is in plenary session, the Speaker occupies the Chair and the
Mace is on the Table. When the House of Commons becomes 2 committee of
the whole house, or a committee of the whole house on Supply, or on Ways
and Means, the Speaker leaves the Chair, the Mace is removed from the
Table, and the Deputy Speaker, who is also Chairman of Committees, pre-~

sides over the discussions in the comnittee of the whole.

25162 Parl, Deb. 3s. 1510, 1519, 1521, 1522, 1528, The four resolu-
tions made the following provisions: (1) fixed Ways and Means, or Supply
Committee for Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, or for any other day appoint-
ed by the House, (2) made Monday, Wednesday, and Friday Order days and
made Monday and Friday Government days (at this time, there was a short
sitting on Wednesday), (3) made the adjournment from Friday to Monday
automatic (i.e., no debate or division was permitted), while the Com-
mittees of Supply, and Ways and Means were open, and (4) set either Supply
or Ways and Means as the first Order of the Day on Friday, and provided
that, on the reading of the Order of the Day, the question, "That lir.

Speaker do now leave the Chair ," should be put.

26
Parliamentary Papers, 1862, XVI (No. 373), Minutes of Evidence,
ppe 47-48. Ibid., Report, p. vi, the committee said:

Your Committee had laid before them several specimens
of works which might furnish a compendiocus record of Parlia-
mentary Proceedings for the use of Members; among them is
one called the Parliamentary Record which was prepared last
year by Mr. Charles Ross. It contains such selection of
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entries in the Votes and Minutes of either House as above
described, and in addition, an entry of such questions asked
in either House, with a note of the answers, as do not admit
of being recorded in the Votes or Minutes, inasmuch as they
are technically [Hot] matters of debate, without any pro-
ceeding of either House being taken upon them, but which at
the same time, according to modern practice, form an impor-
tant part of the actual business noticed in Parliament.

2
7122 Commons Journals 247-248 (May 27, 1867).

2812!; ibid. 171 (April 30, 1869); 195 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1981-1982.
The resclution was:
Resolved, That, unless the House shall otherwise order,
whenever the House shall meet at Two o'clock, the House
will proceed with Private Business, Petitions, Motions for
unopposed Returns, and leave of absences to Members, giving
of Notices of Motions, Questions to Ministers, and such
Orders of the Day as shall have been appointed for the
Morning Sitting. |

29
195 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1977.

30
196 Parl. Deb. 3s. 19, reports as follows:
Mr. Speaker said, he could not put the Question without
reminding the House that the privilege of moving the Adjourn-

ment of the House upon asking a Question had been reserved by
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the common consent of the House for occasions of urgency.

Unless that privilege were exercised with forbearance, the
result would be fatal to the successful conduct of Public

Business.

1l
Josef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1908), I,

n7.

32
Mﬂy’ _O_Eo g_ta.o, Pe 238, note 2.

33Notices of Motions and Orders of the Day, 186869 I, 537-546,
575-591, 595-630, 631, 641, &45. Cf. supra, p. A35.

3hParl:l.zaunerﬂ:.a;y Papers, 1871, XI (No. 137), Minutes of Evidence,
p. 12, contains the following report:

[L-!y testi.fzi_ng] With regard to ordinary questions,
it would be guite impossible to allow a discussion, other-
wise, the whole proceedings would be brought into confusion.
On Monday last there were 26 Questions in the Paper; they
were all asked, and there were five or six more asked with-
out notice /supplementary guestions;7, and the simple ask-
ing and answering these questions occupied upwards of three-
quarters of an hour.. If a discussion had been allowed, the
whole night would have been absorbed.

(Mr., Newdegate) Would it not be possible to give the
House an opportunity, if it had received notice, of pre-

cluding a question without discussion?—(May) I think it
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would be best to keep the practice on its present footing.
It answers admirably well, and the replies are generally
sufficient to satisfy the Member who makes the inquiry,
and frequently obviate the necessity for more extended de-
bate at other times. It will be observed that whenever
a Member is not satisfied with the answer he receives, or
when he thinks a more extended discussion necessary, he
has other opportunities of bringing the matter before the
House.

Ttalics in brackets are mine,

35
Parliamentary Papers, 1871, XI (No. 137), Report, p. iii.



CHAPTER V
REFORM AND NEW RULES

The changes in the procedure of the House of Commons made before
1870 were designed to preserve as much as possible of the old rules and
traditions, as much of private initiative as was consistent with the
conduct of public business, and the fundamentals of private members'
rights. In spite of this the private member had lost much. He could
not initiate discussions on the petitions to the House of Commons., He
had lost his opportunity for questions and discussions on the adjourn-
ment from Friday to Monday, although the Friday discussions remained
in a different form for some time yet—i.e., on the Speaker leaving
the Chair to go into committee. Opportunities had been cut down for
discussions on the Estimates and on bills. For its bills, and for
otherpublic business, the Government had taken the larger part of the

time of the House,

The growth of obstruction by Irish members made reliance on the
cooperation of members of the House of Commons impossible.l "After
1877 the best mode of meeting obstruction became the most instant
problem of parliamentary procedure."2 Sir Cowtengy Ilbert thought
"The existence of every Government, and especially of every constitu-
tional Government, depends...on the assumption of a general desire to

make the machine work."3
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The nrocedurs committee of 177% heard some suggestions from Speaker
Brand which were the =zerm of the idea later incorvorated into the Stand-
ing Orders as the urgency motion for the aljournment of the House. The
Speaker thousht the nractice of movinc the adjournment of the House to
commence a debate wis "hishlw incenvenient, ani shovld be stopped if
practicable." He ovoovsed a harl and fast rvis eliminatine all such op-
portunity for discussion, therefore, ne thouht ‘that before public business
came on, if a Llember desirel to discuss a question ol urcency, he should
submii, it in writing to the Speaker." This would permit the Speaker to
rea” the motion and decile "whether it was an urrent gquestion, ani was
one that should be put or not..”""'L The comrittee did not adont the IJneaker's
surrestion, but it did attemopt to deal with dilatory motions alon~ lines
sursested by the Speaker. 3ir Thoﬁas Erskine Mav thou~ht that there s
not "any very great inconvenience arisin- Tromn the nresent rules ag to
questions." He 1id %ale excention to taeir numher an' their lencth, but

. . R =

he felt that they saved the time of the House by obviatin~ dehate.” No
one suggested to the committee that questions showld he re~ulated, hence
the committee did not recommend any rule: “or questions. The pressure

of gquestions is cleorly indicated by their increasze in numter:
Year Wo. of sittinrs No. of questions Hours occupied
by questions
1857 116 451 22
1867 128 912 L5

1877 122 1343 66
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Sir Regineld Palgrave, who served the House of Commons as Clerk, had
his doubts about the desirability of the practice in the light of the

increase in the practice as revealed by his table above.6

When Cavendish Bentinck had called the attention of the procedure
committee of 1871 to the waste of time involved in reading a question
twice-~once on giving notice of the question, and once on asking it—-
Sir Thomas Erskine May thought the practice did not require regulation
as it did not take much time.! In 1880 Joseph Cowen noted that it took
two hours for question hour and that an hour of this time was spent in
reading questions, Speaker Brand ruled that the practice was custamary,
and convenlient, but that there was no rule requiring questions to be
read.8 Henry W. Lucy, dean of Parliamentary correspondents of the late
nineteenth century, places the origin of this practice in the previous
Parliament (1874-1880). Writing at the time of Joseph Cowen's observa-
tion, he said, "In the last Parliament some members who rather fancied
their literary composition, and loved the sound of their own voices,
thought it would be an agreeable thing to recite the terms of their
question."9 Lucy comments that Cowen's suggestion was a good one.

"It was not too soon to speak since the habit of putting questions has
increased, is increasing, and must sternly be diminished."lo He suge
gested also that, since Cowen's suggestion that questions not be read

at the time they were asked had met with general approval, the House
might "on easy compulsion feel inclined formally to discountenance this
added and altogether indefeasible waste of time [fl.e., reading questions
at the time of giving notice of the§7."ll A month after Mr. Cowen's
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helpful suggestion, a member [F-‘innigag read a question which took a
half column in Hansard. Speaker Brand ruled that it was not strictly
out of order. After the question was answered, Parnell insisted that
it was previously the universal custom to read notice of questions.
Callan placed the blame for reading questions on the former Conserva-
tive Government, which, he said, "insisted that Questions should be read,
for the purpose of occupying the time of the House, no matter how imma-
terial they were." The Speaker again ruled that the practice was in or-

der, but, he said, "I am inclined to think the House will do well to

depart from it." 12

"Remarkable in many respects" was the session of 188l. The House
often sat far into the night and evem into the next day., It all began
on Monday, January 24, 1881 when the Chief Secretary for Ireland Lﬁx‘.
Forst.eg7 asked leave to introduce the Bill for the Protection of Person
and Property (Ireland)--the Coercion Bill. It took twenty-two hours to
carry the Prime Minister's Gladstong motion for precedence--from four
o'clock Tuesday until two o'clock Wednesday. This was, in 1914, said
to be the seventh longest sitting on record.l3 On Monday, January 31
began "the longest and most memorable of all." It took fram four o'clock
Monday till half-past-nine Wednesday, forty-one hours and thirty minutes,
to quell the Irish obstruction and vote leave to bring in the bill. Only
heroic measures by Speaker Brand carried the day for the Government. He
came into the Chamber shortly after nine o'clock on Wednesday (the
Speaker and Deputy Speaker had taken turns presiding):



Silencing Mre. Biggar and speaking in measured terms,
Mre. Brand said that a Bill, believed to be urgent in the
interest of the State, was being resisted by an inconsiderable
minority by modes of "Obstruction,'" which was a Pariamentary
offence. The mejority of the House was thre.tened, and must
be vindicated. He was satisfied that he could best carry
ovt the will of the House by declining to call upon any

1L

more Members to speak and by at once putting the Question.

That afternoon Lfébruary 3, 1881/ the obstructing Irish members were
named and forcibly remove@ from the service of the House.15 After this
experience with Irish oobstruction, Speaker Brand was given limited dicta-
torial powers over the procedure of the House of Commons. Under these
powers he set up the followingz rules governing dilatory motions:.
l. That no Motion for the adjournment of the House
shall be made, except by lgave of the House, before the

Orders of the Day or Notices of Motions heve been entered

16

upone
2+ That when a kotion is made for the adjournment of a

Debate, or of the House, during any Debate, the Debate there-

upon shall be stricly confined to the matter of such Kotion,
3¢ That, if during any Debate, a Motion be made for

the adjournment of the Debate, or of the House, Mr. Speaker

may decline to put the Question thereupon, if, in his judge-

. ment, such Motion is made for the purpose of obstruction; or,
if he think fit to put such Questio.:, he may put it from the

Chair forthwith.l7
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In 1780 the House hal discontinued the pracitice of reading

questions when the were to be ansrersi--instear, askia~ ther by

r

numbcr.13 r. Dillwym sugrested on July L, 1771 that members shoull hand

their questions in at the Tahle instea” ¢l reaiin~ notice -7 them hefore
the Hou=e, Spzaker Rranl acreed thet "a still “urt er zavin- of time

19

]

mi-t tofie nlace if the practice rere aldophal, This is the —olern
practice witn rcgar! to notice of grentions, since the member hands

his aqus-tions “n to whe cleris it te Tarle,

The (Gladstone Ca ine? rcecornise . the imsortance - draltin-~ rules
of proce urc to control obatruction »r collin: a @dscizl aium secsion
in 1832 for the one opeciiic nurpos:s of revisin- an’ mcizrnizin - the
rules of the House of Commons. 1In thz six wseeks Tollovin~ Jetohe- 2h,

only after a lon and

s

"the work of proceldurc reform ans accompliicias

-~

s ok w0 ; ; ) :
bitter stuerle” Josef azllich wien he wrote his menumentsl wrork

the House in tie boentieth conturr, thouv-ht thic

as vet, been
surpasset in importance or elont. The twelve re-olutions which were
aionte  at thic session were Jesi-nel %o —ale +-: ~zjorit;s of Commons
master in it owm houze,22 The secon' o~ these resolutions hecare
Svandin~s Order YMo. 9--providine~ for ursener motions fo- 3ijournment.23

The rule was desi-med %o prevent tha motion “or aijournmen® at gue=tion

ti=e from bein - ueced for obstruction, but at +the same time to make the
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device available for introducing discussions of matters of intrinsic
importance. The rule made the motion dependent uron the support of
forty members, or as an alternative of ten members and the approval
of the House on a division. The debate, when permitted, was to come

after all questions had been disposed of,

In the elections of 1386 the Irish Home Rule Party won eichty
seats in Parliament, This gave them the power to use urzency motions
for adjournment, since it renuired only forty members to invoke this
form of discussion. Reading notices of cuestions could also provide
an effective means of killing time.gh Before the procedure comnittee
of 1886 had reported, the practice of reading notices of questions was
discontinued by resolution of the House. The rule adopted at this time
reads

Resolved That Notices of Cuestions be given by HMem-
bers in writing to the Clerk at the Table, without reading

them viva voce in the House, unless the consent of the

Speaker to any particular Question has been previously

obtained.25

Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson, who introduced the resolution, thouzht the dis-
advantages of reading notices of questions were many. He said, "The ob~-
Jject of his motion was to prevent what had really become a great vaste
of public time, (Cheers,)" He coﬁtinued, "Not only had the practices
of putting questions grown immensely, bubt there had arisen another prac-—
tice of putting a number of sur-.lementary questions with the object of

arguing against the view dravn out by the orizinal guestion," He con-
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cluded that, "Questions had in fact grown to be an abuse of their pro-
ceedings.," The delay of public business until five-thirty o'clock or
later seemed to him justification for taking matters in their own hands
and not waiting for the procedure cmmmittee.26 The Chancellor of the
Exchequer, representing the Government, was sure that, "Everybody must
feel that the growth of questions was a serious evil." He said when
he entered the House, questions took fifteen minutes, and now "they fre-
quently took up one and a half or two hours." He blamed the press, say-
ing, "So long as the newspapers thus encouraged the practice it would
continue."” He said he would be happy to support the second paragraph
of the resolution as a sessional order.27 With the support of the Gov-
ernment, the resolution embodying this paragraph was adopted by & wote

of two hundred fifty-three to fifty-four.

The debate on this resolution brought out differing points of view
on the institution of question hour. Sir Michael Hicks-Beach observeéd
that the House was more crowded at question hour than at any other time,
He concluded that the "House would not be willing to limit the right of
addressing questions to the Government of the Day."28 The Irish point
of view, as expressed by Mr. Dillon, was that questions did not waste

the time of the House, since they were the only possible means at the

disposal of the Irish members "for bringing serious grievances to the

notice of the House of Commons, and of frequently getting them redressed."2

Joseph Cowen supported Dillen's point of view. He thought that it was
not "the use, but the abuse of questions" that was objectionable, He
saw the reason for the increase of questions in "the persistent encroach-

30

f A
ment upon the rights of private Members. Mr, Sexton spoke eloquently

for the private member, he said:

9
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It did not surprise him to find the two front benches
agreeing on such a motion. If Ministers had their way they
would gladly assent to any motion for putting an end to ques-
tions altogether. (Hear). The privilege of questicning was
one of the most useful in the hands of members, It was at
the same time one of the most irksome in the opinion of Min-
isters....If hon. members rushed to a hasty conclusion on
this subject they might find, when it was too late, that they

had given up one of their most valuable rights. (Hear, hear.)31

Although there was strong objection from those who feared the precedent

of regulation might ultimately end the private members'! rights, the first
formal regulation of questions was adopted with overwhelming support. It
was the general view that the purpose of the rule was to do away with the
nuisance of reading notice of questions and that "No one wished to curtail
the right of members to question Ministers; otherwise Ministers would
soon become deapotic."32 One Member of Parliament said:

The official members of course vote "Questions" to
be a prime nuisance; but the new members are jealous of
this power, which affords them the only means they have,
in the present congested state of public business, of in-
fluencing the national administration. The power is un-
duly used, no doubt, and the questions are often too pro-
lix and diffuse., Still, we ought to keep the power, and

I think we mean to do so.33



In the report of the procedure committee of 188( was a proposed rule
for the regulation of nuestions., This would have added to the rule adopt-
ed by the House earlier in the session, which is referred to immediately
abowe--the provision for questions on the business of the House, supplemen-
tary questions, and questions of immediate urgency which had been presented
to the Speaker in writing withdut the written notice provided in the session-
al rule of the House., The committee considerd amending Standing Order No, 9
Zﬁrgency adjournment motiog, but after full discussion, and amendment of the
proposals, they were defeated by the COmmittee.Bh Before any action could be
taken on this report the Liberal Government fell and a Conservative Jovern—

ment came into power,

The closure rule was strengthened by the Conservative Government
on March 18, 1887. The effectiveness of Irish obstruction in 1887, how-
ever, made further rules necessary.35 The Salisbury Govern:ent had to
devise the "Guillotine," the nost drastic action of the House of Cormmons
since the limited dictatorship by the Speaker in 1881.36 Atvthe next
session, 1888, the Commons rut through the Government's procedure reform
with surprising Speed.sz The adjournment at a fixed hour was adopted,
Standing committees were provided to save the time of the House, Dila-
tory motions on going into committee were eliminated.38 Kany less impor-
tant amendments were made in the Standing Crders.3? oOn March 7, 1888,
the resolution of karch 12, 1886 requiring written notice of cuestions
to the Clerk at the Table became Standing Order No. 2O.ho At the same
time the resolution of April 30, 1869 fixinz the time for questions in
the order of business became 2z Standing Order. This fixed the time for
questions, where it is today, immediately followin: notices of notions,

and preceding public business, i.e.,, before the Orders of the Day.hl
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The report of questions and answers in Hansard was not dependahble
before 1875. Before this time, the best source of questions and answers
18 to be found in newspapers, especially the Times, Before 1895 it had
three boxes in the center while Hansard had only one on the side. The
Zgégg had the still further advantage of receiving the questions and an-
swers "direct from Ministers." Until six o'clock these official copies
were available for other reporters and for Hansard's reporter. After six,
the ones used by the Times went off to press, and Hansard had to depend
on the version, of any it may have missed, appearing in the Times the
next m.orning.l'2 The contract with the publisher of Hansard in 1895 re-

quired that "questions to Ministers and their replies must be given in

full."hB

The election on April 10, 1895 of Willjam Court Gully to the office
of Speaker had a profound influence on question hour. Where Speaker Peel
had been liberal in allowing supplementary questions, Gully and his suc-
cessor, Speaker Lowther, trimmed down this extemporaneous part of question
hour. It saved time and it protected "the House fram outbursts of the
heat engendered by a sudden squabble," but it did reduce the spontaneity
of the occasion.ha After 1900 the subediting of questions by the clerks,
under the supervision of the Speaker, came to assume its modern form. It
was only logical that a question ruled out as improper should not be per-
mitted as a supplementary question, since the Speaker was informed of

questions disallowed at the Table.h5

Another practice which is an accepted part of question hour today
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appeared in a limited form in the time of Glzdstone, namely, the 2Jrouc—
ingz of cuestions. This was done "in deflerence to his advancing yearc."
After 1891 Mr. Balfour availed hinself »f tho convenience. [iis lack of
respect for ~uestion hour may have grown up out of this ~ractice, since

he missed wost of the periocd, or the lack of interest in question hour

may have siuply in“ic=ted his deep-seated or;osition to tie wnsle procedure,
If his wishes hod prevailed, his rrocedure rolorms in 1902 wovld hove
reduced the cuestion hour to 2 minimum. Lucy indicated his disar-roval

of Palfour's attitude toward ~usstion hour «her: he saids

Thet would be well enou:h thhe late anrerrance of
the Prime linister/ in thc case of any other Kinister

concerned only for *hs business of his ovm denartment,

'

But the question hour, touching on all the subjects

(

under the sun, is a :icrocosm of the Sitting, It is

in its way analoj;ous to debate on the Appropriation Bill.
I+ one wants to know what the House of Cowmons 1s think-
ings about at a particvlar period of = 3ession, he should

L6

study the list ol guestions,

During the last quarter of the nineteenth century the rules of the
House of Commons were greatly expanded—-largely to nect the challenge of
the Irish members!' obstructive tactics. The work of two procedure
committees and of a special and regular session of Parliament testify to
the importance of procedure reform. By now auestions had become important
enouch to attract considerabl- attention in the procedure committees. The

debates on the :xotion to adjourn were subjected to emergency regulation by



~52a

Speaker Brand in 1851 and were brought within the resulation of the
tanding Orders by the Cladstone Goverrment in 1382, In 1480 the
House of Commons had discontirued the oractice of reading questions

at question time in order to save time. In 1886 it passed a resolution
reqiring notices of questions to be handed to the clerks inshead of
heing read to the House. In 1888 the rules sovernin: questions were
grouped together ard made part of the Standins Orders. The croupings of
guestions to the Prime “inister at the end of question hour ‘“eran in
Gladstore's time, Expanded to iacl+1e a schadule of questions For all
departments this practice is a part of modern question hour. By the end
of *he nrineteenth century nveztion hour had beccre the most important
and interesting part o
in the press. It had evolve? into a most effective weanon for parlia-
mentary control, =2nd had bhecore a Tirmly established institution in the

House of Cormons.
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2
Ibid., I, W44~145. In 1877 there were only seven obstructionists

in the House of Commons, but it was found expedient on July 27 to pass
two rules intended to curb obstruction. July 31 Parnell kept the cham-

ber in continuous session for twenty-one hours.

3Ibid., I, pp. xix, xx (introduction).

hParliamenta;y Papers, 1878, XVIII (No. 268), Minutes of Evidence,
Pe. 37.

5
Ibid., p. 9. May also expressed the opinion that the questions

and answers made "it unnecessary to bring forward a motion upon the subjecti"

6sn~ Reginald Palgrave, House of Commons (1878), p. 109. Ibid.,
pe 40, he said:

A full admission of the utility and importance of the
inquisitorial privileges of members may, however, be accom-
panied by some consideration for the time thus occupied...
by the questions which members put upon the notice paper, a
practice, in other respects most advantageous, may, perhaps,

be regarded in another light.

TParliamentary Papers, 1871, XI (No. 137), Minutes of Evidence,

p. 26.

8,53 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1920 (July 5, 1880).
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Henry W. Lucy, Diary of Two Parliaments, II, 67.

101bid., II, 67-68.
11Ibid., II, 78
1295 Parl. Deb. 3s. 309-311 (August 5, 1880). The Speaker said:

It was formerly the practice for Members to read
their Questions, and that practice has generally pre-
vailed down to the present day. But I am bound to say
that latterly the practice has prevailed of putting
Questions at such extraordinary length that I am in-

clined to think the House will do well to depart from it.

134, a. Taylor, Statistics Relative to the Business and Sittings

of the ouse Zi9127 s Pe 181,

1h1pid,

15Redlich, op. cite, I, 157-162; 258 Parl. Deb. 3s. 65-88
(February 3, 1881). When the Unemployment Assistance Regulations were
being considered in 1936, the House sat thirty-four hours and twenty
minutes—from 2:45 P.M. Wednesday, July 22, 1936 until 1:04 A.M. Friday,
July 24. Next to the sitting of 1881 referred to in the text, this 1936
was the longest on record. Three of the four members of the Independent
Labour Party were suspended from membership in the House as a result of

the controversy. See the Times (London), July 2L, 1936, pe. 1l
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1éRedlich,_gE. cite, I, 157-162, Rule Noe 1 was communicated to

the House on February L, 188l. See 258 Parl. Deb. 3s. 162 (February l,

1831)e

17parliamentary Papers, 1881, LXXIVe. Tie Speaker (Brand) had

proposed to the procedure cormittee of 1878 a regulation of the motion
for the adjournment similar to rule No. 1. Cf. supra, pp{i&fg%s became
Standing Order No. 9 in 1882. It was No. 17 from 1888 to 1902, No. 10
from 1902 to 1933, and is No. 8 in the Standing Orders today. 258 Parl.
Deb. 3s. 155-156 (February L, 1681), the House of Commons granted to the
Speaker authority to promulgate rules for the procedure of the House when
a Minister had taken the initiative in declaraing that there was a state
of urgency and the House had approved by a vote of three to cne ratio.
The state of urgency might be ended by the Speaker or by the House by
majority vote. Acting under this resolution, the Prime Minister asked
that a state of emergency be deéclared, which it was. The Speaker was
acting under this authority when he promulgated these rules. 259 ibid. 890
(March 14, 1881), the Speaker declared that the state of public business
was no longer urgent and the urgency rules lapsed, but they could have

been invoked again on the motion of the Government. 258 ibid. L35-438

(February 9, 1881), Speaker Brand promulgated the rules guoted.

52-53%
18¢r, supra, pps M -
19262 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1966, repcrted:
Mr. Dillwyn said....They had given up the practice of
reading the Questions that were upon the Paper, and it had
occurred to him that they might also dispense with the read-

ing of Notices of Questionse If an hon. Member desired to
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give Notice of a Question he might hand it to the Clerk at
the Table. In making that suggestion he desired to ask
whether the Speaker saw any objection to it?

Mre Speaker (Brand): The House, by its action with
reference to putting Questions in the House, has saved very
considerable time in that process, because the House by its
own action called on Memners having Questions on the Paper
not to read these Questions. No doubt, if the House thoucht
proper to go still further :nd reqguire that Notices of Ques-
tions should not be put at full lensth, but brought to the
Table, a still further saving of time might take place.

See also Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage

’

of Parliament (1883), pe 357.

20gedlich, op. cite, I, 170.

2lTbid,

2?;919., I, 170-175. No. 1 provided for closure. No. 2 limited a
member to one motion for acjournment, or for adjournment of debate, dur-
ing the course of a debate, and set up the urgency motion procedure for
discussions on the adjournment. No. 10 gave the Speaker, or Chairman of
the committee of the whole house power to put a question forthwith if he
thought it an abuse of the rules of the House. WNos. L, 5, 6, and 7
eliminated a number of opportunities for obstruction. No. 8 provided that
no opposed business should come on after 12:30 at night. No. 9 increased
the penal power of the Speaker for the support of the authority of the

Chaire Noe. 11 provided that the report stage be taken without question
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Put. No. 12 provided for the elimingtion of all discussions on going
into Committee of Supply (i.e., on the question that the Speaker leave
the Chair) except on the first occzsion when the House took up Army,
Navy, or Civil Service Votes. On December 1 four resolutions were
introduced providing for standing committees of the House. One committee
was set up in 1883, for that session only, Standing committees have

been in regular use since 1888.

23275 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1Li2 (November 27, 1882)s For Gladstone's
comments on this rule, see 274 ibid. L8-L9. This rule, together with
resolutions Nos. 3 and 10 (Standing Orders Nos. 10 and 11), was a
modification of the urgency rules put into effect by Speaker Brand in
1881. Cf. supra, piﬁ;For text of these Standing Orders referred to,

see Standing Orders of the House of Cormons (1886), pp. 10-1l.

52-53%
Zth. supra, ppe

25183 Commons Journals 91, adopted as an amendment to the motion,

"That Mr. Speaker do now Leave the Chair." The motion introduced by

Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson had two paragraphs. The first was an expression

of the congested state of business and the belief that it was not necessary
to wait for the procedure committee before acting with respect to notice

of questions. The second paragraph was adopted by the House after the
support of the Governme;t had been extended to this part of the motion.
This put into the rules of the House for the first time, as a sessional

order, the regulation suggested by Mr. Dillwyn on July L, 1881. Cf. supra,

jod 055“" .

21 Times Debates (March 12, 1886); 303 Parl. Deb. 3s. 697-599.
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271 Times Debates 4595 303 Parl. Deb. 3s. 700-702.

28303 parl. Deb. 3s. 703 1 Times Debates L59.

301pid., 70L.

311 Times Debates L60; 303 Parle Deb. 3s. 705-707.

321 Times Debates L59-L60; 303 Parl. Deb. 3s. 70L-705.

338ir Richard Temple, Letters and Character Sketcnes from the House

of Commons (1912), p. 35--the letter quoted here is dated Karch 13, 1886,

3hParliamentary Papers, 1886, XI (No. 186), Procesdings. The com-

mittee action was taken on May 31, 1886, its report to the House was made

June 10, 1886

35sir Richard Temple, The House of Commons (1899), p.88.

36Redlich, op. cit., I, 180-181.
3T1bid., pe. 182.

3BIt was still possible to have discussicns and motions on the first

occasion cn which Army, or Navy, or Civil Service Votes were taken up.

391t was at this time that Standing Order No. 9 became No. 17. It

was changed to Noe 10 in 1502, and to No. 8 in 3933.

40113 Commons Journals 85; 323 Parl. Deb. 3s. 525; 7 Times Debates

439« Cf. supra, pp. 8 .
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L1

143 Commons Journals 85; 323 Parl. Deb. 3s. 523;
1;38-139.

7 Times Uebates

L2
R. Donaldson Jordan, "The Reports of Parliamentary Debates," 11
tconorica LL7-Lh8,

L3
Ibid., Lhl.

Ll

Michael MacDonarh, The Pa eant of Parliament, (1921) I, 2LlL; Henry

i« Lucy, A Diary of the Unionist Parliament, 1895-1900 (1901), pn. 133-13L.
L5

Lucy, Later Peeos at Parliament (190%), pp. 376-377.
L6

Lucy, A Diiry of the Unionist Parliament, 1395-19OOW(1901), p. 103,



CHAPTER VI
BALFOUR REFORMS

At the turn of the century, there were same who questioned the
whole idea of giving the private member the opportunities that were
still open to him., Sir Henry Fowler, M. P., for example, at a ban-
quet tendered at Wolverhampton in the Town Hall on November 10, 1901,
said that the procedure of the House of Commons was in need of over-
hauling., He pointed to the 6,448 printed questions in the past session
of the House and the nearly equal number of supplementary ones. He was
critical of the House of Commons procedure. He campared it to an ele-
phant, saying, "It could uproot a tree and pick up a pin." He thought
they were working on pins, "and a very poor show those pins made."l
The editor of the Daily News (London) was moved by the report of Fowler's
speech to editorialize that "Parliamentary questions do not waste time
they save it....At the outside, they last two hours, wheras a discussion

upon one of them might well occupy three."2

There may have been some opposition to the thesis of Fowler's
Wolverhampton speech in the press, but the leaders of both the Liberal
and Conservative parties had accepted reform of procedure and of questions
in particular as inevitable and desirable. The result of this general

feeling of the desirability of reform of procedure was the Balfour pro-

"—é’O;
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posals of 1902, "The way had been prepared by statements made by lead-
ing men in both parties,, which disclosed their conviction of the ne-
cassity for reform. w3 Prime Minister Balfour "reminded the House that
there was no instance in which the House had had reason to regret any
of the frequent changes in rules that had been made since 1832."h The
Government proposed to create two separate gittings on each of the first
four sitting days of the week—londay through Thursday. The first sit-
ting was to be from two till eight, with the interruption of business
at seven-fifteen. The second sitting was to begin at nine o'clock and
end at one o'clock at the latest with the interruption of business at
midnight. The short sitting was to be moved from VWednesday to Friday
thus giving the opportunity for the "Week-end in the country."5 It pro-
posed in the second place a series of reforms intended to save time--
limit on postponements to one, shortening of normal procedure on bills,
and the changes in questions which will be discussed in the next para-
graph. Third in the proposed reforms was the. provision that the Deputy
Chairman of Committees might act in the absence of the Chairman of Cam-
N{»mittees (Deputy Speaker)., The final reform proposed was the strengthen-
ing of the penalties for breach of d:l.sci.pl:l.ne.6 Also it was provided that
the debate on the urgency motion for adjournment should take place at the
second [e'vening7 sitting at nine o'clock, instead of coming on at the end
of questions. However minor this may seem, we shall see later that this

proved to be a far-reaching proposal, and the beginning of the end of this

form of procedure.
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The Government's proposals for the reform of question hour were
drastic in nature. There were to be two question periods under the
Government's proposals—one after the interruption of business at sev-
en-fifteen, and a second period after the interruption of business at
midnight. Since the first sitting was to end autcmatically at eight
o'clock, there were forty-five minutes allowed for questions at this
time, Also it was proposed that time be allowed between midnight and
one o'clock in the morning for gquestions not taken in the first forty-
five minute period—except that, when the midnight rule was suspended,
there would be no second question period and all questions not answered
would receive written answer., The institution of the written-answer
question was an importent innovation. The Government proposal was that
all questions not specially marked with an asterisk would receive written
answer—the answer to be circulated with the Votes. This type of answer
was also to be given to questions not reached during the time allowed
for questions. The 1limitation of the time allowed for questions and
the change in the time in the order of business where questions would be
answered were the most far-reaching of the Government's reform of ques-
tions, since both of these changes reduced the availability and importance
of question and answer. As if this were not enough, the proposzl was
also made to practically eliminate the supplementary question--which was

in fact the most interesting part of question hour.7

The drastic nature of the reform of questions proposed by the Govern-

ment attracted adverse criticism in the press and in Parliament. It was

"feared" that a great many questions would be postponed "till midnight."8
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The "Press Gallery" of the House of Commons met on February 3 to adopt
a resolution "expressing the opinion that if Questions were deferred till
midnight, it would be impossible to have them adequately reported."9 The
right to question and to move the adjournment of the House in the case
of an unsatisfactory answer was supported by Dillon in the Commons debate.
He said:
It is absurd to argue that because there has been an

increase of Questions, therefore there has been obstruction,

and an emergency has arisen which must be met with new Rules.

The increase of Questions is the natural result of the invasion

and destruction of other rights which Members previously enjoy-

ed. No case has been made out for an alteration on the ground

of abuse of the right to question Ministers. I wculd remind

the House that only a year sgo when I moved the adjournment

of the House in consequence of the refusal of the Under Secre-

tary of State for Foreign Affairs to answer 2 supplementary

Question, the Government majority fell from 146 to 40, so strong

was the feeling of the House that it was injurious to the func-

tions and dignity of this House to be denied the exercise of

that right which distinguishes it, more than almost anything

else, from foreign Assemblies.lo

Mr. Balfour revealed his disrespect for guestion hour and his reason
for wanting question hour to come on in the evening rather than in the
middle of the afternoon. "Some...say that Cuestions form an interesting

and critical part of our whole proceedings," he said, "and should only
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be dealt with in a full House, and others...say that under our system
/questions to be taken at seven-fiftee§7 men of business will get a
chance, and will not be obliged to come down at the sitting of the
House."ll But he recognized the temper of the House and the opposition
of the press to his original proposals. The amended form of the reform
of questions which came up for approval on April 28, 1902 returned ques-
tion hour to its regular place, just before the Orders of the Day and
also contzined no limitation of the supplementary question. But, in mak-
ing these concessions, the Government provided a still more restricted
period for questions than had originally been planned--the forty minutes
from two-fifteen o'clock until two—fiftyafive.lz The continued opposition
to the limitations on question hour even after the Govermment had made
these two concessions aroused Balfour's ire. He thought the Government
had "some right to complain of the eriticism" directed at the regulation
of questions. He was not yet willing to admit that his original plans

had been objectionable, as he said:

It has always been recognized that Questions are
capable of abuse, and have been abused now and then, and
it has also been admitted that there was a great deal to
be said for the original plan of the Government, which set
the time for Questions between 7.15 and 8. But that hour
was objected to, and a further objection was offered to the
limitation of supplementary Questions. We have met the
House on both of these points, and we have altered the time

for Questions so as to be indeed much less convenient to
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Ministers but more convenient to Members of the House,
and we have done away with the limitation of supplementary
Questions—-a limitation which I am bound to say had a great
justification. I had hoped that a concession so large as
that might have reconciled hon. Members to cutting down
the time for questions to a period which will allow sixty-
five to be answered in addition to the Questions with ref-
erence to the business of the House....It would be an unfor-
tunate thing if we were to allow the solid four and a half
hours, which is all we get in the afternoon sittings to be
intrenched upon by an overflow of irrelevant or unnecessary

Questions.l3

The Government had not stayed criticism by its concessions. There
was "surprise" from T. P. O'Connor at the treatment of questions. As he
said, "The great distinction, merit and superiority of the British Par-
lisment over that of the United States was that, while here Ministers
were responsible to the representztives of the people, in the United
States there was an almost complete separation between the Executive
and the representative Assembly." He thought questions the '"symbol and
sign" of constant control and supervision by the representatives of the
people. The power to question, in his mind, went "to the very roots of
their liberties, and yet" Balfour "thought that the House was entitled
to make a change of that kind in the Constitution after a three minute
speech," For these reasons he opposed any limits of "time or number...
except in the common sense of the" House of Commons and the Rules of

Order.lh A proposal to amend the reforms to remove the time limit on
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guestions was made by Fuller. "He considered that the time...might well
be spared by the House of Commons." The answers to questions he thought
"of vital public importance to the country." He cited the space occupied

1
in the press as proof of his point, >

When the rules were adopted early on the morning of April 30,. 1902,
the Daily News (london) contained a valuable comment from its Parliamentary
column:

Mr. Balfour gave way the case for his rigid time limit

by admitting that during the Session questions had not averaged

more than fifty a day, and that this number could very well be

answered betweem 2.15 and 2.55., "Why, then," asked the opposition,

"insert all this ramrod machinery into procedure for so small a

practical gain? Why curtail a great Parliamentary right in the

absence of serious abuse? Irish questions are sometimes trivial--
granted., But, then, Parliament is the only safety valve for Ire-
land's local troubles. Moreover, questions are the most popular
part of the day's Parliament, and with what force do you cut down

the feature which most interests the nation?"l6

In the editorial column the opinion was ventured that the forty
minutes allowed for questions would limit questions to forty-five. The
number of questions usually asked was said to be eighty—-not counting
supplementary questions. "The Government," it was said, "hopes to avoid
a daily fusillade of some forty questions, affecting every Department of
State." The editorial also pointed out, "At the same time, the right of

moving the Adjournment of the House, which proved so precious in the
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Cartwright case, is to be reduced to a shadow.” It was maintained that
limiting the time for debate and interposing a period of five hours
between the moticn and the debate on it would cause the "weapon" to
lose "its edge .nd power" so that it "may almost as well be laid on the
shelf."L7 These and other critical comments did not deter the govern=—
ment. The rules adopted in 1902 remain supstantially unchanzed today.
The time limit on questions is an unchallenged part of the procedure

. of the House, and the debate on the adjournment motion remains in the

evening.lB'

The extensive changes in the rules made extensive changes in the
content and arrangement of the Stapding Orders, Former Standing Order
No. 20 now became the first paracgraph of Standing Order No. § dealing
with questions. The second paragraph set the time limit on questions.
The third, provided for starred questions for oral answer and a clear
day's notice for all such questions. The last, provided for unstarred
questions, and also fcr starred questions not reached durine the time
allowed, and specified that the answers be printed and circulated with
the 29325.19 The provisions for the urgency motion provided in former
Standing Order No. 17 now became No. 10 with the addition of the provi-
sion for postponing the debste until the evening sitting, althou~h the
motion was to be made at the same time as formerly--at the commencement

of public business. 20

21

The new rules on questions went into effect lMay 5, 1902. Forty-

five of the forty-six questions on the Notice Paper were starred and only
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one was the new type of question for written answer. The answers to all
questions, whether they were given orally in the House or were circulated
with the Votes, were printed in Hansard.22 The expense involved in orint-
ing answers éame up for diecussion during the same session. Each answer
was prirted in the Votes on a separate sheet. Austen Chamberlain esti-
mated the cost of printins at 17?2¢f?for an average session.23 The fol-
lowing Decem:er, Hayes Fisher stated that printing had cost 2300(52??

since May.gh

When the Stationery Office Vote was being discussed in 190l, Mr.
Whitley sugzested that the practice of printing only one guesticn and
answer on a sheet be discontinued. He thouzht, "It was an outrageous
piece of extrevagance that printing should be done in that fashion.w
He pointed out that "half to three—quarters of the rapers circulated con-
sisted of Answers to unstarred Juestions.n" ¥r, Kalcolm, and lr. Gibson
Bowles (one of the cinampion questioners of all time) supnorted kr. Whit-
ley's sugrestion. The Secretary to the Treasury told him 'that Memoers
wished the unstarred Questions to be circulated in that form in order
that they might send them to their constituents to show what irmportant
persons they were."25 i, #Whitley made it clear he did not object to
having $he answers printed but that "what he complained of was the bulk
of the Papers, which misht be reduced by eighty percent.n26 The Govern-
ment. sromised to consult the autiorities of the House tc "see if some-

thing cannot be done to meet the cle:rly expressed wishes of the Committee

[of Supply/en 27 4 saving of lBO%to 19%&5 estimated for an aver-ge

27
session.

One can date the present practice of the House of Commons as far as
ggestions and urgency adjourmment motions are concerned from the reforms of

1902. The time limit for oral answers, the innovation of the writ-
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ten-answer question, and the postponement of debate on the adjournment
motion to evening have remained in the practice and rules of the House of
Commons. Lucy thought that the new written-answer question saved half

an hour of time "without damage or default accruing to the public service."
He said, "The once occasionally dramatic, frequently tumultuous, question-
hour has subsided into a matter-of-fact business function that rarely
occupies more than twenty minutes, and is not infrequently discharged

in one-half that time."29 This opinion was not borne out by practice

as the number of starred questions expanded rapidly until by 1905 it

had reached the pre-1900 level and had passed that level in 1906.30
Question hour has continued to be the most interesting and vital part

of the activities of the House of Commons in spite of the stringent

regulation of 1902, but the adjournment motion was dealt a fatal blow

by postponement of debate on the motion until evening.
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leuestions had occupied substantially the same place in the order
of business, i.e., before the commencement of public business, since
1847. Balfour proposed to move them to the end of the first, afternoon;,
sitting. His proposal was for them to come between seven-fifteen and
eight o'clock with the time between midnight and one o'clock available

for overflow gquestions.

13
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it in the evening. He thought that there was "no longer the same danger
that the discussion of a private bill or of a motion to adjourn, or an
interminable series of questions, will unexpectedly cut a great piece
out of the hours when the House is most crowded, and the leading men are
waiting to debate a great public measure." Likewise the danger to the
Cabinet from the adjournment motion is reduced. The Government "escapes
the risk of surprise," and has "five hours...to prepare its case, ascer-
tain the opinion of its followers, persuade the doubtful, and rally the

faithful."
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CHAPTER VII

DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 1905

Under the Liberal Government which came into power at the end of
1905 there was a reexamination of the new procedure set up in 1902 by
the Conservative Government. A procedure committee was appointed in
1906, Question hour was considered. The Speaker [ibwthe£7 thought
that the problem of starred, oral-answer, questions which did not get
answers in the House because of the operation of the time limit could
be met by a slight extension of the length of the gquestion period. He
supported his views with evidence he had collected as to the number of
questions excluded from being put by the time limit.l The Speaker
thought he might be able to separate purely local questions and desig-
nate written answer for them, but he was of the opinion that such a
practice would give rise to "considerable dissatisfactiom"2 He also
expressed the opinion that Government members could relieve the situ-
ation by taking the responsibility of not reading long, involved answers,

He thought the House would support them in such a move.3

—&lj-
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The practice of the House of Commons in the nineteenth century was
to have cuestions asked in the order in which they reached the Notice
Paper. During the last years of Gladstone's service as Prime Minister
the practice grew up of grouping his questions at the foot of the list--
thus departing from the strict order in which questions had been put on
the paper. But it was the strict time limit of 1902 which made general
grouping of questions inevitable, since the limited time made it necessary
to make the most efficient use possible of the forty minutes available.
Now, all Government members could expect the same convenience that had
previously been reserved for the Prime Minister. The practice of group-
ing questions by the Minister to whom they were addressed was defended
by the Speaker against the criticism that it often eliminated questions
to a group of Ministers day after day. The complaint was made that this
was unfair. The Speaker told the 1906 committee the practice was useful
because of the time it saved. Instead of the Minister having to waste
an hour or more of his time, as had been necessary before 1902, he "kmows
exactly when he's wanted, and it must be a great saving of time to him,
because he has his mauvais quart d'heure, and then he can go to his room

and transact his busn'.m'sss."l+

Speaker Lowther indicated to the 1906 procedure committee that the
practice of grouping questions had been suggested by Balfour in 1902,
The questions of what order the Ministers should follow he said had
"grown up gradually." First it was left to chance, and Ministers were
permitted to appear first entirely on the basis of which Minister hap-

pened to be involved in the first question handed in--all his questions
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being "pushed up to follow into that group." Complaints brought action
from the Government placing certain groups of Ministers early and certain
ones late.5 The Speaker expressed an unwillingness to undertake the task
of fixing the order in which Ministers should appear.6 The rotation among
Ministers of early and late appearances was begun in 1906.7 A different
approaéh to the problem of a crowded question hour was a limitation of
the number of questioms allowed each member. Speaker Lowther was opposed
to this, saying, "If I had the decision of it, I would not limit the right

of asking Questions at all, I think it is a very valuable right."S

The procedure committee recommended an additional allotment of five
minutes for questions. Since the meeting of the House was now recommended
for two-forty-five instead of two o'clock, questions were to last until
three~forty-five o'clock--beginning not later than three o'clock, or
earlier if private business did not take the time alloted to it. Also the
hour and a half allowed for dinner under the 1902 rules was eliminated, al-
though the distinction between business set down for the afternoon and the
evening was maintained, This interruption of business was set for eight-
thirty. It was at this time that private business and motions under Stand-
ing Order No. 10 were to be taken. Thus, the several hours delay between
the motion for adjournment and the debate on the motion which had been set
up in the rules in 1902 was retained. The break for dinner was still pre-~
served in fact by the proposal that no count out would be allowed between

eight-thirty and nine-thirty o'clock. Also, the adjournment at night was

to come at eleven-thirty instead of one o'clock.,

The debate on the revisions of the rules proposed by the procedure

comnittee revealed a universal respect for question hour. The Prime Minis-
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ter Campbell-Bannermag7 said:

He considered that one of the most important functions
of a Member of Parliament was to ask Questions on subjects
of public interest, and every one desired that the fullest
opportunity should be given for the discharge of that im-
portant duty....Underbhis proposal, five minutes more would
be allowed, with the addition of any time that was saved

from that allotted to private business.lo

William Redmond thought a five minute increase was absurd. He was in
favor of at least fifty minutes or an hour for questions.ll Swift
MacNeill agreed with Redmond. "They were not in the House of Commons,"

he said, "primarily for the purpose of legislation, but in order to
control the Government, and the only opportunity of exercising that
control was to be found in the power of interrogation."12 He also re-
minded the Prime Minister that he had signed the round-robin which had
saved qQuestion hour in 1902, Sir Francis Powell spoke of the need for
extending the time for guestions because of the difficulty of bringing

up motions. He ventured the prophecy that questions would be of increased

value for the future as the private member's opportunities were cut down.

The Government held the line on the five minute increase., That was
all that the House of Commons voted. The interruption of business was
set in the final action: at eight-fifteen instead of eight-thirty as pro-
posed by the committee. The debate on the urgency motion for adjournment
under Standing Order No. 10 remained in the evening at the interruption of

business at eight-fifteen o'clock. At least one member had suggested that
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the motion ought to be taken the first thing, immediately after question
hour.u' This suggestion was not seriously considered. The changes in
1906 were not substantial as the rules remained in effect almost as they

1
had been set up in 1902, >

During the procedure debates in 1906 Swift MacNeill called attention
to the abuse of the rule on anticipation.16 He said, "If anyone would
look at the Order Paper upon the last day of the session of the last Par-
liament he would see at least twelve Motions, every single one of which
was put down to prevent the discussion of matters of public interest."

He accused the Whips of using such blocking motions on every conceivable
matter which might possibly be discussed under the urgency adjournment
motion. He said there was even a motion about blocking motions to prevent
the discussion of this problem of procedure on an adjournment motion.

Tm July, 1907 a committee on anticipatory motions made two recommendations
to the House. It proposed that debate interrupted by a discussion. under
Standing Order No. 10 [ﬁrgency motion for adjournmen§7 should be permitted
after the interruption of business at eleven o'clock, even though it were
opposed business and would normally not be taken after that time. It re-
commended, in the second place, a new Standing Order empowering the Speaker
to take into consideration the probability of actual discussion before
ruling out of order a motion under Standing Order No. 10 on grounds that
it anticipated a motiom of which notice had been given.18 The recommenda-

tions of the committee were not adopted by the House.

One member had thought of the possibility of a limit to the number of
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guestions that might be asked by any individual member of the House.1?

This query put to Speaker Lowther during the procedure hearings in 1906
brought a prompt expression of opposition from hime. The pressure from
the strict limit on the time for answering questions was inexorable.

Objection was raised on March 1, 1909 to ten questions and two supple-
mentary questions by the same member. The query was, '"Whether there is
not a Standing Order limiting the number of guestions which any Member

may place upon the Order Paper to eight." The Speaker answered:

There is no Standing Order limiting the number to
eight, but I understand the practice is that the number
should be limited to eight. In this case some of the ques-
tions were carried over from a former day--last Thursday--and that

is why the usual number is exceeded. 20

May says this limit of eight questions dates from 1909.21 In 1911 a
question was again raised about the order or rule limiting quéstions.
The Speaker said that it was "By the unwritten law. There is no Stand-
ing Order on the point. It has been the custom for a good many years,
I think, not to accept more than eight questions from one Member for
each question,day."22 Between 1906, whe:: the Speaker opposed limiting
memdbers as to number of questions, and 1909 conditions had so changed
that the Speaker began to enforce, with the support of the House, but
without any motion or resolution, a daily limit of eight questions for

oral answer.?23

There were procedure committees in 1313 and 191h. Considerable time

was given to the consideration of questions, and adjournment motions under
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Standing Order No. 10, However, its recommendations did not include
any changes in question hour or the urgency adjourmment motion. Lord
Robert Cecil testified before the committee in 1913, He thought the
rule against anticipation ought to be modified, and was in favor of
"ereater freedom for discussing any topic once a week, so to speak."
His suggestion was that "before ruling out a motion for adjournment on
the ground that it is anticipated the Speaker should consider whether
there was any prospect of the anticipatory motion being discussed."Zh

A member of the House of Commons agreed with Lord Cecil that motions

for the adjourmment had "been hampered by the rulings from the Chair."
Because he thought the machinery for movinz the adjournment of the House
had broken down, this member wanted greater facilities for moving the
adjournment under Standing Order No. lO.25 The chairman of the proced-
ure committee proposed to change the rules as set up in 1902 and return
the debate on the urgency adjournment motion to its former place imme-

26
diately following questions.

Action on the blocking motion was taken May 5, 191l, before the
ccmittee on procedure had reported.  Prime Minister Asquith moved
the adoption of a resolution giving the Speaker power to consider the
probability of a discussion of any matter within a reasonable time be-
fore disallowing a discussion of it as anticipating a motion of which
notice had been given. This was made Standing Order No. 10 A.2 This
rule had been proposed in 1907 by the special committee of which Asquith
was chairman.29 In the preceding paragraph it was notéd that Lord Cecil
proposed such a rule to the procedure committee in 1913. There was
some debate on Asquith's motion, but it was adopted without amendment

and made a Standing Order.30
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When the practice of writtén-answer qﬁestions was instituted in

1902 answer with the Votes was provided by the rules. September 28,

1915 it was voted to publish the answers only in the Parliamentary

Debates [ﬁéggg;§7. It was generally agreed that to publish written

answers in both places was a waste of money, since answers were avail-

able in the daily edition of the Debates. The change was accomplished

by amending paragraph five of Standing Order No. 9.31 In 1915 another

temporary change was made in questions. The adoption of three sittings

a week instead of five was dictated by wartime conditions. In adjusting

to this change, it was provided that notice of questions for Tuesday

could be sent to the clerks at the Table before five Friday, and notices

for Wednesday, before five Monday. This rule took the form of a sessional

2
order.3

Under the pressure of the wartime use of questions the limit of
eight questions a member for each question day proved inadequate. Com-
mander Bellairs, on February 24, 1919, suggested that the limit be re-
duced fram eight to four. The Speaker accepted the suggestion with the
understanding that the rule would be relaxed if questions were completed
before three—forty-five.33 This modification of the unwritten rules of
the House was followed by another modification on February 19, 1920, at
which time the limit was set at three. On this occasion Commander Bel-
lairs suggested the limit be dropped to two. One member [Eir B. Fall§7
suggested a weekly limit of ten in place of the daily limit, The Speaker
opposed the weekly limit as too complicated. There were cries of "Two

a day," and "No." The Speaker suggested compromise at three questions
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a day. "The House indicated agreement." The next day, Captain Red-

mond objected to the curtailment of members' rights. The Speaker, sup-
poerted by another member [ﬁevli§7, said, "There is no doubt, whatever,
what the views of the House were."3 This limitation seemed necessary

to the officers of the House. It was desired to get more nearly through
questions asked at question hour. Hence the activities of a few members,
bent on self-advertisement, were restricted in the interests of the House.
This unwritten rule restricting each member to three oral questions for a

question day has been enforced since 1920.

The time for the debate under Standing Order No. 10 was fixed at
eight-fifteen by the rules adopted in 1906, This time for the interrup-
tion of business remained in effect until 1927. When the hour for the
interruption of business was changed to seven-thirty, this naturally
brought the debate on urgency adjournment motions to seven-thirty instead

3
of the previous hour of eight-fifteen,

An exhaustive study of procedure was made by the 1931 procedure
committee, but the committee made no recommendations to the House. Wit~
nesses before the committee had a number of ideas about questions and
urgency adjournment motions. Sir Horace Dawkins, Clerk of the House of
Commons, favored a limit of two questions in place of the daily limit
of three questions a member then in force. . 4s a substitute, he suggested
gilving the Speaker power to transfer a question from the starred to the
unstarred list--thus removing it from question hour. He recommended that

the procedure committee or a sub-committee examine the rules for the
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admissibility of questions, as enforced by the Speaker and clerks, to
determine the reasons which led to the original ruling, and to decide
if these reasons still existed.39 Prime Minister MacDonald proposed
tc the committee that supplementary questions be put only by the ori-
ginal questioner.ho Thomas Kennedy Zahief Government Whié7 suggested
to the conmittee the elimination of private members' bills and motions—
thus leaving the adjournment motion as the only means of raising a mat-
ter without the support of the Government.hl Also, he wanted only one
question a day from each member and supported MacDonald's desire to re-
strict supplementary questions to the original questioner.hz A similar
limitation of questions at two a day with no supplementaries except by
the original questioner was suggested by Sir Archibald Sinclair.hB Lord
Eustace Percy and Earl Winterton wanted a form of brief debate on a
series of topics to replace question hour. This would have given a pro-
cedure like the conversations of the late eighteenth century, and more
like the French interpellation. Winterton thought the adjournment motion
might serve the purpose by making the rules for adjournment at night more
lenient., Both men thought supplementary questions were inadequate sub-
stitutes for the kind of brief debates they had recommended.hh Speaker
FitzRoy, Stanley Baldwin, and David Lloyd George thought there was no

need for change in the rules on questions and urgency adjournment mobions,

A procedure committee was set up in 1932 to complete the investiga-
tions of the 1931 committee. A recommendation of this committee was that
a third kind of question be created. This type of question was to be

marked by a dagger, which was to indicate "the Question not of general
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interest with regard to which s particular Member desires rapid informa-

tion." There was to be an obligation on the Minister "to reply to such

Questions as expeditiously as though they were starred."l'6 The complaints

about the time taken in processing answers to unstarred questions prompted
tnis suggestion. The Speaker thought the suggestion would be "econfusing
to the House." Therefore, the Government did not adopt the suggestion.
It was stated semi-officially that it was the practice of Ministers to
reply as "expeditiously as possible to questions for which a written
answer is required," and it was pointed out that often detailed informa-
tion could be supplied only after a "slight delay,"h7 The 1932 committee
also proposed that when there was opportunity for a member to raise a
matter on the adjournment at night—-adjournment is automatic at eleven-
thirty under the rule-—he would be guaranteed a full half-hour for his
statement and the Government's Jz-eply.‘L‘LB "The Government'" did "not con-
sider that the proposal to allow a full half-hour's discussion whenever
a member has the opportunity of raising a question on the adjournment
previous to half-past 1l o'clock is practicable."hg Since the proposals
of the committee did not get the support of the Government the only fruit
of their labors was a technical revision of the Standing Orders with a
view to bringing them in accord with the practice of the House.50 There
was disappointment in soue quarters that a more "thoroughgoing reform

of procedure" had not been carried out.5l One of the most interesting
observations of the 1932 comittee was its reference to the cleavage
among the ranks of those proposing reforms in House of Commons procedure.
One group proposed reforms with the idea in mind of Parliament as a

great national forum "where great issues were debated," and the other,



95—
with the idea of Parliament as a "legislative machine" whose duty it

was to exercise control over expenditure and departmental action.52

Flowing from the suggestions of the 1932 procedure committee was
the revision of the Standing Orders in 1933. The only purpoée of the
revision was to bring them up to date in wording and arrangement.
Stanley Baldwin claimed for the revisiom the accamplishment of con-
densing 104 Standing Orders into the 93 Standing Orders which compfised
the 1933 rules.53 There were no substantive changes in the rules, but
naturally the numbering was altered by the revision and condensation.
Standing Order No. 7 /formerly No. 27 was amended in the first para-
graph by replacing "the Speaker® in the fourth line with the words
"Mr. Speaker." The fifth paragraph, eighth line of this Order was
amended by the insertion after the word "has" of the phrase, "before
questions are disposed of." This addition made it clear that request
for the postponement of a question must be made during question hour,
otherwise the answer would be published with written-answer questions
in Hansard.sh The change in number from No, 9 to No. 7 resulted from
the combination of Nos. 2 and 3 and the elimination of No. 5. This meant
that No., 10 now became No, 8 [ﬁfgency motion for adjournment/, and No.

55
10 A became No, 9 [anticipatory motioné?.

There were a few changes in the Standing Orders in November, 1934,
but norein Nos., 7, 8, or 9. The power of the Chairman of a standing
conmittee to select amendments for discussion was provided, the scope

of discussions on the Estimates was widened, and the method of choosing
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the chairmen of Committees was changed. Winston Churchill objected to
the increase in the power of the Chairman of the standing committees

as still further waittline down the rights of privite members, but the
House adopted the ch.nge by a vote of 178 to 2h.56 It should be added
that the Churchill Coalition Government suggested some changes in the
organi-ation and functions of standing committees. These suggestions
were referred, in the new Parliament elected in July, 1945, to a com-
mittee of the House of Commons.>7 Also, one should not overlook the
recent addition of another method of control in the hands of Parliament--
an all party standing committee, "with instructions to e xamine all"

delegated legislation M"and to report to the House thereon."58

Becduse of the importance of question hour, it has been
given thorouzh consideration by recent procedure committees. However,
the only important chanzes in either guestions or discussions on the
motion to adjourn have not come as the result of comiittee recommendations
or formal changes in the rules. The grouping of guestions to save the
time of members of the Government has been a usage which has gradualiy
evolved without any formzl rule being adopted. The strict time limit
adopted in 1902 and in force ever since has been the real cause for this
development. The limitation of the number of questions for oral answer
to pe asked by any memner at one sitting has likewise come about by
general acquiescence of the House in support of the Speaker. Many of the
recent changes in the rules of the House of Commons have been changes
in form rather than in subst.nce. Question hour remains suostantially
unchanged from its form in 1902 after the Balfour reforms. The discussions

on the adjournment motions are suostantially the same as they were after
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the 1902 reforms. The deviee has been allowed to disappear not by
formal action of the House of Commons but by disuse partly brought
on by the attitude of the Speaker in disallowins discussions as not

being urgent nor of public importance.
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7Ibid., question 33, Sir James Woodhouse suggested an automatic

prearranged schedule to enable the House to know what Minister was to
be first each question day. The Speaker indicated that this suggestion

had already been made by the Prime Minister and put into effect.
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lz;p;g., 395-396 (April 3, 1906). MacNeill continued:

Tt was most important for both Parties that this power
should remain uncurtailed....The right hon. Gentleman had
given a certain five minutes and a possible twenty minutes.,
Could he not give them the clear hour? He thoucht the right
hon. Gentleman would gain in the end. Very often legislation
resulted from suggestions made by private Members at Questiom
time, and as to questions of administration it was now their
only opportunity of criticism. He said these things for the
benefit of the Opposition, because his own position was one
of benevolent neutrality...and as the power to move the ad-
journment had been done away with for all practical purposes,
it was absolutely essential in order to maintain the rights
of minorities that the power of interrogating Ministers should
be maintained and even strengthened....It was curious how the
opinions of right hon. Gentlemen changed when they crossed
the floor of the House, and it was remarkable to remember
that the Prime Minister was one of those by whose exertions,

through the signing of a Round Robin, Questions were not

destroyed altogether.

‘BIbid., 398,

lhl52 Parl. Deb. 4s. 1179 (February 28, 1506).

15)cs ibid. 392-393, 4O3-4O4; 161 Commons Journals 114-115

(April 3, 1906).
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5ee . 1. Jennings, Parliament (1940), pp. 108-109. The old
rule of the House of Commons that no discussion could anticipate a
matter of which notice had been given made it possible for a member
to prevent discussion of any matter by submitting a notice of motion
on the subject., If such motions were submitted for the purpose of

preventing discussion, they were called blocking motions.
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ultimately reached.”
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William Redmond, who asked, "Under what particular order or rule is the

number of questions limited?"
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3Jenni.ngs s Op. cit., p. 92 says the restriction is by resolution,

but the author has not been able to find any formal action by the House,



-101-

2l'kPaerl.’l.arment’.ary Papers, 1914, VII (No. 378), Minutes of Evidence,
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Ibid., questions 119-120.
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7See Jennings, op. cit., pp. 108-109, for explanation of blocking

motions,
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House of Commons, Manual of Procedure in the Public Business (1924),

(9). It became Standing Order 9 with the revision of the rules in 1933.
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11 (February 22, 1916), 172 ibid. 11 (February 12, 1917), 173 ibid. 6 (Feb-
ruary 13, 1918), 174 ibid. 2 (February 12, 1919, to expire March 31, 1919).
The text of the sessional order follows with parts added to original on
February 22, 1916 in italics:

Whenever the House adjourns from Thursday to the fol-

lowing Monday or Tuesday, Members desiring to give Notice
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of Questions for oral answer on a Monday, Tuesday, or Wed-
nesday may send Notices of such Questions to the Clerks at
the Table, and any Notices of (Questions so received by them
before five of the clock on a Friday or a Monday shall be
accepted as Notices of Questions for oral answer on the fol-
lowing Monday and Tuesday, or Wednesday respectively, and
be printed and circulated with the Votes, Question hour
was extended by fifteen minutes to four o'clock on October 25,
1916, out this applied only for the remainder of the session
and has not been tried again. See May, op.. cit., p. 243;

171 Commons Journals 218.

33112 Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 1382-1383, Commander Bellairs stated
his case thus:
May I call your attention to the state of the Order
Paper? A large number of the questions have not been
reached. Four Members are responsible for thirty-three
starred questions, and each one of the four Members asked
a number of supplementary questions. On several days there
have been over 200 questions, and I wish respectfully to ask,
may we have a further limit imposed, so that the number of

questions allowed to each Member is reduced from eight to

four?
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34
125 ibid. 1050-1051. No formal resolution was adopted. Ses,

however, contra, Jennings, op. c¢it., p. 92,

35125 Parl. Deb. 3s., Commons 1225-1229 (February 20, 1920).

36
See contra, Jennings, op. cit., p. 92.

37

&l

182 Commons Journals 390-391; 212 Parl. Deb. 5s., Cammons 525

(December 21, 1927).

8
3 Parlismentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 161) Report, p. iii,

reports the cost of publication as 500 &'.

39
Ibid., Minutes of Evidence, p. 443 (appendix No. 6).

0
4 Ibid., p. 18 (questions 159, 162).
41

Ibid., p. 76 (questions606, 820-824).

hz_Ib_iq., pp. 64~65 (question 605).

431bid., p. 115 (questions 1250-1251).

hé;g;g., pp. 189-190, 333-346, (questions 2022-2029, 3400, 3532).
Under the rules it is possible, if time is available, to raise 2 matter
on the motion to adjourn. This motion can be made after the interruption
of business at gleven o'clock, but it does not permit any discussion

after eleven-thirty, since at that time the House adjourns automatically
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without question put. If proceedings which can be taken up after the
interruption of business taice up most of the half hour before final ad-
journment,, the time for a member to raise a matter on the adjournmert
and for the Government to answer is cut short. If the member makes a

long speech, there is no time for a Government reply.

45
Ibid., pp. 37, 422, 92 (questions 305, 4307-4310, and 1011--1012) .

6
b Parliamentary Papers, 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, p. xv.

YT0imes (London), July 24, 1934s p. 16.
48
Parliamentary Papers, 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, p. xvii.

This proposal was intended to assure that when the motion for adjourn-
ment was made, after eleven o'clock, for the purpose of a brief debate
there would be ample time for a full development by the member making
the motion and for the Government's answer. This would have required
a flexible adjournment time, precisely thirty minutes after the motion

to adjourn was made—i.e., some time between eleven-thirty and midnight.

hgTimes (London), July 24, 1934, p. 16.
50
Parlismentary Papers, 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, p. xvi.

51'1‘irnes (London), July 28, 1934, p. 13; July 31, 1934, p. 10.

52
Parliamentary Papers, 1931-32, V (No. 129), Report, pp. vii-viii.
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53281 Parl. Deb 5s., Commons 870.
5LIbid., 863-86L (Novemper 1l, 1933).

551bid. Compare House of Commons, lanual of Procedure (152)),

ppe 268-271 with Standing Orders of the House of Commons (1938), pp. 9-11.

Cf. infra, ppe 252_252,

— .

56Time,s (London), Novemper 1.5, 1934, ppe. 7-8.

57

See Sir Henry 3unbury, "DIroposed Changes in Aritish Parliamentary

Procedure,” 40 American P.liticul Science review 7.2 (August , 1945).

581bid., pp. 7L7-7L8.



CHAPTER VIII

"EXTERNAL" RULES AND CUSTOMS

The rules and customs by which questions and adjournment motions
in the House of Commons are governed have been classified by Sir
Horace Dawkins (former Clerk of the House of Commons) as "internal®
and "external."l The former concern what is permissible in questions
and adjournment motions; the latter set their place in the timetable,
differentiate types of questions, and provide the procedures of asking
questions and moving the adjournment of the House. Both types are
founded on Standing Orders, but there are innumerable matters with
which the formal rules do not deal. The basic rules for questions
and the English interpellation (urgency motion for adjournment) are
found in Standing Orders Nos. 7-9 and 21—25.2 It must be remembered
that there is no possibility of political consequences in England on
the adjournment motion comparable to those flowing from the ordre du

jour voted at the close of the interpellation in France.3

Standing Order No. 7 provides that questions shall be asked and
answered the first four sitting days each week. Oral answers are in-
frequently given on Friday, but the Minister has no "obligation" to

answer such questions. The notice of questions must be given to the

~106-
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clerks at the Table or sent to them with a signature or covering 1etter.5
Questions marked with an asterisk are intended for oral answer. Those
not marked in this fashion receive written answer. It is customary for
the member to receive the typed copy of the answer to his unstarred ques-
tions, Also, these answers are printed in Hansard along with the answers
to starred questions which are not answered at question hour. Questions
may be excluded from answer at question hour by the absence of the mem-
ber, the absence of the Minister, and by the time limit. There is a
provision for answering questions of absent members by proxy, but this
procedure does not came into play until 211 the questions of members
present have been asked and answered.6 The answering of questions for
members absent when their questions were called is referred to as the
second round, The Ministers are not obligated to be present for the
second round.7 The second round is omitted before a recess, before

an adjournment for Whitsuntide, and at question hour when the House

meets at eleven o'clock in the m.ornﬂ.ng.8 The right to ask questions by
proxy can be exercised only by a member having a specific authorization

to ask a specific question on a specific day.9

It is not usual to permit answers to questions if the member is not
there to ask the question. Viscount Curzon, in 1924, called the atten-
tion of the Speaker to serious charges contained in a question about the
use of the police in a labor disturbance in a sugar factory at Silverton.
The Speaker recognized that it was not desirable for a member "to put down

a serious question of this kind, and not be there to ask it." However,
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at first, he saw no way to have 1t answered., Curzon asked Zor an
exception to pernit an ansver. ‘ajor Colfax asked to have the answer
given., Later on in the sitting he decided to allow the guestion to

be put and answered in spite of the menber's zbsence, 10

Question hour ends at the regular sitting at three-forty-five,
After that time only guestions net =n~wered hocause ol the absence of
a Minister may be answered, It is the usual procedure to ask private-
notice questirns after the questicns on the Faper have been comrleted,
These incluce urgent 7uestions, those »f rublic immortance, and those
concerning the Lusiness of the Ilouse. The last tive is put by the
Leader of the O osition, »nd -nowercd by the Leader of the House

of Comnns.tl Friv-tc-notice quastbi-ns not of an urgent character

may he rut only during the rezwlar cuesticn hour. Answers to
questions on the [lotice Paper tnke rrocerdence over private-notice

questiéns.lz Souetires erirertions are made by most-oning the anser

y
a3}

to a regwWlar questirn until ofter question hour, or by azking a

privite-notice nuestion durin: the anzwerin; of nusstiors on the
Paper.l3 Another excepticn is thot private-rotice guestiins by the
Leader of the Upposition may take »riority over reguler starred
questions by backbenche‘rs.lh It is possible with tiwe anyroval of +the
Speaker and the genersl suvport of the House of Commons that an
original qu stion may be rut without any kind of notice, published

or private, but this is unusual,l5 The Speaker in 1936 ruled out a
cuestion by Tinston Churchill to the Prime Ninister (Stanley 2aldwin)

becruse the Leader of tha Sovernient knew nothing of it 2nd because he felt

the [Jouse were opnsed £ boving th ~uistion iut.lé Some

o)
%

the menbers

feeling about the matter aust hrve develored, 2n? also there was
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evidence of uncertainty about the requirements for a auesticn put by
private notice. The Speaker, four days later, promulgated some
explicit rules governing questions put by private notice. These

provided:

lenmbers vho desire to put Private liotice Tuesticns —wst

oth to the linister to -7fiom the Gues-

o

give sufficient notice,

tion is to ke »ddr

jon
o]

ind to nyself, of the Ques“ion vhich

S

35

LING]
0]

they wizh Yo ~3k. Zelore siving my comsent bthere are the fol-
lovwing noints wiileh I heve to consider:

First, whether the Questicn is sufficiently urgent to
Justify it beinz rut by Frivate Ilotice az orposed to it
beins hended in at the Table to be r~ut on the Faper in the
ordinary vway. The question £ urgoncy does not apply if the
fuestions on the Paper do not take ur ths full hour allotted
to Tuestions.

Secondly, ~hether the Question complies with the rules
which govern Questions viich are rut uson the Paper.

Thirdly, that there are nnt already on the Paper Cues-
tions dealin; with the same subjccts.

No question arises as to —hether the Question meets irith
the approval of the majority of the liouse. IWhether the (ues-
tion is allowed is entirely a matter for the Speaker to decide.

There are occasions when some unusual incident arises in
the House, and it is obvious to th: Speaker that the Zeneral
feeling of the House is that in that particular instance the
usual procedure should be waived, Unless sone Stending Order

would be violated, the Speaker is reluctant to stand in the
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way of the general wish of the House. Iy reference to the
feeling of the House on Thursday last may have given rise to
this misunderstanding to which the hon. Member refers.l7

This has nothing to do with putting of Private Notice Questions..l8

We have seen that the House of Commons has an unwritten law limit-
ing each member to three starred questions per question day.19 An an-
swer to a fourth question may not be given even if the member forgoes
asking the first three questions in his nam.e.20 Answers to questions
past the limit, however, do receive written answer just as do answers
to questions excluded by the time limit.zl These answers appear in
Hansard along with unstarred questions and answers. On one occasion
the Speaker permitted an answer to a question to be printed in Hansard
even though the Minister had privately provided the answer to the member
who had asked it. This action, however, was a reversal of the snap
Judgment of the Speaker not to permit its publication, and it came only
after a protest at a denial of publicity for an answer to a question

22
which had appeared on the Paper,

The supplementary question is a characteristic feature of English
question hour. These questions are asked to clarify, expand, or re-
fute an answer to an original question. The refutation must be ingeni-
ous as debate is not permitted. It is this part of question hour which
tries the patience and ability of Ministers, and of civil servants.

This is the vent for the parliamentary skill of private members. The
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supplementary question is a long honored custom of the House of Commons—
one which did not fall before the reformimg spirit of the Balfour rules
in 1902, or the utilitarian reforms of 1882, Stanley Baldwin felt that
the member who asked the question had priority in supplementaries. As
he said, "He has the right to wring the last drop out of the orange before
anyone else comes in."23 However, the rulings of the Speaker and Deputy
Speaker do not support this view, and control of supplementaries lies

with the Speaker.zh

When supplementary questions get out of hand, question hour re-
sembles an informal debate, but the rule enforced by the Speaker is that
debate is prohibited.25 There is no written rule limiting supplementary
questions, although all the rules which apply to the admissibility of
original questions also apply to supplementaries. The Speaker is the
judge of the propriety of supplementaries just as he is of the original
questions. The Minister, as well, has considerable control over supple-
mentary questions, since he may refuse to answer without notice. MacDonald
and Kennedy (Prime Minister and Chief Whip of the Labour Government) pro-
posed to the Procedure Committee in 1931 that the right to put supple-
mentary questions should be limited to the member putting the original
question on the Paper.26 Other witnesses demurred. Stanley Baldwin
preferred to leave the House "during that hour to enjoy the perfect free-
dom it enjoys now, either to put supplémentary questions or not, as fhey
think £it." Sir Horace Dawkins (formerly Clerk of the House of Commons)
favored the prevailing system of no rigid restriction on supplementaries
with control entirely in the hands of the Speaker.28 Speaker Whitley,
in 1927, favored no restrictions other than the restraint of the member,

the refusal of answer by the Minister, and, in case of abuse, the inter-
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vention of the Speaker.29 Supplementaries on any particular question
come to an end if a member gives notice of his intention to raise the
matter on a future occasion~-i.e., in Committee of Supply, on the ad-
Journment at night or before a recess, or on the urgency adjournment

0
motion (Standing Order No. 8).3

The Minister is obligated to answer a question, if it lies within
his responsibility to Parliament--and sometimes even if it does not.
When he makes the plea that an answer would not be in the public interest,
the House cannot go beyond his plea.31 He does not have s like obligation
to answer supplementary questions.32 However, the formula of protecting
the public interest would not be permitted by the House as a device for
avoiding answers which might be personally or politically embarrassing
to the Minister. It is common practice for a member to withdraw a ques—
tion which he has put down if he has been convinced that it would be un-
desirable for the question to be put. He may submit a draft question to
a department, and not even give. notice of the question if he discovers
it would be contrary to the public interest to do so. Such was the ex—
pectation of Duncan Sandys when he submitted a draft question to the War
Secretary about the air defenses of London in 1938, He stated that he

did not expect to put the draft question which he had submitted to the

War Office, 33

Questions are addressed to Ministers. No public notice is given
of questions to the Speaker since these concern the procedure and rules
of the House of Commons and do not involve Government policy or admin~
istration.Bh Private notice of such questions is given to the Speaker.

Since they involve points of order, they are not strictly questions
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within the meaning of the Standing .rders. Questions may be addressed
to unofficial members only if they "relate to a bill, motion,.or other
matter connected with the business of the house" in which such private
member is concerned.35 Before the middle of the nineteenth century
questions were in fact addressed to private members.36 The practice
has becane stricter since then. Questions to Royal Commissions, and
trustees of the British Museum about their official duties are no
longer permitted.37 Formerly questions were addressed to members of
the Metropolitan Board of Works, but today they are not permitted to
members of the London County Council.38 Gladstone, when he was Leader
of the Opposition, replied to a question about his intentions should
he become Prime Minister. Although he expressed doubt about the pro-
priety of such questions to private members, he did state his intentions
with regard to the disestablishment of the Church of Ireland.39 Ques-

tions to private members are disallowed now—even when the private member

4
happens to be Leader of the Opposition or an ex-linister.

When the new rules came into effect in 1902 with the provision for
a strict time limit on questions, the practice of grouping a Minister's
answers was inaugurated at the suggestion of Balfour. In 1906 the hap-
hazard order of appearance of Ministers which resulted from taking iin-
jsters in the order in which their first question appeared on the Notice
Paper was modified by substituting a schedule which rotated the honor
of appearing first and the convenience of being last.hl The present
more complicated system of precedence and rotation is available to mem-

2
bers in the "No" lobby at either end of the Chamber.h There are



changes in the system of precedence and rotztion as the occasion may
require. In the late btwenties the pressure became so great that a
special "rota" was added to the current precedence 1ist for Tues-ay.
Four departments werc rotated in first place on Tuesday.b3 Soon a
fifth department was added to the Tuesday "rota" thus making first
place available to each of five departments snce in five V.'eeks.hh The
increased pressure on question hour in the late thirties brousht the
suggestion that the "rota" principle be arplied to Thursdays as well
as Tuesdays, The Frine Linister indicoted th-t converzabicns were

taking rlace about both ednesday =and "hursday "throu h the usual

]

e s . . .
channels M The result of these negoti-tions s the adontion of the

"rota" princinle for Tednesdary and Thursday.hé Then a menmber c~omloined
about the complesrity of the rev arrangeqents, Frine Linister Chouilerlain
remninded the House that the chonzes had been made “or the convenience of
memiers. flzo he gsaid he hed resd the nev order of nuestisns and he
could understan? it.*7 The tensisn preceding Torld iar II broucht fur-
tner corpleints that certair departments vere not re"ched.h8 Later the
same year the Prime linister (Chamberlain) indicated that chrnges to
take care of the vnusual conditions resultin: from the war (including
the problem of what to do vith questions to departients viich came

early on Hondays, in the altence of Londasy sittings) were being arranged
throuzh the usual channels.h9 The new order was rromised for circulation
on QOctober 31, 1939.50 At the same time he made this announcement, the
Prime [inister asked menbers to vut down unstnrred questions for defi-
nite days to expedite answers from departments, and he promised to pro-

vide the answers on the day they were put down for if at all possible.
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Members direct their questions to the kinister from whom they wish
an answer. The Prime iinister is the target of many cuestions because
of the prestige of having the head of the Government answer one's ques-
tions. It is not necessary, however, that the answer be given by the
Minister to whom it was directed. The clerks under the authority of
the Speaker regularly transfer questions from one Minister, who is not
responsible, to another linister, who is. This is accomplished by

notifying the Speaker, and if there is time, he will notify the member

concerned.

The motion to adjourn was a convenience to private members in the
House of Commons since under it almost any subject could be discussed
without violating the precedents of the House. it was in order to
move it or its companion motion--to adjourn debate--cn almost any
occasion, It had developed into a convenient means of extending a ques-
tion and answer into a debate, since 2 member could set himself right,
if his remerks extended beyond the limits of question hour, by moving
the adjournment of the House. By the rules of the House as enforced
since 1882 the adjournment motion is available as a means of opening
a general discussion only under rigid restrictions.52 It still is
possible to have a gmneral discussion on a motion for an adjournment
before a recess, likewise a brief general discussion can take place on
the motion to adjourn between eleven and eleven-thirty. The use of the
motion before public business has commenced, which was formerly permitted,
is now not possible, The procedure for starting a general debate by the
urgency motion procedure is a pale imitstion of the motion for adjourn-

ment arising out of questicn hour known before the rules of 1882 and
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1902, Now the member must submit the matter he wishes discussed under
the urgency motion to the Speaker in writing. The Speaker may refuse
to permit the motion if he thinks it does not come within the Standing
Orders--particularly if it is not a "matter of urgent public importamce."s3
If the Speaker approves, the member rises at the commencement of public
business and asks permission to move the adjournment of the House "for
the purpose of discussing a definite matter of urgent public importance."
The Speaker inquires if the member has the leave of the House., If the
House does not grant unanimous leave, the Speaker calls on the supporters
of the motion to rise. If there are forty supporters the leave is granted
and the motion may be made at seven-thirty o'clock. lLeave may also be
granted by majority on division if less than forty but more than ten
support the motion.5z+ Under the rule of interruption of business the
debate started at seven-thirty o'clock ends automatically without ques-
tion put at eleven. As we shall see later, the motion is today rarely
put and it is even more rare to have a division on the motion to adjourn.
Private business set down for seven-thirty is postponed until after the
urgency adjournment motion is disposed of. This custom became a part of
the Standing Orders in 1933.56 Debate under the urgency motion for ad-
journment is governed by the ordinary rules of debate strictly applied.
The discussion must be strictly relevant to the subject on which leave

to move the adjournment was granted. Nothing may be introduced in the

debate which would be out of order if submitted as a part of the terms

upon which the leave was granted.
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1
Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence,

ppe LL3-4Ll, (appendix No. 6),.

2Ci‘. infra, pp.23'0l.25.2

31n the French Chamber of Deputies under the Third Republic there
was no question hour, The Deputy who put an oral-answer question
(question orale) was allowed fifteen minutes. The Minister replied.
Five minutes rebuttal was permitted. There were no supplementaries
and ho one else could speak. Only four of these were allowed in a
week. (They reminc one of the discussion at night on the adjournment

in the House of Commons.) Written-answer questions (questions ecrites)

were in constant use after they were introduced in 1909. Notice of ques-
tions and of interpellations was given to the President of the Chamber,
who notified the Government or the Minister concerned. Answers to
questions were required in three weeks (twenty days) unless the Minister
entered the plea that it was not in the public interest to answer. A
brief debate was possible on the question of setting the date for the
debate on an interpellation., The debate on the interpellation itself

was closed by a resolution called an ordre du jour, which often reflected

on the policy of a Minister or of the Government.

In the pre-Nazi Reichstag there was no question. hour and oral
answers to questions only in the rare event that the Government put
a written-answer question on the agenda. In France both questions

and interpellations could be put by individual Deputies, but in Germany
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questions (kleine Anfragen) required the support of fifteen members,

and interpellations, of thirty members. Similar support was necessary
to propose that an interpellation be postponed or referred to & committee,
or to propose to close the debate on an interpellation with a resolution
expressing the opinion of the Reichstag on the subject of the interpellation,
L
225 Parl. Deb. 5s., Cammons 2332, There were eighty-six questions
asked on Friday in the 1929-30 session of the House of Commons, but most
of them were asked on a Friday immediately preceding an adjournment for
a brief vacation. Most of those not falling on this special Friday were

concerned with the business of the House.

52&9 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 36 (March 2, 1931), the Speaker said:
It has been brought to my notice that cases have occurred
in which notices of Questions have been sent by hand or trans—
mitted through the post to the Clerks at the Table without the
signature of the member appearing on them or without a covering
letter accompanying them signed by the Member by whom the Ques-
tion is to be put. This practice is, of course, quite irregular.
Notices of Questions must either be handed in at the Table by the
Members themselves who wish to ask them, or, if sent by post, or
otherwise delivered at the Table, must be signed by the liember

who desires to have them put upon the Order Paper.

6
Sir Thomas Erskine liay, Law and Usage of Parliament (1924), p. 24.

See also 167 Parl, Deb., 5s., Commons 217,
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7
198 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 2638; 227 ibid. 879.

8. 0 i .
162 ibid. 720; 164 ibid. 677; 207 ibid. 545; 182 ibid. 2428;

376 ibid. 2730.
9
184 ibid. 695.

10
172 ibid. 1360-1361; 232 ibid. 698-699, the Speaker ruled that
it was in order for a Minister to make a statement on a matter of pub-
lic interest after 3:45 P.M. even though it dealt with the same subject

as a question on the Notice Paper which had not been reached.

11
195 ibid. 977, the Speaker ruled it was the function of the

Leader of the Opposition to ask questions concerning the business of

the House.

12
329 ibid. 1040-1041, the Speaker said, "A Private Notice Question

never has any priority....If there is a question on the Paper a kiember

cannot put a Private Notice Question on the same point,"
13
227 ibid. 2310; 248 ibid. 593.
14 o .
254 ibid. 35-36; 248 ibid. 593-594; 236 ibid. 252-253.

15
230 ibid. 629; 233 ibid. 1873; 235 ibid, 2422; 237 ibid. 413;
241 ibid. 1284. See esp. 234 ibid. 582-584. By leave of the House when
the Speaker was not notified of a private-notice question it was permitted,

see 232 ibid. 1795-1796. 175 Parl. Deb. 3s. 2029-2035 (June 20, 1864), a
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question by Disraeli opened a brief debate on relations of Denmark and
Cermany. He said, "I do not think that these are Questions which it is
at all necessary to place on the paper. I consider that I am perfectly
justified, in the present state of affairs, in putting these Questions
to Her Majesty's Government without a formal notice." There is not this

much freedom at question hour today.

16
Times (London), February 21, 1936, p. 7.

7
Garro-Jones had raised the guestion of the requirements for put-

ting a private-notice question.

18309 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 42-44 (February 24, 1936). The
authority of the Speaker over private-notice questions is based on
paragraph (l.) of Standing Order No. 7, which says:

Notices of guestions shall be given by members in
writing to the clerk at the table without reading them

viva voce in the House, unless the consent of Mr. Speaker

to any particular question has been previously obtained.

It is the "consent" of the Speaker which makes private-notice questions

possible,

83-89, 91-92
19
Cf. supra, rp. 4 & -

20
256 Parl. _D_El_)_o i?_o, Comons 18210

21
172 ibid. 1835.
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22
325 ibid. 1531-1532, 1535-1536. Mr. Paling had asked about the
Spanish Non-Intervention Committee., This question was asked on Friday,

which is unusual in itself.

2
BParliamentany Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence,

p. 37 (question 312), See also W. I. Jennings, Parliament (1940), p. 97.

24
253 Parlo Pib_. 2§., COID.monS 29; 31&8 ibido 591&.

25
Josef Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1908), II,

2L,3-24J,; III, 31; 250 Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 205, 343, 1184; 249 ibid.

393; 251 ibid. 1425,

26
Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 16l1), Minutes of Evidence,

pp. 18, 61 (questions 159, 605).

27Ibid., p. 27 (question 305).

28
Ibid., p. 402 (question 4100).

2
%203 Parl. Deb. 58., Commons 388 (March 2, 1927).

0
> 318 ibid. 2139; 330 ibid. 551-554; 334 ibid. 1087-1090; 343 ibid.

1119-1121 (1936 to 1939).

31
Redlich, op. cit., III, 31-32; Mirror of Parliament, 1831, II,

1262; 234 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 1866, the Speaker said, "Under the
Rules of Procedure that govern questions, if a Minister says that it

is not in the public interest to answer a question, he need not do so,
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and a Member has no right to press him." See also 163 ibid. 1178.

32
188 ibid. 2024-2025. See also 222 ibid. 882; 244 ibid. 1006;

25, ibid. 1701.

33
Parliamentary Papers, 1937-38, VII (No.. 173), First Report of

the Select Committee on The Official Secrets Act, 1938, pp. v, xiv.

34
May, op. cit., p. 240; Redlich, op. ¢it., II, 2415 271 Parl.

Deb. 3s. 1623; Decisions of the Chair (1933), p. 105.

35May, op. cit., p. 241, note 43 174 Parl. Deb. 3s. 1914; 14l

Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 194-195.

36
63 Parl, Deb. 3s. 491 (May 13, 1842); Mirror of Parliament, 1830,

1T, 1427-1428.

37
May, op. cit., p. 241, note 4; 88 Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 35-36;

95 ibid. 1322-1326,

38
May, op. cit., p. 241, note 4; 334 Parl. Deb. 3s., 712-713

(March 25, 1889); 209 ibid. 1953-1954 (March 1k, 1872).

39192 ibid, 657 (May 21, 1838), he said, "My own opinion is that

it would not be consistent with Parliamentary decorum for any Member

of this House to state what course he would take in a future Parliament,

and I am absolutely precluded from so deing!
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4O
May, op. cit., p. 241, notes 5-6; 253 Parl. Deb. 3s. 973-97L

(June 28, 1880); 173 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 43.

41 -
Cf. supra, ppe 8;86 .

2
4 G.F.M. Campion, An Introduction to the Procedure of the House

of Commons (1929), pp. 125-126, Cf. infra, p. 2; s for the list

in force in 1930, including the Tuesday "rota."

43
229 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 1079-1080 (July 11, 1929); 230 ibid,

Li1-442 (July 17, 1929).

Ly
245 ibid. 1097 (November 25, 1930); 231 ibid. 2059 (November 13,

1929)., The fifth department was Mines. Cf. infra, rpe 22 -

L5
342 Parl. Deb. 58., Commons 30 (November 28, 1938), question asked

of the Prime Minister by Mr. McEntee.

6
o 342 ibid, 608 (December 1, 1938), it was announced that on Wed-

nesdays first place in answering questions would be assigned to the
Foreign Office, second place to the Air Ministry and third place would
be occupied in rotation by the Admiralty, Colonial Office, and Ministry
of Transport. On Thursdays the Ministry of labour was to come first, and
the second place was to rotate among Home Office, Lord Privy Seal, Board

of Education, and Ministry of Health.
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L
7343 ibid. 1366-1367 (February 13, 1939), question asked by

Garro-Jones,

48350 ibid. 2166-2167 (August 1, 1939).

A9352 ibid. 1193-1194 (October 24, 1939).

50
Ibid., 1574-1576 (October 26, 1939).

51
160 ibid.. 2177; 251 ibid. 1158-1163, Mr. Thorne asked about ex—

cessive number of questions put to the Prime Minister and the Speaker
replied:
That is what I have been endeavouring to carry out for

some time past. Hon., Members try various devices to have

a shot at the Prime Minister, when they should really put

their questions to scmeone else, I will certainly continue

to do what I can in the direction indicated by the Hon.

Member,

52 55-55
Cfo S@I‘a, pp. . .

53 2351
Cf. infra, p. & s Standing Order No. 8.

5‘!FCampion, op. cit., p. 132.

55 161-152
Cf. infra, pp. & .
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57ca.mpion, op. cite., p. 134; May, op. cit., p. 248.



CHAPTER IX
"INTERNAL" RULES

An eminent authority has described the "internal" rules affect-

ing questions as follows:

The rules of order governing the contents of Questions
are based on a series of Speakers' rulings which have been
collected since the year 1860. There are nearly two hun-
dred of these rulings. Of these, about one hundred and
forty are prior to the year 1907, and they cover almost the
whole field. Since that date the new rulings that have
been made, have almost all been directed to defining more
precisely matters which are outside the responsibility of
Ministers, such as the internal affairs of the Dominions

and matters transferred to Indian prowvincial Governments.

These rules have grown up piecemeal and have never
been reviewed by Parliament as a whole. Each ruling given
by a Speaker has been treated as a precedent, and from
such precedent or group of precedents a general rule has
been extracted., These rules are stated in "May's Par-
liamentary Practice," 13th edition pages 240 to 243.

They may also be found, classified for convenience of
reference under three main headings, on pages 127 to
130 of "An Introduction to the Procedure of the House

of Commons," by G. F. M. Campion.1

126
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The Standing Orders do not define what may or may not be asked of
a Minister. The Speaker's rulings which form the basis for determining
this are sometimes published in Hansard, if the Speaker gives his ruling
during the sitting of the House. However, many of the rulings are pri-
vate rulings and are not found in Hansard, since the record of these rul- -~
ings is kept by the clerks only for the information of the Speaker and
other officers of the House.2 The purpose of Decisions of the Chair,
a published collection of all rulings fram 1857 to 1928, is to guide the
Speaker and clerks in following the precedents. This publication is not
for sale and is not available to members of the House of Commons. While
May and Campion include a good many of the rules applying to questions,
they do not include all of them. A published abridgment of these prece-
dents, with rulings from 1929 on added, appeared in 1933.3 Campion classi-
fies the precedents into three basic classes: (1) That questions shall be
of a genuinely interrogative character, (2) That the Minister to whom they
are addressed must be responsible for the subject matter of the questions,
(3) That the question must not be a breach 6f constitutional etiquette.h
He states thirty-eigit specific rules applying to questians.5 A few of
these rules call for further comment beyond what is available in Campion's

book,

If the facts stated in a question are of some moment, the Speaker
may require prima facie proof of authenticity.6 Secretary of State
Bern, relying on the traditional rule of the past, offered criticism
of members who put questions about the motor cars used by Gandhi in
India without factual foundation. "If we cannot depend on what we see

in the Times," said Patrick J. H. Hannon, "what is to guide a lember in
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putting questions?" The Speaker replied, " I should take all these things
with azgrain of salt."7 The Speaker has expressed the caution to members
that they should look at questions before they put them. One time he ob-
served that several questions were copied from the proceedings of the In-
dian Legislative Assembly on the same typewriter.8 The traditional rule
appears to have been modified by practice. It is reasonable care about
the facts on which questions are based which is required and not respon-
sibility for the facts. Mr. Thorpe wanted questions like cne making a
"vile suggestion against the troops of Republican Spain" to be barred

by the Speaker unless they could be "absolutely proved." Several members
complained about the question which had been put by Sir H. Page Croft.
Wedgwood Bemn wanted to hold the questioner responsible for his state-
ments, The Speaker said, "There were so many statements made from all
sorts of sources that he was not sure whether any member would be pre-
pared to accept responsibility for them." He concluded, "All he could

do was to ask members to use care in framing their questions." This
less strict interpretation of the responsibility of a member for the
facts on which he bases his question is consistent with the spirit

of Winston Churchill's admonition to remember "the great and long-
standing importance of preserving a wide latitude in parliamentary

10
questions,"

It is not proper to seek an expression of opinion by a Minister.
A question on an abstract point of law asked by Mr. Giles of the Attorn-

ney-General was deleted by private ruling before appearing on the Notice

11
Paper, A question which would require an answer too long for question



N, N A

_1<1, V34

hour would not be in order. A question about the rationalization of

British industry was postponed until the close of questions in 1930,

This unusual step was taken because of the length of the answer. The

question was followed by supplementary questions just as though it had

been asked during the regular question hour.12

It is not in order to put a question which has already been put.
The responsibility for determining what is a proper time to wait before
the same subject can be opened again is placed on the Minister concerned.13
However, questions which have been asked and answered, or answer refused,
are put again without the clerks or the member being aware of the duplica-
tione This violation of the rules and waste of money results from the
sheer mass of questions—making it difficult to know what has been covered
at question hour. As early as 1902 an index to questions was suggested to
aid members in avoiding dqplication.lh Austen Chamberlain said, at the
time, he would approach the authorities about instituting an index. No-
thing further was reported about an index until 1925, when two members
of the House of Commons Library staff undertook an index of questions.
Speaker VWhitley, who instituted the experiment, expressed the hope,
"That the index will result in a saving in the cost of printing and pre-
paring answers to questions which now appear on the Paper, and which have
been asked and answered previously."l5 The Speaker thought that an aver-
age use by fifteen members each week in a ten week trial period was not
sufficient to justify the expenditure of 150 £ a year. Likewise, he was
convinced that there was no reduction in the number of unnecessary ques-
tions.16 Some members of the House and the two clerks who prepared the
index were convinced that it did not have a fair trial., It was pointed

out that the index was used only at the end of the 1925 session. Ilany
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members never learned of the existence of the index until after it had
been discontinued.l7 The Treaswry check on the index was on the basis
of the number of different members who used it each week, and did not
take into account multiple use by the same member. The clerks of the
House of Commons made frequent use of the index, but this, likewise,
was not taken into account in making the decision not to continue the
index. In 1930 Speaker FitzRoy saw no reason to reconsider the decision
of his predecessor as he thought conditions had not changed since 1926.18
He told the Procedure Committee in 1931, however, that he was willing to
try the index again. He thought it would be a "good thing" if it could
prevent the repetition of questions.19 To the impartial observer an
adequate daily index of questions would seem fully justified for the aid
it would give members and officers of the House of Commons and the relief
that it would bring to civil servants harassed with questions they have
already answered. It seems almost unnecessary to add that questions are
not intended to provide information which is available in standard ref-

erence works or in official publications.zo No member can expect to

challenge the Speaker's decision that a question has been answered.

A real problem is the enforcement of the rule against improper
expressions--including ironical statements, innuendo, satire, and
epithets. As the Speaker himself said, "A great deal of my time 1is
occupied in taking adjectives out of hon. lembers!' questions."22 He
ruled that the reference of Sir Kingsley Wood to "a matter of window
dressing" in view of the coming election was an improper expression. ’
The greatest difficulty of all is the supplementary question. The
Speaker can edit only after the damage has been done. Vhen lir. Thurtle

said, "Is it the intention of the hon. and gallant lember's Department
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to see that the needles and the thread with which these buttons are
sevwn on are also British products; and that the cotton from which
the thread is made is also British grown," what could the Speaker do
except say that it was "an ironic question."zh Trivial and hypo-
thetical questions are out of order., 4 question is not permitted to
assume the character of a speech. A member is not supposed to use

questions to seek information on matters of past history for the

purposes of argument,

The rulings of'the Speaker are most frequently concerned with
the question of the responsibility of the Minister., The Speaker has
stated the general rule that, "Nothing in a question put to any De-
partment shall relate to matters for which the Minister responsible
for that Department has no actual responsibility." He said further,
"That is one of the strictest Rules governing questions in this House."25
As a courtesy information is sometimes provided even when the respon-
sibility of a department is not involved.26 Questions on the internal
affairs of foreign powers or the Dominions are out of order because the
responsibility of the Government is not involh.red.27 Authority transferred
to Northern Ireland or the Indian Provincial governments is likewise out-
side the scope of question hour.28 Colonies which are not self-govern-
ing and British Mandates are within the orbit of question hour, but man-
dates of the Dominions are not.29 Question hour does not cover matters

of local government for which no central department is responsible.30

It is not proper to ask questions about the zctivities of organi-

zations for which the Government is not directly responsible--as, for
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example, labor unions, banks, the stock exahznge. One organization

which is difficult to classify is the British Broadcasting Corporation.

It is a public, seﬁi—independent corporation attached to the Post Office—
for which the Govern-ent is responsitle~-wiich lies outside the direct
responsibility of any Irinister and yet for vhich the Government is re-
sponsikle in respsct to basic rolicy. Crdinarily questions about BRC

are disallowed,32 Some questions about i%t may be in order. The Speaker
hiaself said it was a matter of individual ingenuity to see if guestions
about this troadeastin; agency would te allowable,32 Ifinisters are not
responsible for Royal Comnmissions nor for depart iental comittees, although
this latter rvle is not entirely clear.33 A Minister carnot be held re-
sponsible for statements in the press or by private individu-ls or unofi-—

ficial bodies, nor c.n he ke expected to corment n the accuracy of such

reports. Speaker Fitg iov artly put it thus, "2 linister cannot be re-—

sronsible for what avppears in *he Manchester Guar-dian."311 A Labour Govern-
ment cannot be expected to answel for the attitude of the Conservative
Party toward Soviet Russia.35 Although a Minister's speech does not in-
volve the responsibility of the Govermment -~hen it 15 “elivered outside
Parliament, it is permissitle to incuire if his views represent the views
of the Government, bu: such a question is out of order about a Speech
outside Parliament by an under—secretary.36 One Minister cannot be
exrected to answer for his colleague, nor is he responsible for his

predecessor.37

In the third group. ng which Carpion made are a diverse collection
dealing with nice questions of constitutional and rarliascentary propriety.
Cne ddes not introduce the name s” “he Sovereign or Royal fanily or cast

reflecticns in their directior, or even refer to the influcnce o the Crown,
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Politeness forbids inguiries on the prerogative of mercy and ecclesiasti-
cal patronage. Mr. Balfour once refused a question from Gibson Bowles,
that famous questioner of another generation, on the subject of "Honorific
Distinctions."38 It is proper to inquire about the advice tendered the
Crown, but it is out of order to ask a Minister what advice he proposes
to give. Action of household officials of the King are not within the
control of question hour--as, for example, it would be out of order to
inquire of the Lord Chamberlain about the licensing of plays. Likewise,
the Speaker has refused to admit questions on the conduct of County Court
judges even though the power of dismissal lay with the Lord Chancellor.39
However, the decisioms of Umpires under the Unemployment Insurance Acts
were considered to be subject to inquiry at question hour, at least in
1931.1"o It is not proper to make discourteous references to the House
of Lords—traditionally referred to as "the other place." In 1929,
for example, Mr. Mander asked the intentions of the Government as to
ending or mending the House of Lords? Prime Minister MacDonald replied
that the Government had not considered the question. A supplementary
question was put by the questioner, "yill the Prime Minister consider
removing this picturesque relic to the British luseum?" Mr. Speaker
reminded the House that "Hon. Members must not make disrespectful remarks

about the other place." bl

Questions must not criticize the decisions of the House of Commons,
nor cast reflections on the decision of a court, nor prejudice a case
under 1:r:'x.al.h2 Decisions secret by nature are not to be asked about at
question hour-——for example, decisions of the Cabinet, Committee of Imperial
Defense, and Cabinet committees, as well as advice given the Crown by Law

Officers of the Crown.
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Personal charges are not permitted nor reflections on persons other-
wise than in their public ca.pac:'.ty.t'3 Invidious statements are out of
order. It is not proper to cast reflections on persons or bodies, or to
introduce their names for purposes of advertisement. The Speaker, when
questioned about reflections on the Grand Mufti--charges that he was
spreading propaganda-- ruled that it was "quite out of order either by
a supplementary question or question to cast reflections on distinguished
strangers, or on other strangers."hh It is the rule that questions making
discourteous references to a friendly foreign nation are not allowed. How-
ever a question telling the Soviet Government that "the limit of patience"
had been reached was allowed because the Speaker thought the statements of
the Foreign Secretary from the floor of the House that there had been com-
plaints against Russian actions justified the questi.on.i’5 Questions must
not anticipate other questions already on the Paper or motions of which
notice has been given if these motions must be decided without c:lebate.lpé
Questions may not be used if the rules provide a more convenient method.
Questions cannot be used to impeach the conduct of those whose conduct
may be challenged only on substantive motion.h7 It is improper to ask for
information which should be moved for as a Return, or to suggest amendments
to bills and resolutions. Things being considered by a Parliamentary com—
mittee are not to be raised at question time."+8 Not to be raised at ques-
tion hour are matters of current debate or answers to questions given dur-
ing the current session., This makes it improper to raise as a question

a subject discussed on the adjournment.hg

Tt is the authority of the Speaker which gives these rules their

binding quality, but it is the clerks at the Table who enforce the rulese.
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The Speaker has ruled that the clerks have full power to edit questions,
and, also, that it was impractical to consult the member on every change
made in his question.Eo Conservative members of the House during the La-
bour Government (1929-1931) raised a large number of questions on Russian
affairs, but not 21l of their questions were allowed. 'hen a protest was
made at the disallowance of a question on compulsory labor in Russia, the
Speaker made this reply:

The hon. and gallant Member asks me a question which
has often been asked before in regard to what I may term cen-
sorship of questions., The duty cast upon the Clerks in this
respect is very difficult and onerous, and I think is gener-
ally fulfilled to the general satisfaction of the House.
There may be sore questions which Members think should be
passed which are not passed, but I do not think that I should
be serving any useful purpose if I entered into the merits,
or otherwise, of any perticular question, or set of guestions.
Very often questions are put which only a day or two before
had been answered, and it appears to me, as I think it will
to the House, to be a thorough waste of time to keep on ask-
ing the same question over and over again. That very much

applies to the case which the hon. and gallant Gentleman has

brought to my notice.51

There have been suggestions that the Speaker should undertake the
additional task of censoring questions of purely local or private inter-
est. On one occasion a member took the time to analyze 4,345 questions
askéd in the 1923 session to April 23. He classified 623 of these ques-

tions as purely personal and local in nature. He put 116 of the 813
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questions asked April 1l to April 19 in the same category. The Speaker
thought he could not attempt to save Parliamentary time by sorting out
such questions in order to require written answer for them. He thought
a reliance on the consideration of members for each other would be "far
better than any endeavour to impose restrictions on them."52 Later that
year Speaker Whitley repeated his predecessor's suggestion that local and
personal questions be put as unstarred quest.ions.53 The same member raised
the problem of local and personal questions again in 1927. Opeaker ithitley
was still disinclined "to exercise a censorship" of local and personal ques-—
tions and still willing to rely on the judgment of the members asking the
questions.sb However, in 1923 he had disallowed cuestions on the forthcoming
budget because of the excessive number of such questions.’r)5 Advisory opinions

on what is permissible in cuestions are not given by the Speaker.56

Before the Procedure Committee of 1931, the use of question hour for
trivial and unimportant matters was alleged to be due to the delay in get-
ting answers to unstarred questions.57 Sir Austen Chamberlain proposed
that the Speaker remove questions "of no general interest" from the starred
list and transfer them to the unstarred list.58 The evidence and opinion
evoked in the 1931 procedure Committee prompted the 1932 Committee to
propose a third type of question to be indicated by a dagger. Because the
Speaker thought such an innovation would be confusing, the Government did
not act on the Committee's suggestion.59 When protest at the delay in
answers to unstarred questions was made in 1937, Prime Minister Chamberlain
said that he had called the attention of the departments to the desira-
bility of avoiding "undue delay" in providing answers to unstarred questims.
He announced the policy of notifying a member if he could not get an an-
swer within four days. One member protested that this was too long, but

the Prime Minister insisted four days was reasonable.60 A further change
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in practice was suggested by the Prime Minister later the same year. He
proposed that members should put unstarred questions down for a specific
day, and that Ministers should answer, if possible, on that day.él In
response to what was probably an arranged question, Chamberlain stated
that the new policy had brought increased use of written-answer questions,
and had relieved the pressure at question hour.62 At the same time, he

indicated that a reduction of the daily limit on questions from three to

two would have saved only a negligible amount of time-—an average of three

questions a day.

Since the Standing Orders are specific about what kind of topics can
be raised on the adjournment motion made at the close of question hour,
the "internal" rules applying to this procedure have been confined to
interpretation of the "urgency" or "public importance" of a proposed sub-
ject. The almost complete disappearance of the motion for adjournment
under Standing Order No. 8 has likewise contributed to the paucity of
rulings. Campion summarizes the rules on subjects which are proper to
raise by this procedure under the three headings: (1) definite matters,
(2) matters which are urgent, (3 ) matters of public importance.63 To
be definite has been interpreted as preventing more than one motion on
the same subject at the same sitting., Likewise, a motion must deal with
only one subject, The motion must be framed in general terms, but it
must also concern a specific case, Hypothetical matters are out of order.
"Official information must be available." In the second place, urgency
requires that a subject be raised at the first opportunity. If it can
conveniently be raised on some other occasion--such as in Committee of
Supply— or if notice has been given on the subject, it is not urgent
enough to qualify under the Standing Orders. FPostponement of an ad-

Sournment motion was refused May 3, 1922, but was permitted March 13, 1922
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and February.Eh, 1921.6b Barlier, an sdjournment motion was postponed
without prejudice as to urgency until definite information was available.65
The refusal of leave to put an adjournment motion under Standingz Order

No. 8 is considered by the Speaker as proof that the subject is not ur-
gent.66 The third requirement of public importance is satisfied if the

matter is larger than an individual grievance.

In addition to these basic requirements set by the Standing Ordere,
further rules have been onforced. The responsibility of the Government
is as essential for an adjournment motion as it is for a question.‘ The
responsibility of the Government i3z not involved in the exercise of sta-
tutory discretion in trade disputes, nor in %an attack by newspapers upon
certain Members. "7 The Covernment is not responsible for preventing
"the holding of a political meeting."68 The attack by ifanchester police
upon a peaceable demonstration lies outside Governmental responsibility.69f
"Official action beyond the ordinary administration of law" must be involv-
ed--it is not involved in advice as to the exercise of the prerozative of
mercy.7o Some subjects are not appropriste to the adjournment motion~
"erievances which can be remedied cnly oy legislation, matters involving
privilege," and the conduct of those whose concduct can be challenged only
by suostamtive motion./l It is not proper to raise matters already de-
cided in the current-session, nor is it proper to anticipate the report

of a select committee or a motion of which notice has been given,l2

The practice of the House of Commons as interpreted throuch the
rulings of the Speaker has done more to shape the day to day rules
enforced in regard to questions and adjournment motions than have

changes in the Standing Orders. These rulings concern the asking of
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questions and the answers to them and the important matter of what

is permitted in a guestion under the decisions of the Speaker. The
rulings about adjournﬁent motions are less numerous, but they too
have been important in fixing the practice of the House. The rules
have pecome a law of Parliament comparable in extent and manner of
determination to the venerable Common law. They are enforced by the
Speaker with the acquiescence of the House and are subject to modifi-
cation by formal resolution of the House énd by modification of the

Standing Orders.
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1
Parliamentary Papers, 1930- 31, VIII (No, 161), Minutes of Evidence,

p. Lily, memorandum by the Clerk of the House of Commons.

2Ibid., p. 400 (questions 4070 ff.), Sir Horace Dawkins, then Clerk
of the House of Commons, told the 1931 Committee that most of the 200 rul-
ings given by the Speaker since 1860 had been private rulings and were

available only in Mr. Campion's book, or in May, Law and Usage of Parlia-

ment (1924). The whole question of private rulings of the Speaker was
raised in the Procedure Committee. It was brought out that the records
made by the clerks of private rulings were considered as confidential

(p. 403, question 4117), but Sir Horace Dawkins, Clerk of the House of
Commons at the time, agreed with Sir Hugh O'Neill that there was no reason
why the information contained in private rulings should not be made avail-
able to Members of the House of Commons (p. 403, question 4121). The chair-
man of the Committee concluded that these private rulings of the Speaker

formed "an unwritten law which is a good thing" for the House of Commons

(p. 403, question 4122).

3Decisions of the Chair, Illustrative of the Procedure of the House,

1857 to 1932 (1933). This publication is by its own description for the
information of foreign parliaments. It is not for sale. The author was

permitted to consult it in the House of Commons Librarye.

h .
G. F. M. Campion, An Introduction to the Procedure of the House

of Commons (1929), p. 127.
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5Ibid., pp. 128-130.

6
Ibid., p. 128; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 101-102.

7252 Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 2390-2391.

8
211 ibid. 8.

9
Times (London), June 28, 1938, p. 8.

10Ibid.

llDecisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 97-98.

12
237 Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 2719-2721 (ipril 15).

1
3173 ibid. 436-437.

IAMDS Parle Deb. 43, 739-740, the suggestion was as follows:

If a daily index were then kept it would prevent Members
putting Questions which had previously been answered. At present
it was impossible for Members to follow the proceedings of Par-
liament from day to day unless they searched through a file of
The Times, Whereas if they had an index in the Library they would
be éble to ascertain exactly what had been done in regard to any
particular Question in which they were interested.

15
186 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 231, in reply to a gquestion by
Geoffrey Peto, the Speaker indicated that the experiment of the index

was being made as the result of the general request of the House. The

index was begun July 1, 1925.
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16
193 ibid. 1386-1388. 203 ibid. 386-387 (March 2, 1927), Speaker

Whitley indicated that he did not propose to try an index again.

17

Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 161), Minutes of Evidence,

p. 423 (question 4327).

8
239 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 37-38, in answer to Sir W. Davidson,
the Speaker gave a brief account of the experience of Speaker Whitley.

He indicated that the experiment was for ten weeks.

19
Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No. 16l1), Minutes of Evidence,

p. 423 (questions 4326-4328),

20
2L), Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 1609, the Speaker said, "It is very

unusual for a Minister to give information which an hon. Member can

acquire for himself." See also Decisions of the Chair (1933), p. 101.

21
254, Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 1467-1471, the member who refused to

accept the ruling of the Speaker that his question had been answered was
McGovern. He was suspended from the service of the House for his defiance
of the Speaker by a vote of 315 to 16. ihen he refused to leave he was
forcibly removed. Afterwards he was suspended by the Speaker for the

remainder of the session.

22
199 ibid., 1828-1840, the Speaker continued, "This one escaped me.
Tt shows the value of our rule that hon. Members must not introduce their
own adjectives on the Paper at Question Time." The adjective objected to

was the word "widespread" applied to the phrase, abuse of Unemployment

Insurance.



LS

23
2l ibid. 225,
2
%208 ibid. 1609.
2
s22'4 ibid. 1778.
26 ’
W. I. Jennings, Parliament (19L40), pp. 98-99.

7171 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 917-918; 162 ibid. 2246-2247, the
Speaker said, "It is quite impossible, once hawing transferred respon-
sibility to other bodies, that we should deal with matters on the floor

of this House.®

28 ’
163 ibid. 1623-1625, the Speaker indicated that questions were

in order only on the exercise of powers reserved to the British Parliament.

29 '
180 ibid. 640O; 208 ibid. 2141-21L43, this latter was the ruling of

Secretary of State Amery. His opinion was supported by the Speaker.

0
3 233 ibid. 1203-1205, a question about tram workers at Hull was

disallowed. See also 199 ibid. 1946.

31 '
233 ibid. 2h6-248, the Postmaster-General maintained he was not

responsible for the details of service.
32 |
285 ibid. 1578.

3
See 172 ibid. 21 for ruling that it is improper to impute alle~
gations against a comnittee set up by the House. Actually the Committee

in question was set up by the Board of Trade.
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34
230 ibide. 1268. See also 223 ibid. 829, 3193,

35
236 ibido 1295'

6
3 Decisions of the Chair (1933), p. 97; Times (Londen), March 22,

1938, p. 8, the Speaker pointed out that the same rules applied to sup-

plementary questions that governed "questions on the paper."

37
236 Parle Deb. 5s., Commons 897; 241 ibid. 1072.

8
3 London Daily News, November 11, 1902, p. 4, Bowles reminded Prime

Minister Balfour that the prerogative of the Crown had been discussed
in the House for eight hundred years. Balfour replied, "Yes, Sir, and
it may have to be debated again, but I do not think that anything is

gained by question and answer on the subject." See Decisions of the Chair

(1933), p. 96, for a private ruling on the impropriety of a question about
honoring General Townshend for his action at Kut (May 2, 1916). See ibid.,
pp. 96-97 for private ruling disallowing a question on the decision with
regard to a person lying under sentence of death. The Home Secretary re-—
fused to answer the question by private notice--—on the groﬁnd that it was

against constitutional practice. See also 319 Parl., Deb. 3s. 253, 1103,

and 340 ibid. 128.

3918A Parl. Deb. 4s. 831; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 100-101.

40,53 parl, Deb. 5s., Commons 1917-1918 (June 18, 1931).

hl230 ibid. 1290.

h2225 jbid., 1115, the Speaker implied that a supplementery guestion
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dealing with the decision of the chief insurance officer of a court of

referees would pe out of order. See also Sir Thomas Erskine May, Law

and Usage of Parliament (1924), p. 243, note 4.

L3
172 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 928-930, the Speaker affirms that
criticism should be directed against the Minister rather than his subor-
dinates, because "The responsibility for taking action lies with the

Minister, and not with the subordinates."

Ly
237 ibid. 2171-2172, the Speaker said:

The original point of Order put to me by the hon. and

gallant Member for Chelmsford (Colonel Howard-Bury) was whether

it was in order, in asking a supplementary qguestion to cast re-

flections on a distinguished stranger. I can cover all the

questions which have been asked with reference to that matter

by saying that it is quite out of order either by a supplementary

question or question to cast reflections on distinguished stran—

gers, or on other strangers.
1t was Lieutenant-Commander Kenworthy who put the supplementary questions
complained of. He in turn drew attenticn to charges made by lir. Marjori-
banks in question 19 of the regular questions. 187 ibid. 1552, the Speaker
ruled that it was improper to refer to the "gullibility of Colonial Govern-—

ors." The Colonial Secretary thought the expression was unconstitutional.

b5202 ibid. 556.

h6203 ibid. 560.
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Campion, op. cit., p. 144, gives these as the Heir to the Throne,
Viceroy of India, Governors-General of the Dominions, Lord Chancellor,
Speaker, Chairman of Ways and Means, Members of either House of Parlié—
ment, and judges in the superior courts of Great Britain and MNorthern
Ireland. A question concerning a Governor-General has been removed from

the Order Book becazuse it infringed this rule. See Decisions of the

Chair (1933), p. 100, which refers to Notices of Motions, 1913, p. 815.

See also 55 Parl, Deb. 5s8., Commons 2023-2024, 2057-2058.

148
Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 98-99; 237 Parl, Deb. 5s.,

Commons 1926,

h9226 ibid. 1600,

50158 Parl, Deb. 4s. 1124; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 103-104.

51237 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 2902-2903.

52163 ibid. 683

23165 ibid. 657-658.

55168 ibid. 355-357, the Speaker thought questions about the current

budget were suitable for questions, but thought the forthcoming budget

more suitable for debate,

50,8 ibid. 1930.
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57Parliamentary Papers, 1930-31, VIII (No.. 161), Minutes of Evidence,

pp. 396-397 (cuestions 4013, 4014-4018).
58 . .
Ibid., p. 237 (questions 2500-2502).

590f. supra, pp.92isg .
60 ' .

326 Parl. Deb. 5s., “ommons 2405-2406.
61352 ibid. 1574-1576.
62

353 ibid. 1035-1037.
63

920 c_i_.go, ppo 132-133.

6l
Ibid.; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 3-9, cites 151 Parl.

Deb. 58., Commons 1765. One of these motions was postponed on lMarch 13

and permitted to be made on March 15, 1922,

6
5Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 7-8; 134 Parl. Deb. 5s., Com-

mons 179, 352, 552, 682. For other cases see Decisions of the Chair

(1933), pp. 7-10.

66
Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 6-7, the motion was supported

by only twenty-eight of the requisite forty members.

67Campion, op. ¢it., ppe 132-133; 135 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 2226-2229.



8155 1bid. 191-192.

69150 ibid. 1183; Decisions of the Chair (1933), pp. 3-5.

70
Campion, op. cit., pp. 132-133. In 1931 the rules of the German
Reichstag were amended to make interpellations, or questions, outside the
campetence of the Reichstag, specifically referring to criminal proceed-

ings, impossible. See 424 Verhandlungen des Reichstags 1591 A.

71
Cf. supra, p. 145 note 47 .

72130 Parl, Deb. 53., Commons 398, 612; Decisions of the Chair (1933),

ppe 5-6, for rulings on matters referred to select committees, A4 list
of the rulings on adjournment motions complete to 1924 is to be found

in May, op. cit. (1924), but it is not as simple and convenient as is
the arrangement of Campion, op. cit., nor is it as recent. The antici-
pation of a subject on which a notice of motion has been given would

not prevent an adjournment motion if the notice were given with the pur-
pose in view of blockimg discussion on the subject, since the Speaker
could rule that the motion of which notice had been given was a block-

ing motion and permit the discussion on the adjournment motion to take

place..



CHAPTER X

FACTS AND FIGURES#

The expanding importance of question hour in the English House of
Commons can be traced in the increasing number of questions asked.
After 1873 official records were kept of the number of notices of
questions. Since oy that time it was the almost universal practice
to give formal notice of questions, these statistics are a reliable
index of the number of juestions asked. The first printed notice of a
question was in 1835.1 The seven notices printed in 183% did not rep-
resent by any means all the questions asked since the older practice
of giving personal notice to the Nemver of Farlizment who was
responsinle for the sucject matter of the guestion continued for a
number of years after 1835.2 Some idea of the trend before 1873 can be

seen from the incomplete record sleaned from a number of sources.

Year Number of guestions
181,63 | 69

1807k 129

18),84 222

1850l 212

18575 151

18600 699

18677 912

18708 1203

#See the tables in the appendix.
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The marked increase in the number of questions which is to be noted
after 1878 is to be explained in part at least by three factors. The
discontinuance of the practice of reading questions at question hour made
it possible to deal with a larger number of questions in the same amount
of time.9 The increase in the size of the Irish Home Rule Party was a
second influence working toward increased use of questions. A third,
and probably the most important influence, was the increased pressure
on question hour resulting from the reform of the rules in 1882--these
rules greatly decreased the opportunities of the private m.ember.10 It
is interesting to observe that when the reading of notices of questions
was discontinued in 1886 the number of questions asked took another
jump.ll In this year the number of quéstions topped five thousand.12
As one might expect, questions vary in number somewhat in proportion

13
to the number of parliamentary days in the session.

The half million questions asked in the House of Commons between
1873 and the present time stand in marked contrast to the fifteen
hundred_questions asked in the French Chamber of Deputies from 1871
to 1932, Questions for oral answer have never played the vital
role in the French Chamber of Deputies that they have in the House of
Commons. The number of questions in the French Chamber of Deputies

between 1871 and 1900 varied from one in 1877 to thirty-six in 1900.

The Boer War had a marked influence on question hour, There were
as many questions in the 118 parliamentary days of 1901 as there had
been in the 226 parliamentary days of the 1893-9L session.15 It was this
pressure which in 1902 stimulated the Balfour reforms in procedure.

The institution of the written-answer (unstarred question) and the
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end of the war both contributed to the decline in questions put down for
oral answer at question time. The time limit for question hour was

another of the reforms adopted in 1902 which worked in the s-me direction.l®
The number of the new unstarred questions varied between seventeen hundred
and thirty-six hundred.1? By 1906 the number of starred guestions was more
than equal to the number of questions asked before the reforms of 1902.18
This continued increase in oral-answer questions prompted the limit of

eight questions put on each memcer by the Speaker in 1909.19 The next

two sessions show a drop in oral-answer questions.zo

The pressure of the tense years preceding the First World Wi-r
brought a still further incre-se in the number of questions. 'There were
over sixteen thousand questions in the 1912-13 session of Parliament.2t
During the war years the number of st.rred questions remained at a hizh
level, probably because the emergency operation of the Government and
Parliament closed the normal channels of procedure to the private member.
Wnen the daily limit for members was lowered from eight to four and then
to three, there was a drop in the number of starred questions.22 FProbably
the end of the war had as mruch to do with the drop as did the recduction
of the daily limit. Whatever the cause t.iere were only some eleven
thousand guestions in the regular session of 1921.23 The number
of questions rose again during the Labour Government of Ramsay MacDonald.
But under the National Government of the same Prime Minister the starred
questions dropped again.Z)-L The Conservative Government of Stanley Baldwin
and'the National Governments of lfacDcnald and Baldwin produced relatively
fewer starred questions than the year after the Czechoslovakian crisis

when starred questions rose sbove fifteen thous:—md.25
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The English question hour has not been successfully imitated either
in France or Germany. However, since 1909 the French Chamber of Deputies
has made use of the question for written answer. The German Reichstag
after 1922 used a form of question in which only the members signing the
question received the answer and neither question nor answer was
printed.27 Numerically the question for written answer in the French
Chamber of Deputies measures up to the unstarred (writtenpanswer) question
in the English Housé of Commons.28 An examination of the questions for
written answer in the French Chamber of Deputies reveals that most of
them are of personal dnd local concern and of little use as instruments
of control, although widely used by all political groups.29 One would
reach a similar conclusion about the usefulness of unstarred questions
as instruments of control in the English House of Cormons. The only
criticism made in England is that the unstarréd question is not employed

as frequently as it should be thus resulting in unnecessary starred

questions being asked.

Mrs. M. B. Fox has =znalyzed 520 questions asked in the House of
Commons in 1860. A comparison with my analysis of 9,366 starred questions
asked in 1929-30 reveals the tremendous expansion of question hour
since 1860.30 The average number of starred questions on the Paper
each parliamentary day in 1929-30 was 93. I estimate that only 63 were
answered on the average. There was an average of 7L supplementary
questicns asked each parliamentary day in 1929-30 compared to a total
of 148 supplementary questions for the whole session of 1860. The failure
of Hansard to report all questions and supplementaries at this time may
explain the small number of supplementary questions reported by Mrs.

Fox, who made her study from Hansard. This probably also accounts for

Mrs. Fox reporting only 520 questions while Redlich reported 699.31
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When time runs out or when the question is not answered because
the questioner is absént, the answers to starred guestions notianswered
at question time are printed along with the answers to uﬁstarred questions.
For the convenience of the House of Commcns a Minister may pring long
complicated answers instead of reuding them out in the House--thus
amountin; to a trznsfer of a starred into an unstarred question. The
average number-of starred questions not reached for a parliamentory day
was 30 during the 1929-30 session of Parliament—-amountins to Lh,E41 for
the whole session of a total of 13,097 starred guzstions. The average
number not reached during 2 four week pericid of 1939 was L4332 This
official compilation showed an average of 119 starred questions each
parliamentary dav of which the average number re=ched at question hour
was 75. 1t was also reported that the averagze number oi supplementary
questions each question dey was 82.5. A comparison of the number of
unstarred questions and the number of questions given written answer
produces the following estimates of the number of starred questions

given written answer:

Year No. oif sturred Year No. of starred
questions given questicns given
written answer 33 written answer 33

192L-25 2,388 1729-30 3,619

1925 1,341 1330-31% 1,589

1927 1,172 1931-32 786

1928 9LO 1932-33 9Ll

1925-29 1,283

#This is an underestimate as date for whole session were used for
vnstarred questions but only to Avgust, 1931 for questicns giver written
answer.
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The number of questions directed to a Minister reflect the public
interest in the department for which he is responsible.Bh The Prime
Minister and the heads of the major departments answer the bulk of
questions. In 1929-30 it was the Foreign Secretary who stood first
on the list with 1,182 starred and supplementary questions answered at
question hour, The Prime Minister answered 1,018 starred and supple-
_mentary questions, but his record was exceeded by both the Minister of
Labour and the Hinister of Health.35 The total number of questions
was smaller from 192l to 1929 fcr each session but it was usually the
same Ministers who were most questioned.36 The same ooservation would
hold for the sessions of 1931-32 and 1732-33. The HMinister of Transport
and the Postmaster-~General are not so busy at question hour out they
give more answers in writing than some nf the Ministers who outrank them
numerically at question hcur. Likewise the Prime Minister, Foreign
Secretary, and Secretary for India do not rank as hich numerically in
questions given written answer as in oral ones.37 The ranze of subject
matter is narrower with written-answer questions than it is with oral-
answer ones. The lower numerical rank of Postmaster-General and
Mirister of Transport at question hour may be explained by their coming
near the end of the schedule of Ministers for oral-answer questions.38
It is also probable that more matters of local and personal interest fall

within the responsibility of these two Ministers.>

A study of the 1929-30 session reveals that 14 per cent of the
starred and supplementary questions were in the realm of foreigh affairs
and that 7 per cent of the questions crncerned Russia.40 Because of
the difiiculties associated with the depression we find 12 per cent of

the questions concerned with laoor, unemployment, and relief. The
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interest in the British Commonwealth of Nations and in the problems

of Indie is reflected in the 12 per cent of all questions which were
concerned with imperial afizirs. It is interesting that many subjects
attracted just zbout the same amount of interest. There was about 4
per cent of all starred and supplementary ouestions asked in each of the
following fieldss:s Navy, trade and comnerce, agriculture, education,
Scotland, business of the House of Commor.s, industry, 'nd internal

affairs (including prisons, ccurts, and immigration).

Kost of the members of the louse of Commons ask few or no questions.
A handful of members such as Harry Day, Labour, Sir Kinssley Wood,
Conservative, and Lieutenant Commander Kenworthy, Labour =sk hundreds
eéch session.ll With the excepticn of these two Labour members most
of the persistent questioners from 1929 to 1931 were memoers of the
Conservative Opposition Party. During the Baldwin Government from
192l to 1929 there were a few Laoour members who asked more than a
hundred questions each session.t2 The reputetion of Harry Day is
revealed by the caunt which sometinmes greeted him in the House of
Commons, %"ancther Day."}43 Gibson Bowles, and *weary" Weir who sat for
Ross and Cromarty from 1892 tc 1911 are champion questioners of an
earlier day.ub Perhaps one of the most significant facts about who
asked questions in the 1929-30 session is that 14 per cent of the
starred and supplementary questions were put by former Ministers.l5 It
is also to be observed that several members specialized on one or two

subjects~-often lying within their responsibilities when they were

-

themselves Ministers.ho
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The imnortance o7 political narties at question hour can be

shovm b an analysis of gusstions asked by nariy members:
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QUESTIONSH*

1932 ,
Non= Per Per
Oral Supple- Oral Cent Cent
Party Seats | Answer mentary  Answer Total Seats Questions
Conservative 458 339 303 39 581 75.0 1,840
Nat. Liberal 35 26 2l 2 52 6.0 5.0
‘Labour 53 26l 219 31 51L 940 11340
Nat. Labour 13 1 0 0 1 240 0.08
Liberal 32 30 2l 1. | 55 6.0 5.0
Total 531 660 L70 73 1203
S Nciuli N -

From the evidence there is no doubt that the Official Op.osition makes
extensive use of guestion houre. A complaint made by a Likteral Member of
Parliament in 1929 aroused my interest. When the Speaker suggested that
it might become necessary to linit the use of the supplementary question,
this Liberal said:
If we are to be asked to curtail supplementary questions, may
we in turn say to the Prime Minister that, since it is normally
the right of the Cpposition to put questions, the right hon. Jentle-
man should appeal te his own Back Benchers to put fewer gquestions on
the Paper.u7
A comparison of the table for 1929-30 and that of 1932 bears out the
assumption of this Liberal Member of Parliament that Labour backbench
members ask more questions when their party is in power than do the

members of the Conservative Party under a Conservative Government.

#William Carter Lucas made this study for the _Late Prof. J. R. Hayden

at the University of Michigan from Parl. Deb. 55., Commons (May and June,

1932). The total membership of the House of Commons in 1932 was 615.
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From the above comparison we see that the average per Laoour member
forthe 1929-30 session was sixteen questions every hundred questions days.
When the National Government was in power in 1932, the Conservative Party
memoers asked four and four-tenths questions per member for each one
hundred question days. The Labour Party in the Opposition had almost the
same average per member for each hundred auestion days as did the
Conservative Farty in the Opposition in 1929-30. It .dght be said that
the curiosity of Conservative members declines wnen they cross from
the Opposition side of tne House to vhe Government side. There is
a spectacular decline in the number of supplementary questions put by
Conservative members from eighteen per memser for each ¢ne hundred
question days in 1925-30 when the party was in the Opposition to
Just over one per memoer for each hundred question days in 1932 when
the Congservative Party dominated the National Government. The increase
in numoer of supplenentary questions by Lauvour liembers when they went
into the Opposition was about one-half from eight to twelve and eight-
tenths. The conclusions from this evidence of the use of questions
oy the political parties can be expressed in ratics. Conservative Party
members ask seven ti.es as many yuestions when they are in the COpposition
as they do wnen they are in power; Labour memuers ask only twice as
many questions out of power as in power. It may be concluded that the
Labour Party member must {ind guestion hour a convenient time to spur
his leaders on toaction. There are those who feel that the individual
Labour member is unwilling to oecome a mere cipher in the party mechine

in the same way Conservative Party memoers do. It was the multiplication
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of the number of questions asked by Conservative members when they
went out of power and the continued use of questions by Labour.
members which brought about the large number of questions during the
Labour Govermment's tenure. It was the decline of questions from
the Conservative side; and the smal" size of the Labour Opposition

which brought the marked drop in total number of questions after 1931.

The cost of questions in time and money is considerable. Each
session of Parliament sees six to eighteen thousand queries. These
must be processed in the proper departments wihere they take time away
from departmental activities. Parliament's printing costs are increased.
There have been well over a half million questions since 1900. This
might be measured as a monetary expense at one half million sterling,
if we accept the estimate of Sir Horace Dawkins of one pound sterling
for each question.h9 This seems a small cost indeed for an institution
which has made a signal contribution to the efficiency of representative
democracy. Stanley Baldwin expressed the view of most Members of
Parliament when he said, "It is no doubt true that considerable
expenditure of time and money is involved in answering Parliamentary
Questions." He thought, however, that it was not the wish of the
House of Commons "that the Government should take steps to curtail
Members' rights to question Ministers."so Civil servants too recognize
the value of question hour. The cost is little indeed compared to

the val ue of question hour.
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The extensive use of question hour and the great public interest
it arouses both assure the continuation of the institution. By
contrast, the disuse of the ®nglish interpellation (the motion to
adjourn provided by Standing Order No. 8) has reduced it to an
insignificant role in the House of Commons. Since 1920 this form has
scarcely been used, although it should be pointed out that from 1919
to 1939 over sixty motions were refused by the Speaker. The decline
of the adjournment motion began in 1882 when the right to make the motion
came under strict control of the Speaker, and when the support of forty
members was first required. The value of the institution to the private
member was seriously impaired in 1902 when the debate was separated
from the motion and was postponed to a less important and less interesting
part of the sitting. A third force which worked to impair the importance of
discussions under this form of proceeding was the increasing reluctance
of the Speaker after 1919 to permit the motion to be made and his insitance
that matters be raised at other appropriate occasions. In 1935 Lieutenant-
Colonel Heneage pointed out that the motion had been permitted only six
times in ten years.52 Prime Minister Baldwin himself recognized the decline
of the adjournment motion as a form of criticism of the government but
h= concluded that it would be difficult to allow greater freedom in
moving the adjournment under Standing Order No. 8 without it becoming

"an intolerable burden on the whole House."

The use of questions and interpellations in the German Reichstag
forces us to conclude that these forms of precedure did not have any

substantial importance in the practice of responsible democratic
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government in Weimar Germany. In the French Chamber of Deputies,

the interpellation assumed a most important role in representative
government--being in fact the very heart of responsible parliamentary
government. The oral question was infrequently used and of no
significance. The written question and answer attained a position

of importance in the practice of the Chamber of Deputies. The written-
answer (unstarred) question continues a useful and valued procedure

in the House of Commons, but the discussions under Standing Order No.

8 (adjournment motion to discuss a matter of urgent public importance)
have lost almost all significance. It is question hour which is the
outstanding characteristic of the House of Commons and of English
parliamentary democracy. Question hour has demonstrated its usefulness
as a means of control over the Covermment. It is important to the
private member whether he is a member of the Government party or is

in opposition to the Government. It can be used with telling effect
by the Official Opposition or by smaller opposition groups. It is

an efficient channel for informed criticism by specialists and former

Ministers. It'is the last line of defense of the private member.
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1
Notices of Motions, 1835.

2Cf. 8upra, p. ?&.

3Harry Graham, Mother of Parliaments (1710), p. 2L1.

byoser Redlich, The Procedure of the House of Commons (1908), II, 2hk.

5Hemr'y W. Lucy, A Popular Handbook of Parliamentary Procedure
(1880), p. 72.

6Redlic.h, op. cit., IL, 2L
7Lucy, ope. cit., D. 72.
SRedlich, op. cit., IT, 2iL.
9.‘Cf. supra, pp.sg_-?sn.

lOCf. supra, p. 5-5.

lle. supra, pp. Eﬁﬁ.

12Cf. infra, pe. &. The number in 1087 was 5,030,

4
lBCf. infra, pe. 2‘». Between 1887 and 1901 the number of questions
fluctuated between 2,900 and 6,500. The 6,53l in 1893-9L session were

due in part fo the long session, 226 parliamentary days.

1)“Cf. infra, pp. %—2“ There were 52 guestions in the National

Assembly in 1871.

2
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1
5C:E‘. infra, p. ﬁl-':.

16¢r, supra, pp. E—% In 1903 there were 2,5l starred questions
in 115 parliamentary days compared to 6,448 questions zsked in the 118
days of the 1901 session. The 3719 starred questions in the 124 days
of the 1504 session were not much smaller than the 5,106 guestions asked
in the 124 days of the 1900 session. In 1904 inaddition to the starred
questions there were 2,21l unstarred questions making a total in that
session of 5,933 starred and unstarred questions combined. Cf. infra,

234
P. 2EEY,

1701‘. infra, p. .&. In 1902 there were 1,77L unstarred questions
in 102 parliamentary days and in 1913 there were 3,630, in 171 days.
18'I‘here were U,120 starred questions in 11l parliamentary days in

1905 compared to 8,61l in the 156 days of 1906.

Q
l9Cf. supra, pp. g—ﬁ

234
EOCf._infraz Da -3. In the 171 days of the 1908 session there
were 10,181 starred questions; in 1909 there were 8,799 starred questions

in 179 days; in 1910 there were 6,002 starred questions in 102 days.

2]'16,127 starred questions in 206 parliamentary days.

22Cf. supi‘a, Ppe. &1;&2.
23Cf. infra, p. @.

21"I'here were 13,907 starred questirns in 189 parliamentary days
in the 1929-30 session compared to 8,259 in the 155 days of the 1931&32

session.



5There were 15,191 starred questions in the 200 parliamentary

days of the 1938-39 session.

26
The use of oral questions in the French Chamber of Deputies

remained about the same after 1900 that it had been before theri. The
largest number of oral questions was forty-nine in the ordinary session
of 1927, but there were several sessions during which not a single

oral question was asked. C=f. infra, pp. gié;%;l.

27
The use of oral-answer questions ciume to an end in the Reichstag

in 1922, The oral-answer question had been introduced in the Reichstag
in 1912. There were 1L questions in 1915 compared to 890 in 1920

under the Weimar Constitution. The largest number of questions since
the written-answer question replaced the oral-answer question in 1922
was 107 in 1925. After 1922 in the Reichstag neither the question nor
the answer was printed. The answers were furnished only to the members
who had signed the questicn (fifteen signatures were required).

28
Cf. infra, pp. ﬁ_ﬁ-& In the fnglish House of Commons the

number of unstarred questionsfrom 1902 (the vear when nstarred questions
were created) through the session of 194L-45 was 112,577. There were
only 1,017 wnstarred nsuestions in the 143 parliamentary duys of 1932-33
compared to the L,420 asked in the 189 days of 1929-30. The largest
combined total of starred and unstarred ;uestions was 20,523 in the

163 parliamentary days of 1919, followed closely by the 18,327 asked

in 189 parliamentary days in 1929-30. In the Chamber of Deputies there
were 96,646 written questions from 1909 to 1933. The yearly average was

1,085 from 1910 to 191h. Therewere 6,897 written juestions in 1915 and

3,599 in 1931.
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29 .
Cf. infra, p. & Normas Currin made a study of 1,423 written
questions in the French Chamber of Peputies for 1928, He reported that
579, 41.9 per cent, concerned the civil service; 310, 21.8 per cent,

concerned taxes; and 179, 12.4 per cent, concerned pensions.

30
Cf. infra, pp. EEb-tak.

31
Redlich, op. eit., II, 2ulL.

32 '
353 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 1035-1036 (November 29, 1939). Since

Parliament did not meet on Mondays during the war, there were only three

question periods each week,

33 =
Cf. infra, pp. &OZQ, for tables on which these estimates are
based.
3k ,
Cf., infra, pp. &:ﬁﬂ.
35
Cf. infra, p. &ﬁﬁ.
36
Cf. infra, p. &
3 250--251
Cf. infra, pp. Nm-¥.
38 s
Cf. infra, p. 2 for order of questions in force in 1930.
39

The written-answer questions in the French Chamber of Deputies
were even more restricted in range of subject matter and more exclusively
local and personal. Questions in the German Reichstag were almost
completely without significance, since they did not get any attention
at Reichstag sessions nor were they even printed. The rule was adopted

in 1929 that the Govermnment could have a question put on the agenda for
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answer in the Reichstag. From then until March, 1933 (when the
Reichstag ceased to function as a question-asking body) only one
quastion (No. 51 in the Fourth Reichstag, 1928-30) was dealt with by
this procedure. The author agrees with Ernst Glinther Hoppe, Die kleine

Anfrage im Deutschen Reichstage(1930), pp. 6h, 66-67, 70, that questions

cannot maintain contact with public opinion unless both gquestions and

answers are printed.

Lo
Cf. infra, p. iﬁi.

b1 5
2=
Cf. infra, pp. %-:—%22.

L2 s
Cf. infra p. amg.

L3
W. I Jennings, Parliament (1940), p. 92.

Lh
Times (London), November 22, 1939, p. 9: November 24, 1939, p. 6.

L5
My own study of the 1929-30 records produced the following

results: No. of former Ministers asking questions, 30; No. of private
notice questions asked 30 (3L.0 per cent of total); No. of starred
questions asked 1, 026 (10.9 per cent of total); No. of supplementary
questions asked 1, 896 (17.0 per cent of total); Total No. of all kinds
of questions asked 2, 952 (14,0 per cent of total). See Robert W,
McCulloch, "Question Time in the British House of Commons,” 27 American

Political Science Review 97L (December, 1933). This compilation was

made from Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons, Vols, 229-2L43 (June 25, 1929 to

August 1, 1930).

L6 .
Cf. infra, pp. M.

L7
Ernest Brown, 230 Parl. Deb. 5s., Commons 627 (July 18, 1939).
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48
Ordinarily questions are asked only Monday through Thursday.
I have counted question days, therefore,as Monday through Thursday,
excluding Friday sittings,
L9

In a personal letter, Sir Horace Dawkins estimated the cost at
one pound sterling for each question. Michael MacDonagh, The Pageant
of Parliament (1921), I, 243, credits the Committee on National Expendi-
ture with the report during the World War (1914-1918) that "each question
costs the country thirty shillings."

50
161 Parl. Deb. Ss., Commons 1749 (March 15, 1923),

51
Cf. infra, p. 32‘. The motion to adjourn to discuss "a definite

matter of urgent public importance" was r egulated by Standing Drder No. 9
from its adoption in 1882 until 1887. Its number was 17 from 1888 until

1902, It was No. 10 from 1902 until 1933, when it assumed its present

number, 8,
52
304 rarl. Deb. 5s., Commons 2847-281,8 (August 1, 1935),
53

Ibid. See in similar vein Third Report from the Select

Committee_gE_Procedure (1948), (No. 189), p. 18. The Committee said:

..;In the course of time, however, it has become increasingly
difficult to obtain a motion under the Standing Order, and in
the period 1921 to 1939 the average number of motions allowed
per session fell to 11,

55. This progressive decline in the availability of the
procedure under Standing Order No. 8 suggested the desirability

of amending the Standing Order to enable more motions to be accepted.



The 1946 Committee, however, did not recommend any relaxation of the
rules, although it did suggest that refusal of motions under the rule
that nothing was involved except "the ordinary administration of law"
should apply only to the administr-tion of justiee in courts of law and

not to ordinary administration of government departmzntse

54

Before 1912 the interpcllation was used inirequently in the

German Reichstag ZEee Leonid Katz, Das parlamentarische Interpellations-

- recht (1913), p. 917. Between 1912 and 1719 the interpelliation coul:y oe
closed with a resolution out could not involve political conseguences
since the Chanecellor was not responsivle to the Reic..stasz. With the
development oif responsible parliamentary gzovernment in Germany the
number or interpellations incfeased, at least until 1928 (cf. infra,

PP E:Léa). Many of these however were not discussed at all or

only as a part oi discussions of the oudget of the government. faul

Marten, Die Interpellation im Reichstag (1932), pp. 42-LlL, relt that

this latter practice undermined the effectiveness of the interpellation.
He points out (ibid., pe. 37) that only five interpellaticns were
discussed separately irom other interpellations or other parliamentary
proceedings between 1924 and 1928; and only six frem 1928 to 1930.

From 1530 to 1932 not a single interpellation was discussed separately
from other parliamentary business. There were twelve interpellations
from 1732 up through the rise of Hitler, but not one of them was discussed.
The political insignificance o: the interpellation &n the Reichstag is
demonstrated by the fact that not a single interpellation was closed
with a.resolution expressing the attitude of the Reichstag between

1920 and 1933 (cf. infra, pp. 2-67-_2'68). Marten, op. cit., p. L7,

found 287 of interpellations from 1920 to 1928 put by opposition parties

and 122 by government parties. From 1926 to 1933 (Cf. infra, p. ?ﬁz)
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172 were put by the opposition parties and 70 by the government parties.

The Communist and Nationalist parties were the most active.

55

There was a marked increase in the use of the interpellation
in the Chamber of Deputies from 1871 to 1936 (cf infra, p. o).
Periods of numerous interpellations were World War I (1914-1918) and
the depression (1930-193)4). Many interpellations are never debated
in the Chamber at.all (cf. infra, pp. %ﬁ). From 1924 to 1928
over three hundred interpellations were considered only briefly on

the question of setting the date for the debate to take place. One

hundred of these were closed by formal resolution (ordre du jour).

Only 133 of 84k interpellations received full debate, and 113 were

closed with formal resolution after the debate. Marcel Cachin, Communist
put 36 of the interpellations during this period and together with L8
other deputies put L69 of the 84l interpellations (cf. infra, pp.
iii:ﬁii). The Socialist and Communist groups put 4Ol of 8Lk inter-
pellations from 1924 to 1928 (cf. infra, pp. gél:géi). The parties

represented in the Cabinet put 263 of the 8Ll interpellations.



CHAPTER XI

QUESTION HOUR AND THE ADMINISTRATIONs

-When a Minister rises in the House of Commons to read his carefully
worded reply to a question, he gives the impression of omniscience.
It is the staffs of the various departments that are really on the front
bench at question hour. The real relationship is often illustrated by
the story, told in many different forms, of the Minister who was not
familiar with the answer he was reading and read the answer and the
notes appended by his staff to guide him in his reply to supplementary
questions. The notes are essential, but the result is devastating when
the Minister reads too m.u.ch.1 When Sir William Joynson-Hicks was Under
Secretary of State for Home Affairs, the daily edition of Hansard is
said to have carried a short answer, such as, "The answer is in the
negative,”" However, he continued in this vein, "This member is becoming
a nuisance; something should be done to put a curb on his activities."
The slip was eliminated in the bound volume of Hansard. On another
occasion a Minister read the answer to a question which had been passed
over as the answer to the next question. Neither the Minister nor the
member observed the mistake, and the member was apparently satisfied
with the answer., This mistake was eliminated by the reporters and did

not appear in Hansard.

*Based on interviews in London in 1933 and 1934.
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To answer a large number of questions within twenty-four hours re-
quires an efficient and smooth-running organization. In France the de-
partments were allowed three weeks to get answers to written questions--
oral questions were infrequently used. In Germany two weeks were allowed
for answering questions. In England the departments answer from one hundred
totwo hundred questions each day. Most of these questions come to the
notice of the department only the day previous to their being answered in
the House of Commons. The dispatch with which these questions are handled

has added much to thereputation of the English civil service for e ffect-

iveness and efficiency.

The administrative procedure involved in answering a parliamentary
qugstion is similar in all departments. Every important branch of every
department or agency gets the Notice Paper of the House of Commons in
which notice of all starred and unstarred questions appears. In the case
of starréd questions and possibly also of unstarred questions the day on
which the answer is expected is indicated. A clerk--sometimes called the
registry clerk--in each department goes over each day's Notice Paper and
calls to the attention of any branch of the department questions within
the competence of that branch. In this branch of the department, the
question will bereferred to the clerk responsible for the subject with
which the question deals. It is the clerk who will dig out the informa-
tion, or have it dug out for him, and draft the answer to the question.
At this first stageiin the process, he also appends to the draft answer
any notes which might assist in dealing with supplementary questions,
This draft answer and the notes appended to it are nowrmferred to the
principal of the section in which the clerk was located. The principal

may approve the draft with or without additions. He then sends it to the
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assistant secretary who is responsible for the subject matter of the ques-
tion. The assistant secretary has already been informed of the question
by the registry clerk (or his equivalent). It is his responsibility to

put the question in its final form. In a majority of cases the draft of
the question which the principal approved is simply checked and sent on

to the Permanent Under Secretary (or his equivalent). Unless the question
should raise some‘important matter, he rarely does more than glance through
the question to see that it is in good form. In turn, he passes the ques-
tion and the supplementary notes to the Minister, or to his Parliamentary
Secretaryys or possibly to his private secretary. Should the question raise
matters with which the Minister is not familiar or of unusual importance,
he may consult the ranking officials in his department before he goes into
the House to give the answer. The Minister represents his department and

answers in the language of the civil service.

The Statistical Office of Customs and Excises was not responsible
to Parliament in 1934. Yet in the Bill of Entry Section of the Office
a clerk followed the Notice Paper each day to find what questions might
require information from the Statistical Office. Since no Minister was
responsible for the Uffice, these questions, actually, would have been
directed to some department for which a Minister was responsible. When
a qu:stion was discovered on the Notice Faper for which the Statistical
Office had the data and information requisite for a reply, contact was
established with the department to which the question was addressed to
learn if it had the information requested, If the department did not
have the information to answer the question, the Statistical Office pre-
pared an answer and transmitted it by telephone or special messenger to

the department responsible for the answer.
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The officizls who prepare the answers to questions asked in the
House of Commons are generally in agreement that hzlf or more of the
guestions with which they deel sre useless, a waste of time and money,
and a handicap to the efficiency of the service--in short a nuisance.
Every official with whom I talked was egurally convinced that the gues-
tions which were useful more than justified the time, trouble, and money
spent on question hour. 4s one official put it, "Try to imagine the
House of Commons without question hour." Ainother, in this case o private
secretary to 2 member of the Government, thought the removal of cuestion
hour would not bring immediste detriment to the civil service, but he was
convinced that in the long run the absence of nuestion hour would ve un-
desirable and would uncermine the honesty, efficiency, and effectiveness
of the service. Ille said that question hour kept the administration on
their toes. It was the opinion of civil servants themselves that those
employed in the public service were naturally cautious, hconest, and care-
ful and that they were no more careful in dealing with ouestions than

with other matters for which their department was responsible.

The feeling that question hour keeps the civil servant '"up to the
mark" was voiced in the select committee investigating procedure in 1931,
Dougles Hacking, member of the committee, directing his guestion to

tanley Baldwin, said, "That hour is dreacded more thzn any other by the
Civil Servants, and it keeps them up to the mark much bettzr than any
other way which anybody could suggest?" Baldwin replied, "It is 2 very
expensive hour. There is no more unalienable right, and it is regarded
as such by the private lembers of the House of Lommons, than that right

of putting questions to L:iinisters."3 Ramsay kuir says thet questions
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"probsbly have the effect of increasing the red-tape of the Departments,
since, being liable to be fired at on every kind of minute point, offi-
cials are bound to feel their chief safeguard is rigid punctilio in
sticking to the mles."l‘L Lowell thought that question hour made its great-

est contribution by preventing the growth of the bureaucratic syirit.5

One serious drawback to question hour is the pressure which it
puts at critical points in the administrative machinery. During the
Boer war, it was the Var Office which felt the constant pressure from
question hour. It might be some seemingly insignificant ingquiry by a
Member of Parliament which would jam the cheannels of communication,®
Perhaps the Foreign Office in recent years has been most plagued by
questions 3t times when it needed its full facilities to deal with diffi-
cult questions of diplomacy. The members sense that something big is on
foot and put a series of guestions which upset the routine of the depart-
ment and take the valuable time of ranking departmental officials., This
prevents them from giving full time and attention to the delicate nego-
tiations about which questions have been asked. Cuestions have right
of way and other matters must be sidetracked to make way for the questions
of curious Members of Parliament., During the tenure of Arthur Henderson
as Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs the Foreign Office was flooded
with cuestions about Russia and relations with Russia. This took the time
of the Secretary, Under Secretary, and ranking permanent officials on londay
and ednesday mornings, and often on Tuesday nights as well--the Foreign
Office stands second on the question list on Monday and first on Wednesday.7
The pressure was put on the Embassy staff in Moscow as well as on the Foreign
Office in London. The Embassy staff in Moscow was kept busy hours on end
digging up answers for curious Members of Parliament. In other departments
the burden is lighter because there is not the necessity for careful con-

sultation before answering questions, and also because there are fewer ques-
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tions to many other departments, (ne official in London made the sug-
scesbtion to me that each department which' was rorular at question hour
should have a peraanent stalf member available lor consultation with

the Minister--thus releasinz the time and energy of the ranking rerma-

nent officials for important administrative matters,

One per wsnent of"icial sugzgested to me thst the Zetails of service—--
particularly in departments like the Post 0ffice--shinruvld be considered
outside the scope of question hcour, as are detaills of service connected
with the Pritish Drozdeasting Corporation.8 It =25 his belierf that this
would result in the savin: of time and nioney. He estimated that nine of the
twenty questi.ns put to the Post Office from December L to December 20, 1933
were purcly local and nersonal matters. He thought these should be dealt with
by other less expcensive and less formai methods. This -rould mean the removal
of details from the responsitility of both Minister and Parliament, The
Iinister would then be responsible only for general nolicy, and for the
efficient eonduct of his department, and Parliament would in turn be
concerned with these two but not with the day=to~day details of the ser-
vice rendered, It was argued that this would save the time of Parliament
and of the department. Aside from the difficulty of distinguvishing be-
tween detail and princirle there is a real danger in t is proposal, I =m
inclined to agree with Harold TLaski that, "The real darnger that confronts
the official is his constant lisbility to be separated from...lay opinion,"?
If matters of routine administration are removed fron the responsibility
of the Kinister and of Parliament, an? are excluded from the scope of

question hour, the effectiveness of this device in maintaining this contact
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with "lay opinion" is underminded. At least one official in London would
agree with this point of view., He thought that even questions on private
and personal matters served a useful purpose, and that most questions were
reasonable. It was his opinion that since often matters of seeming little
moment involved principles of the greatest importance, it should be left

to the discretion of the individual Member of Parliament whether to deal
with a question by correspondence, by written-answer question, or by oral-
answer question at question hour. (Certainly the private member has little
enough left to justify his existence.) He said that most officials wel-
comed questions, even with their disagreesble consequences, as an indie-
ation of the state of public feeling. Although questions consume time

and money, and are often a nuisance, they make possible the control of the
vast and complicated administrative machinery of modern government. Frank
C. B. Elliott, who spent most of his official life with the Metropolitan
Police, thinks questions are desirable as a means of avoiding injustice and
abuse of the liberty of the subject and as a bulwark against tyranny, caprice,

10
and injustice.,

In England, a Parliament which is supreme according to accepted
constitutional theory has lost its real power to a Government which acts in
its name. The real function of legislation and the supervision of admini-
stration are vested in the Government. To the bembers of Parliament falls
the function of control of Government and permanent administration. This
_function ?oils down to ventilation of grievance, extraction of informaticn,

11

and criticism of the administrative process. As we have already suggested,

questions are the most satisfactory means of day-to-day control in the
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hands of the private member. He may also find it convenient to resort to
direct correspondence, and, infrequently, interviews, but the question is

the heart of Parliamentary control in England.

Sir Henry Bunbury suggested to me in 193l that there were four basic
types of questions: (1) Those seeking publicity for the member asking them,
(2) Politieal questions--those seeking to embarrass the Government, (3)
Those arising out of a genuine desire for information, (4) Friendly ques~

tions--often put at the suggestion of the Minister, and sometimes drafted

by his staff.

It is apparent that the questions of many of those members who con-
ceive their whole Parliamentary duty as being to put their three questions
each question day would fall in the first category. Harry Day, and J. M,
Kenworthy are illustrations of members who put their full quota of ques—
tions in the late thirties. Gibson Bowles and "weary" Weir are members of
an earlier day who used question hour regularly, We ﬁight call this the

champion questioners club. At least their constituents know they have been

at London,

The usefulness of question hour for getting official information was
demonstrated in the early thirties by a Labour question. Dr. Herman Finer,
then of the London School of Economies and Political Science, was working
on a revision of local government for the Labour Party. Since he needed
information about the duties of local authorities under the supervision of
the Ministry of Health, a question by a Labour Member of Parliament
provided the information whieh contributed to the plans of the Labour

Party for the reform of local government,
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Hany questions put by Government backbenchers fall into the fourth
category-~they are friendly questicns. This is a convenient way to make
a statement about the activities of a department. Likewise it is a use-
ful means of securing publicity for the department, The press coverage
of gquestion hour makes it an idezl time to muke statements with the most
telling effect. It prevents them from being buried in the mass of detail
of a debate, and it also lends them more color then « mere announcement
by the department concerned. In this respect, gquestion hour serves ade-
quately a function similar to the Presidential and departmentzal press

conferences in the United Stzates.

The political guestion, our second category, is the most colorful
of all types. A considerable amount of organization lies behind these
guestions, 4 party organization usually inspires =nd directs the use
of cuestion hour as a political weapon. The member best suited to ask-
ing the question is selected. lembers most effective for putting supple-
mentary questions are contacted., ‘'hen used in this way, the question
becomes a weapon of parliamentary opposition of real power. In 1937 the
weakness of the Labour Party in using question hour for political oppo-

gition was pointed out by Emanuel Shinwell. He proposed that:

There should be some kind of a central bureau for the
examination of cuestions to make certain that members in
their enthusiasm do not blanket each other. It is suggest-
ed that Labour members before they put guestions on the
Order Paper should hand them in to the central bureau in
order to vrevent overlapping and to ensure that every af-

ternoon Ministers are subjected to a well-organized barrage.
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The use of gquestions under the Labour Goverrment by the Conservative
Opposition fron 1929 to 1931 suggested vthat therc must have been some
thouzht and organization put inte these guesticsns., To avoid asking
questions vhich had already been asked was in itself no uean task,
when it is reme.bered that there were 43 starred guestions put on

Russia alone in the 1926-30 session of Psrliament.Li3

The uses to which cuestions are put asre veried, but at lesst two
other general purposes beyond the four categories sugzested to the author
by Sir Henry Punbury should be noticed, ‘e have already suggzested in the
previous chapter that I.atowr Party bscikbenchers use question hour to put
rressure on their ovm front bench.1h 0ddly enouzh the other use to which
question hour hss been nubt is to educate Ministers about the departments
of which they are n-minal heads. Douzlas Hacking suggested to Stanley
Baldwin in 1931 in the vrocedure counittee that guestion hour might "be
the means of callin_; the attention of the linister to something goiné on
in his Department, about wuich he may not have kno'm anything?® Taldwin
replied to this nuestion, "I +think it Zﬁuestion hoq£7 is a very valuable
thing."15 This procedure woul” be useful both for those who objected to
the zctivities of the department snd to merkers of the staff vwho wished
to attract the sympathetic interest of their iinister to what they were
doing. Thus question hour may be used to make the Minister aware of the
' department which he is supposed to control, This offers a fertile field
for the private membter bent on servin:; some useful purvose, In making
use of question hour, hiembers of Parliament can be expected toaxk about

nsafen matters and seldon take advantage of the real wesknesses of the
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department. It would be agreed by most administrators that the best
questions are seldom asked, for the private member usually misses the

best opportunities to make a telling blow with questions.

Many questions are unimportant in themselves, but a few are of

infinite importance. Everyone recognizes that the right to ask ques—

tions is important. Parliament exercises its role as "the grand inguest
of the nation" as Lowell would say, throurh the effective use of guestion
hour. The machirnery is often abused, is often not devoted to worthy ends,
but it is the only effective regular procedure by which Parliament may

exercise its most important function of control.
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1
F. 4. Ogg, English Government end Politics (1936), p. LSL,

quotes M. Ca ry et al., The Developygent of the Civil Service, p. 229.

fie renorts tnc followiny as havin: taken -lre- derin s the orld ar
(191L4-1918). The Linister in answerins a question said: "The ans-er
to the first part of the questim is in the nezative; the remaining
parts, thercfored, do not -rise," ierc he shovld have stopred but he
is reported to have continued, "This momber is bein ver; tiresome—-
to give him any informst cn only vhets his zrpetite for nore, v

2
Unstarred questinns are not ansvered “ith ~uch speed, Lub may

fre~uently tzke severzl days or even two weeks,

3

Parliamentary Papers, 1930-21, VIII (Mo. 141), :inutes of Zvidence,

r. 37 ( quastion 306),.

L

dow Pritain is Governed (1930), p. 31.

A. Lavrence Lovell, The Jovernment of Tngland (1926), 1, 139-190.

Ia

6
Henry ¥. Lucy, The “all-urian Parlisment, 1900-1905 (1906), p. 153,

reports a question by John-Dillon (so he thouzht) asking for the rronortion
of Roman Csth:lic chznlains to Gatholic soldiers in the field, a question
waich resulted in a request for » return from a teleaguered zarrison of

"the numnber of Roman Catholic soldiers in the gouthl Lancashire Rezimsnt . n
1] &

7 233
Cf, infra, v. - ,

8
Cf. sugra, P. 123 .
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Harold J. ILasgki, Parliamentary Government in Englend (London, 1938),

Civil Servants, like other human teirn s, do in fact
make mistzkes, even grave ones; an? the best method of con-

vincin: the ruirlic of their tone fidez is the fullrst open-

ness ab-ub thoir habits....

tnd this lends me to the insistence thzt just as the
meximum publiciby is desirable for what may te termed offi-~
cial thou:ht, so is the maximum relation beteen civil service
and rublic desirable vhercver the exercise of a discrationary
porer, especially one that is secret in its nature, is en-

trusted to a departmentecee

The real don:er that confronts the official is his
conztant linhivity to te sermsrsied Trod...lay oninion,

10
" yestions in Parlinment," 135 Fortnishtly Rgview 3L1-3L8

(¥iarch, 193L).

11

12
Times (London}, Jure 23, 1537, ». 18.

13 247
Cf. infra, FPe am .

1k 156-158
Cf. supra, pp—.

15

Parliament.r;- Pavers, 1930-31, VIII (No, 161), Ninutes of Evidence,

p. 37 (question 308).



CHAPTER XII

LEGISIATIVE CONTROL IN THE U. S.

In the United States the state and national legislative bodies
are not organized for legislative control., The common idea of them as
lawmaking bodies is revealed in the very name by which we call theme-
legislatures.l Indeed there is much criticism when Congress concerns
itself with an examination of how the agencies of government are
functioning., Let Congress stick to its last. It should make laws.
Let it be admitted that there is greater opportunity for legislative
bodies to share in the lawmaking process in the United States than
there is in the parliamentary system. Opportunity alone has not been
enough to preserve control of the legislative function for the so-
called legislature. The administrative reorganization movement, the
executive budget, and the rapid increase in executive power have
modified our governmental practice in the direction of the parliamentary
system without modifying the theoretical distinction between the parliaw

mentary system and our own.

The LaFollette-Monroney joint committee of the United States Senate
and House of Representatives recognized that "The formulation of
legislation is no longer exclusively a congreséional function." Half
the bills "orginate in the Federal departments and bureaus and are later
revised in committee to accord with congressional views." This comnittee

was convinced that "Congress was still responsible for sifting, testing,
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and debating all legislative proposals wherever they come from and
for determining the final shape of public policy." MNuch of the reform
which they proposed was designed to have "Congresé play a larger part

in oreparing legislation and determining national policy," rather than

2
with providing for effective legislative control over the govermment.

Because the President of the United States is usually a
dominant political figure, and because of his constitutional share in
legislation, he has evolved into a Prime Minister or "chief legislator.”
The President is in a strong position as compared to Congress. Some say
our system is out of balance.h Roland Young says, "Almost all important
legislative policy is sponsored by the President." He also thinks that
a Congressman needs the sponsorship of the President to get a bill passed
into 1aw.5 On the other hand, Congress does not have adequate means of
control since its procedure is designed to assist it in the lawmaking
process., "American lawmaking bodies lack adequate methods for getting
information from the executive branch."6 The investigating committee is
the main method of procedure available for the exercise of legislative
control. It is »articularly useful because it is not under control of
the executive branch of government.7 The shortcomings of the Dies
Committee on Un~American Activities and its successors have reduced the

usefuiness of this form of procedure.

The tremenduous expansion of the Federal Govermment during the
recent war as well as during the New Deal has stimulated criticism of our

government and evoked suggestions for improvement. Proposals vary from
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Ffundamental reforms such as the cabinet type govermnment proposed by
Henry Haz1itt® to limited reforms such as the reduction in the number
o% standing committees and the increase of Conpressional salaries,
Consider;ble attention has been given recently to tthe relations of
Congress to the administrative agencies and departments.? Improvement
in these relations might be accomplished in several ways. More
intimate contact between Congressional committees and administrative
a~encies may.be the answer.l0 The responsihility would rest on
committees and particularly on subcommittees of the approvriations
committee to keep currently in touch with the operation of particular
administrative agencies. These "administrative hearings" might be
distinguished from the lerislative hearings traditionally associated
with the lerislative process. Another recommendation is that informal
cont@aets, netween Congressmen and administrators should be arranged.ll
Informal meetings of this nature took place during the recent war--much
of the information released was off the record. The creation of a
council reoresenting the majority party leaders in Congress to provide
formal contact with the President has also been suprested.l? Responsi-

bility for legislative leadership would be placed on this group.

One proposal for closer lecislative ;nd executive relations which
has received some support is the creation of some form of question hour
or interpellation similar to the Enclish question hour or the French
interpellétion.13 The plan proposed by Estes Kefauver attempts to
avoid any conflict with the system of standing committees by making
them resnonsible for receiving questions and notifying the departments

concerned.:u-L The committee would also be responsible for getting the
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consent of the Committee on Rules to allot time for the question session.
Each session would be controlled by one committee and there would be at
most one such question session each week. His plan has met with con-
siderable approval.15 Yet, it seems unlikely it will be adopted.
Congressman Kefauver maintained the plan would help administrators
understand the Congressional point of view and on the other hand would
also enable administrators to explain their problems and difficulties

and justify their policies.17 Congress would benefit by having its
importance established in the "public mind" through greater attention
from press and radio. He thought administrators would be more responsible
and more careful in making decisions "if they knew they would be called
upon to give an account of what they were doing before the House."

It would save time for administrators by avoidin: duplicate appearances
before several committees. ? He summed up the advantages of his plan

by saying, "I believe that the question period would inform and rein-
vigorate both the legislative and administrative processes. It would
quicken the pace of government witnout disturbing the balance between the

20
two branches.

The Kefauver plan is a far cry from English question hour. It
provides only limited opportunity for questioning the policies of the
govermment since it occurs once every two weeks or at oftenest every week.
English question hour puts the government departments on the spot four
times each week thus providing much greater public interest. The Kefauver
plan permits only one department or agency to be questioned at a meeting
thus limiting the range of subjects which can be covered. Because the
oral questions at the end of the questioning period would be controlled

by the majority and minority parties there would not be the dynamic and
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dramatic spontaneity which echaracterizes the supplementary questions
asked in England. Notice of questions under the Kefauver pdan would
be given to the appropriate standing committee, Congressmen would not
find it a very valuable means of exerting control--that is of securing
information from government agencies and bringing criticism to bear on
them. Such a question period would never play the vital role which

question hour does in England.

The Kefauver plan is not an interpellation in the French tradition.
The interpellation involves debate. Under it the individual member
has a weapon tovuse against the government. Most important of all,
there is no chance that the President or any official would resign
because of the revelations made at a question period in Congress since
the executive is not responsible to Congress, in the political sense
that a French Ministry is responsible to the French parliament. The
Kefauver plan is somewhat similar to the oral questicn which was

infrequently used in the Chamber of Deputies of the Third Republic.

The limitations of the Kefauver plan do not necessarily condemn it
as undesirable. It may be a step in the right direction. Certainly
it would be an improvement over the ex parte statements which are
sometimes read into the records of Congress. Young thinks the publi-
cation of ailetter to an administrator and his reply provide a direct
method of criticism open to all Congressmen. This is superior, he
says, to the "rambling Congressional criticism where the facts are but
partially known and the administrator's attitude is unrevealed."21 In
matters of some moment, a session of the House, or better yet a joint

session of the two Houses of Congress, would offer an opportunity for
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a more fair and effective exposition of the facts and problems concerned
than would be offered by exchange of letters. If the Kefauver plan had
been in effect during the recent war it would have provided a means of
getting a fairer and more satisfactory consideration of the OPA., It
would have helped the officials in the OPA keep in touch with public
opinion. It should also have helped Congressmen understand the problems
OPA had to solve. To be specifiec, the complaints about ceiling prices
on cotton publicized in the Senate on January 17, 1946 would have been
more valuable i1f Chester Bowles had been on the floor of the 3enate to
reply in person to the charges made. Only Maybank's telegragéand Bowles!
letter were available to guide the discussion of the Senate. One
serious aspect of our practice today is revealed in the fate of OPA. It

became a whipping boy for Senators who had no fear of the agency having

an opportunity to defend itself.

One who proposes a question hour for the U, S. meets the objection
that the institution is foreign to our system of government, It is said
to be incompatible with the doctrine of separation of powers. This
argument overlooks two very important considerations. Our goveriment is
in fact a venture in co-operation between Congress and President. Question

hour does not imply the right of Congress to dismiss the President or
any agency head. In England where Parliament is legally competent to
bring about the dismissal of a Government or a Minister, question hour
offers opportunity to get information or to bring activities of govern-
ment agencies to light, or to subject administrative actions to searching
criticism. It does not offer a means for overthrowing the Government or
bringing about the resignation of a Minister. This is accomplished by

the voters at a general election, not by Parliament at question hour or
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even in debate. Political stability is as much characteristic of
English parliamentary government as it is of our own government.

English experience is not foreign to our problems.

An useful precedent was set by Cordell Hull in aovpearing before a
joint session of the House of Representatives and the Senate on
November 18, 1943 just after his return from the Moscow Conference. He
reported on the Conference.23 Two resolutions were presented invitiﬁg
Secretary Hull to appear before Congress but the resolutions were never
reported out of committee.2h His appearance was arranged informally
through party channels. The announcement that he would speak was made
by Representative McCormack on November 16.25 The House of Representa-
tives recessed during Hull's speech. Its appearance in the Congress-

ional Record was arranged by the Speaker. This incident suggests an

effective means of getting formal statements of policy from administra-

tive officials.

The Kefauver plan would go faurther than a speech by the administra-
tive official and would open up the possibility of questions from the
majority and minority parties. This might result in duplication if both
the House and Senate requested the presence of the same official. Congress-
man Kefauver thought the Senate would set up a question period if the
House did. Should this happen, he anticipated a joint session once a week

to hear a report from some department head and to direct questions to him.

While the President and administrative officials do not report
to Congress and do not make themselves available for questions by Congress-
men, they do submit to press conferences which confer the privilege of

questioning upon reporters. Young says the information revealed at press
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conferences is more significant than that brought out at committee
hearings. He thinks these press conferences "serve many of the functions
performed in other countries by appearance of the Prime Minister or
Premier on the floor of the legislature to state the government's

policy and to be questioned concerning it." He says it is "one of the
anomalies of our system" that reporters can publicly question a
President while Congressmen cannot.27 It is also true that a state-
ment in the press has more publicity value to a Congressman than a
statement in Congress. This gives the press the power to direct and

28
inspire Congressional criticism.

The state legislatures in the United States have followed a pattern
of organization similar to that followed by Congress. in Wisconsin,
however, precendent has been broken by permitting interpellation in the
legislature. The procedure may be initiated by petition of six members
of the senate or by seventeen members of the assembly--not more than
four and nine respectively may be members of the same political party.
The petition should be filed with the presiding officer of the house to
which the members belong.29 Joint session for the purposes of an
interpellation is provided with the support of the same number of
members of each house as required for interpellation in that house.

This petition should be filed with the presiding officer of the senate.BO
The time for the interpellation is supposed to be set within twenty

days by the presiding officer concerned. The official to be questioned
should be given notice that he is to be interpellated and should be
informed of the questions to be put to him.?l Oral questions are alsd
permitted.32 The legislature is empowered to adopt rules governing
interpellations.33 It has become customary for a Jjoint resolution to be

adopted for the purpose of arranging an interpellation, as well as to have
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the required petition filed. Questions and answers should be recorded
and the CGovernor should be furnished a copy within thirty days after

the close of the examination under the interpellation.

This Wisconsin interpeliation was suggested by Dr. Charles
McCarthy in 191)4.35 He thought state commissions might be controlled
by a procedure like qﬁestion hour in England. It was his proposal
that commissions might be removed by the legislature. William ¥. Bray
initiated the proposal of an interpellation which was applied to the
state conservation commission only by Chapter 406 of the Wisconsin
Statutes of 1915.36 In 1917 Chapter 634 of the Wisconsin Statutes
included all appointive state officers under the interpellation. In
1921 legislation was adopted to permit the removal of appointive
officers by joint resclution, after their examination by interpellation,

but apparently this power has not been used.

The interpellation has not been widely use in Wisconsin. There
was an interpellation of the chairman of the industrial commission in
1919.38 The railroad commissioners were called on to appear at an
interpellation by petition in the assembly in 1921, but no action was
over §§ken on the petition.39 In 1935 the members of the board of
control were called up for interpellation by two joint resolutions. In
1941 the procedure was applied to the conservation commission.ho

Potentially at least the Wisconsin legislature is in a more favorable

position than the legislatures of other states. The Wisconsin Blue Book

states the powers of the legislature in a broad way, as follows:



~193-

The legislature conktrols the vurse strines andi the
organization of nearly all sdministrative departments, Its
fundamental function is law making, but throush its control
ol avpropriations and its richt to investigate any state
deoartment 1t can to a very larre extent control the

actions of all branches of sovernment.hl

In the United States our legislative bodies have not adopted the
devices of znglish and French vparliaments for control. Our lerislatures
still organize their 2rocedure around the introduction of hills and the
vassing of laws. The investicating comaittee is one procedure wilely
used in the United States which ails lerislative bodies in the exercise

of control. The Fefavver pnlan for a week¥ly or Ffortnichtly ~uestioning

of one administrative ofiicial has not heen suvnorted in official gquarters

and would not be as effective a means of controlas guestion hour in
in England. The press conference remains the medium through which

information about rovernment action is extracted. The onse example of
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interpellation in the United 3tates is
fre. uently used in the thirty years of its exi-tence. There is need for

rore effective machinery for legislative control in the United States.
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CHAPTER XIII

EVALUATION

The role of the private member of the House of Commons has been
reduced almost to the vanishing point. This is the consequence of the
almost dictatorial position of the Cabinet in the British Parliament.
Parliament has become a law-ratifging body rather than a law-making
body. Financial powers have deteriorated into form rather than sub-
stance. The strict party discipline and Cabinet dictatorship have
reduced a Parliament which is omnipotent in theory to a formal role
of ratification, while the real decisions in law and finance are made
outside Parliament. The financial and law-making machinery has survived
as one means by which Government policy may be subjected to searching
ceriticism. Because their sole purpose is control, questions have
proved more flexible and more useful than either financial or law-
ratifying procedures as means for the control of the Cabinet and

administration by Parliament.

The effectiveness of question hour in 1885, for example, was
pointed out by Henry W. Lucy.

"Question hour" has come to be one of the most important
sections of a night's sitting. Within the brief space of time
there is frequently compressed a series of speeches dealing witﬁ
the most pressing topics of the day. Whatever may be the condition
of the House at subsequent stages of the sitting, it is always
crowded at question time. A Minister has then a full and unwearied
audience, and the temptation to oratorical display, or to
demonstration of superior ability, is very strong. Lord Beacons-

field. . . used to pull himself up for a supreme effort when
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called upon to answer a question, however simple.l
Sidney Low testified to the importance of questions in 190L.

This method of extractin~ information on the actions of
the Executive, is in practice considerably circumscribed., Never-
theless the shower of questions, "starred" and un-starred," de-
scends upon the heais of tle ministers, “ay after -ay, durinec the
session. Not the least onerous part of their lutiex is that of
fendins off the persistent inguisitor, without either committing

themselves ani their departments, or seeming to shirk investlira-

N

tion. The knowledce that any »eriinacious opaonent may, at any
monent, sumron a member of the Government to the witness-box is
a certain dra~ uoon the Cabinet autocracy, since 1t prevents

ministers from sittins and workin=- in thie lark, anl comosls them

to keep an anxious eye on the public and the press,

Harry Graham writin- in 1910 sas lese convinced of the value of

guestion hour. He thourht members had thelr secretaries " make out a
weekly list of conundrums® to put to members of the Government "with

no other purvnose than that of showing their constituents that they!
were "active" in Parliament. He guoted with approval the Edinbur-h
Review of 185h, which said, "It woull seem to be the chief amusement of

4

some membhers diligently to real the newspavers in tnhe mornins, ant to

-9

ternoon i7 they have real them too, and

3

-

what they think ol them,"

In 1922 Stephen Leacock gave a humorous but none too flattering

estimate of question hour:
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Looking around to find just where the natural service of

the House of Commons comes in, I am inclined to think that it

must be the practice of "asking questions" in the House. ihen-

[0)]

ever anything goes wrong a member rises anl asks a question....
Then this is ione all Bngland falls flat upon itr face.h
Geoffrey Crowther, editor of the Economist, London, was impressed with
the contribution of question hour during the war (1939-1945). He said
of guestion hour:
This is a very sevcre test cf 4re democratic sincerity
of any man in public office. It has provel a very eflective
check upon actions of the -~overnment in the execution of its
enormous nowers. On many occasions since the war bercan the
rovernment has been compelled to withdraw fror the position
it has alrealy occupiel because of the barrase of unanswer-
able gquestions slwn< at it in the House of Commons. This has
haopened to proposals for the settine up of emergency courts;
it has happenedl to the government's policy in regarl to treat-

ment of aliens, to 1ts air-raids shelter policy an? in a host

of other matters.5

Quite in contrast to this opinion of question hour is a Zerman
avthor's owinion publishel in 1230 that ninety rercent of the gnes-

tions asked in the Houss of Commonsz were unnecessar: anl coull he

—_

. \ . A s . s .
dealt with otherwise.” One can Jini consilerarle evilence of the
petty and trivial. No one would lose sleep over Mr. McCreagh's

weeds at Barton Stacey.7 It scarcely seems aporopriate to take the

time of busy men to publicize the postal service between the Western
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Postal District of London and High Street, Guilford in Surrey.8 There

is horseplay. #hen Major Harvey asked if the eggs used in the House of
Commons'' kitchen; were produced at home, he received a simple reply of
"Yes" from the kitchen committee, but Ernest Winterton took the occasion to
ask,b "Is there any possibility of the Liberal party requiring eggs in view
of an éarly General Election?"9 A quéstion about the coffee served gave

Viscountess Astor the opportuhity to ask if any one on the kitchen

10
committee knew how to make good coffee.

These.betty quesﬁions do not monopolize the time at question hour.
The Government mucst be on its toes. {or example, Walter Bagehot
asserted that the fall of Palmerston's first Govermnment was partly
accomplished at question hour. Darby Griffith was given the credit for
the fall of Palmerston's Government. Bagehot said, "The cheerful
impertinencé with which in the conceit of victory that minister answered
grave men much hurt his Parliamentary power."l1 The actual defeat of the
Government could not take place at question hour. What accomplished
Palmerston's fall was the unfavorable reaction to the introduction of the
Conspiracy to Murder Bill after the attempt on the life of Napoleon III,
The impression that Palmerston was introducing the bill befause of
demands of the French Government did not sit well in England.l2 When
Griffith asked what Palmerston proposed to do about publications in the
French Moniteur critical of England and the English government, the
Prime Minister complained of the difficulty which questions in the House

of Commons caused in relations with France. Then the Prime Minister gave

his answer to Griffith's question:



~203-

Now, Sir, with regard to the question of the hon. Member

I can only say, that it is not the intention of Her Majesty's
Government to adopt a course of proceeding such as that whiéh
he has suggested éﬁ%iffith had proposed that the French
Ambassador's letter of regret be published in the Moniteur, where
some addresses critical of England had been publisthZ, because
we think that such a course would be highly improper, and If I
may .be permitted to say so, without meaning anything personaliy
offensive to the hon. Gentleman, excessively absurd.13

The Palmerston Government fell when Milner Gibson's amendment to the

Conspiracy to Murder Bill was carried against the Government by a vote

of 234 to 215.

Rarely does question hour have such a close relationship to the
fall of a Government, since modern practice reservessuch drama for
the general election. However, there is evidence that Government
policy can be changed at question hour. In 1878, W. E. Forster,
William Gladstone, John Bright, and Sir Charles W. Dilke used question
hour and debates onrthe motion to adjourn to impress the Governmment
with the desire of the English people to avoid becoming embroiled in
the war in progress between Turkey and Russia. 15 The Boer War in 1901
and 1902 was brought home to the English at question hour. Here was
revealed the high mortality in concentration camps in South Africa.
Here it was announced that Miss Hobhouse, who had been investigating
these high mortality rates, had been deported from South Africa.16
It was revealed that the wife of a Boer General was confined in the

17
camp at Maritzburg. On the same day the Covernment announced a drop.
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in the mortality rate in concentrations camps--probably in answer to

18
a friendly question arranged for that purpose.

In the years preceding 1906, the employees of the Post Office
campaigned for recognition of their staff organizations by frequent
questions in the House of Commons. Stuart Bunning, who was a Post
Office employee at the time, was in charge of drafting the questions
put in the House of‘Commons. The recognition of empioyees' right of
organization in 1906 and the organization of the Whitley Councils in
1919 reduced the use of question hour by government servants to put

pressure on the Cabinet and upper staff.

One might hestitate to give much credit to question hour for the
relaxation of the Coal Emergency Directions in 1926,19 but there is
no doubt about the vital role it played in the Savidge case in 1928.20
Mr, Johnston asked a private notice question about the use of third
degree methods on Miss Savidge by Scotland Yard. Sir W. Joynson-Hicks,
Home Secretary, refused to give assurances that the investigation
desired by some members would be made.21 A debate on the urgency
motion for adjournment followed and a number of other importaht results
as well.22 In 1930, as.the result of pressure through questions and the
press, the First Commissioner of Works took steps to preserve Hadrian's
Wall from destruction by quarring operations. He secured power to acﬁ
through the Ancient Monuments Bill.23 The water supply problem was
kept in the public eye by questions. As a result of the agitation
about water supply and water polution a large grant was forthcoming

for the development of more adequate water supplies.
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Winston Churchill used a friendly question put by Colonel Wedg-
wood to anticipate a motion of censure against the coalition Cabinet
which was to have been moved by Sir W. Joynson-Hicks. The motion

24

really failed before it was ever put.

Oscar M, Hartzell was convicted in Federal District Courft in
Sioux City, Iowa in 1934 for having collected from 10,000 gullible
Americans a sum of $700,000 to $1,300,000., He promised $1,000 for
every dollar invested.zs His alleged purpose in spending thirteen
years in England was to collect for these American friends a share in
the fictitious twenty-two billion dollar estate of Sir Francis Drake,
This was the approximate value of thirteen acres of land in the heart
of London which had at bne time belonged to Drake. Our Consulate
General in lLoondon had enough evidence by 1933 to secure a deportation
order from the English Home Office., Hartzell was arrested when he arrived
in New York. This made it unnecessary to ask for his extradition.
Nathaniel P. Davis, the official in the Consulate General who was
in charge of the Hartzellcase, wrote to Sir Harry Britain asking him
to arrange a question in the House of Commons about the Hartzell case.2
Sir Arthur Shirley Benn, at the request of Sir Harry Brifain, a sked the
question, which was answered by the Home Secretary. Hansard reported:

14, Sir A. Shirley Benn asked the Home Secretary the
grqunds for the deportation order made against Oscar M, Hartzell

an American Subject; and what has been the result of his inquiries

P

into Mr, Hartzell's claim to unsettled or unappropriated estate
of Sir Francis Drake or his family?

Sir. J. Gilmour: I decided in February last, on the ad-
vice of the Aliens Deportation Advisé:y Committee, to make a

Deportation Order against Oscar Hartzell, on the ground that,
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as he had no genuine occupation and was holding himself out as
carrying on a scheme for the recovery of the so=-called Drake
estate alleged to be dormant in Chancery, it was not conducive
to the public good that he should be allowed to remain in this
country. So far as His Majesty's CGovernment is aware, there is
no unsettled or unappropriated éstate in existence which formerly
belonged to Sir Francis Drake or to any member of his family.27
This question and answer were read in the newspapers by T, W
Barnard, a private investigator. He wrote to Sir Shirley Benn who
turned the letter over to Mr. Davis.28 He revealed that Hartzell had
admitted to him that the Drake estate was a figment of the imagination.
Barnard was investigating for a woman clieht who was interested in
Hartzell. The private detective was a prosecution witness at the trial
at Sioux City. The prosecution was puzzled as to how it would get the
above question and answer into the court records at Sioux City, since
Hansard is not admissible as evidence in Federal Courts. The Hartzell
attorney referred to the question and answer to prove that their .was a
popular outery against deporting fartzell from England. This offered
the prosecution opportunity to read the question and answer into the

record. Thus question hour served the ends of American justice.

In 1938, Duncan Sandys, son-in-law of Winston Churchill, tried to
arouse the War Office to action by a series of questions about the air
defenses of London.29 Using secret information from Captain Hogan,
his superior officer in the Territorial Army, he attempted to convince
Leslie Hore-Belisha of the seriousness of the situation.BO He

testified that he did not expect to put the question since he was
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sure that the War Office would request him not to put the questions.3l
The War Office became alarmed, not about the alr defenses of London,
but about the source of Sandys' information.32 When the Attorney-
General talked to Sandys about the matter, Sandys became convinced
that a metter of privilege was involved. Acting on the advice of the
Speaker of the House of Commons he presented a motion for a select
comnittee to investigate the relation of Members of Parliament to the
Of “icial Secrets Acts.33 The Prime Minister (MNeville Cha-berlain)
promised an investigation. The London Times thourht the Government

must avold the suspicion that there had been "an attempt to sunoress

the giving of inconvenient information to members.”Bh The New York
Times took this occasion to express its respect .for question hours:
The system of parliamentary questicns is a vital part of
the British governmental system and there is hound to he much
alarm over even the slirhtest step towari hamstringing = the dis-
cussicns thereby raised. Any attempt to proceed against members
if they refuse to reveal the sources of the information upon
whi.ch thej base questions is certain to be regarded by many as a
blow to the British Constitution.35
When Sandys was called to testify before a military court of
ingnuiry, he reised the question of a "breach of privileqe.ﬁ This was
referred to the Cormittee on Privileges by a motion made by Prime
Minister Chamberlain.36 Sandys' motion to appoint an investigating
commnittee was taken over by the Government.37 The Comittee on
Privilezes reported that there had been a violation of the privileges

of parliament but it 4did not recommend any further action.38 1In its
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report of September 28, 1938 the investigating committee took a serious
view of the threat to parliamentary government(this was during the
Czechoslovekian crisic), It reported:
Your Committee desire at the outset to emphasize the

great importance of the questions referred to them, which

diréctly affect not only Members of Parliament in the dis-

chafge of their dﬁties, but which indirectly concern every

individual citizen whose right it is in the last resort to

have his grievances ventilated by speech and question on the

floor of the House of Commons .37
The committee was convinced that it was concerned with nrotecting
the "very roots of our democratic system.ﬁ Its revort, however,
was not too critical of anyone.hO The Labour minority on the committee
favored a more sharply worded report.hl The Prime Minister belittled
the impmortance of the case to the individual member. Iinston Church-
hill thought that the War Secretary could not tell the difference
between a Member of Parliament and a "very junior l:'Leu’c,enant.."Ll2 The
London Times thought the whole affair more "silly than sinister."l3

The investigating committee was reconstituted and charged with an
examination of the general question of the relation of members to the
C2ficial Secrets Act.hh In the hearings held by the rsconstituted
bommittee;Lthe Attorney-General agreed with a member of the committee
(Mr. Walkden) that it was the whole business of Parliament, including
questions, which was privileged and not debating alone.45 1In the
Cbmmons debate on the committee report Prime Minister Chamherlain
supported the committee's recommendation that the House of Commons
should adopt a resolution asserting the exemption of Yembers of Parl-

iament from compulsory extraction of information under the Official
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Secrets Ac’os.)—L6 The debate brought out Wedgwood Benn's evaluation of the
War-time role of Parliament.
Some people say that in war time Parliament should be

sandbagged, either in the more active sense of the words or

in the more passive; that the House should be hidden and

protected like an ancient monument....If weare to have a

Himmler, he has got to sit there and be subject to question,

he has got to be subject to what is far more important, namely,

supplementary questions, and he has got to meet Members of the

House of Commons; and he cannot—-and this is more important—-

be insulated by bureaucrats. U7

During the same month, Sir Henry Paze Croft expbressed the view that
questions took time from the war effort and gave aid and comfort to the
enemy. In particular he thou:ht they offered ammunition to Dr. Goebbels
and the German Propaganda Ministry.ll8 Vernon Eartlett, V. P., however,
proposed to extend the time for questions and limit each member to
two questions each question day.h9 The London Times supported this
suggestion by saying:

In times of warsthere is everything to be said for

keeping Parliameﬁt in constant session and for making its

procedure as businesilike as possible. No part of this

procedure is more businesslike than question and answer.

There is no hetter way of exposing boths mares' nests and

blunders. >0
Sir Henry Page Croft revlied to Rartlett by making a plea to ease

the burden of Ministers and Departments and "concentrate solely on



=210~

measures and matters of direct aid te victory."51 To this observer
it seems clear that Parliament in war is restricted by the very nature

of the emergency, thus further amplifing the importance of Question

hour to the private member.

Question time is testing time for Ministers. The Spectator said
in 1939 that the "ineptitude” of Sir John Anderson at question hour
was "rapidly persuading the House that his previous great reputation
in other spheres® did not "warrant his inclusion in the Cabinet and
his control of one of the orincipal services.”52 Harold lLaski has
indicated his belief in the importance of guestions by saying:

Even the secrecy which necessarily enshrouds the opera-
tions of war has not prevented gquestion-time in the House of
Commons from remaining a ¥ital check on the habits of the
executive, and no one knows bhetter than the prime minister
that his collearue who cannot survive the ordeal of "supple-
mentaries" with undimmed reoutation is not likely to survive

at a11.53

In France the interpellation has been called the "leading institution

of French parliamentary procedure."Sh The debate and the ordre du jour

(resolution) which close the lebate on the interpellation were often
factors in bringing the life of a Ministry to an end. Of the one hunired
and six ministerial crises in the Third Republic, sixty-three were
provoked in parliament. Of these sixty-three, thirty were provoked'by
interpellations.SS The political stability of the Government in England
is in marked contrast to the instability of the Ministry in France.56
The shortness of the lease on life of a French Ministry is én incontro-

vertible fact.57 The facts do not seem to Justifly the assertion that
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three out of five crises in France can be traced to the 1n'terpe11atlon.5

Soulier, however, is of the opinion that the int:rpellation may be a

4

he noszition of the ¥inistry, even thoush the final

factor in weakeningz t

. r
defeat may not comes on an ordre du jour closing an 1nterpe11atlon.)9 The

major cause of political instability in France woull seem to be not the
interpellation but the conTused anl complex party system which plagued
France, especially under the Third Republic. "#ith unsta™le paruy

groups and with each Deputy loyal only to himself, the ri ht of inter-
pellation becomes the weapon of every ambition, every vanityr, every

crudge, evary curiosity;”éo A strons Finistry sith a rell disciplined
following Joes not find the in*terpellation a threat to its continuance

in office.bl With all of the weaknesses which can be nointed ocut in French

parliamentary rsovernment, there can be no doubt of the efliciency ol the

internellation as a form of narliamentary control.

Debate such as is part of the internellaiticon in France 5 nct
possible 2t question hour in the House of Commons. Before 18332, howsver,
debate often took place throusrh the dzvice ¢f movin~ the adjournmant.
RBetween 1882 and 1902 the »rachice was vegulateld in order to nermit all

questions Lo te ansverel 2efo e any debatc was pervittel to take place.

bl

<

Since 1902 the debate has been postpons? till evenin~., Thesc restrictiors
themnselver creatly linited the value o7 the motioa to adjourn ani the

attendant Jiscussion. The increazing reluctance of the ISnzaker Lo oermit

()

such motions, e

[63]

necially zince 1920, har resvltel in the almost complete

b3

disappearance of bthe adjournment notion from the practice of thc House

of Commons,
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The adjournment motion in mngland has never resulted in political

consequences comparable to the interpellation and ordre du jour in
France. Contrary to the impression in some quarters, the Government
does not resign in £Zngland as a result of the vote on such a motion
for adjournment. Lowell reports two cases where the motion was
carried against the Government, but the Cabinet did not fall and no
Minister resigned.62 It is unusual for a vote to be taken on the
motion to adjourn. Ordinarily either the motion is withdrawn or the
debate lapses automatically at 11:00 P.M. under the rules for the‘

interruption of debate, without any vote being taken.

The motion to adjourn was carried on May 10, 188l. Charles Stewart
Parnell asked a oriwate-notice question about the arrest of John
Dillon, M. P, He was not satisfied with the answer; consequently he
moved the adjourrment of the House. After a debate, and a promise from
the Government that it would provide for full discussion of the Dillon
case without undue delay, the motion . was agreed to. It can be said the
only result of carrying the motion was a Govermment assurance that
Dillon's arrest and the Protection of Person and Property Act would be

given early opportunity for discussion.®3

July 5, 1887 the motion to adjourn was carried apainst the
Government by a vote of 153 to L8. This is the famous Cass case. On
July 1, Atherley-Jones asked a question atout her arrest on a charge
of solieitation ( p:t'os’c:i.‘l:ution).61’L Supporting the constable who had made
the arrest, the Home Secretary (Matthews) refused to make any investi-
gation or take any action. On July 5, he again refused to do any thing.65
The motion to adjourn to discuss an urgent matter of public importance

(the formula set up by the revision of the rules in 1882) was made, and
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a general debate took place. At the end of this debate the motion was
carried against the government. There was no doubt that the Hovse was
dissatisfied with the attitude of the Home Secretary.65 The discussion
did oroduce results. The next day, in answer to 2 question, the Govern—
ment indicated that a full investiration would be made of the conduct of
the judge and constable concerned in the Cass cuse.®T The Leader of the
House of Commons madje it clear the Covernment did not consider the
resignation of any Minister to be required. This precipitated a brief
exchange, at the close of which a member (Clancy) rosze to say:
T wish to ask whether in view of the announcement the
right hon. Gentleman has just made, it ic intended to call
on any member of the Government to -esigh?
Vr, Speaker: Orier, Order! The Clerk will oroceed to

read the Orders of the Day.68

Since the Cass case, the motion to adjourn does nct appear to have
beén carried against the Government, ut there have been occasions on
which the Government has howed to the will of the House. Stanley
Baldwin, for example, moved the adjonrmment of the House over the
inclusion of Lord Hewart of 2ury, lord Chief Justice of tngl nd, on the
Cormittee of Electoral Reform. The Speaker permitted the motion to be
made even though there was doubt about the Government's responsibility.69
The Govermment wanted the motion vostponed. ‘When the debate took place
the same evening, the resignation of Lord Hewart was announced. The
motion to adjournws defeated.© The Lord Chief Justice defendel both

his risht to sit on the Committee of Llectoral Reform and his right to
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71

resign when the matter was raised in the House of Commuons.

D

The usefulmess of the motion for adjournment, even in the restricted
form in which it is now availale, is hest revealed by the famous
Savidee case in 1928. In this case, the motion arose out of unsatis-
factory answers by Sir W. Joynson-Hicks to a private-notice question.72
“hen Sir John Simon's moving speech was interrupted with the inter-
jection, "The Home Secretary is in the Dock!," he replieZ, "The Home
Secretary is constitutionally responsible to the House and I am all
for holdin~ him responsible.’ Realizins the temner oi the House, the
iHoye Secretary promised an investi-ation ani ackel that the motion be

withdravn. The motion was defeated btut was not withdrawn.73

7k

Within a week, a tribunal was appointed te investisate the case.
The report of the tribunal in July found no criticism to be made of the
Director of Public Prosecutions or the police officers. They had
followed esta:lished procedure as approved by their superiors.(” The
tribunal -'id talze exceotion to the vse of the orocsiure in the case of

intimate way in which she was concerned in

al
[
)
6]

Miss 3avidrce, becausz of
the conduct of the two constables vhose conduct was being investigated.76
The tribunal thourht she should have been approached throu~h her parents
instea! of at work. They also sail she shoul! have been fully informed

of the consequences to herself in consenti=~ Lo make a statemnent. [ It
was thought a person maldinz a statement shoull oriinarily not bhe taken

to Scotland Yard. In casces involvin: women's morals, any statement should
be taken in the presence ol another woman, unless the wvoman being

questioned "exd>ressly requests that no woman whoull be present."78
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The Labour member of the tribunal (Lees-Smith) made a separate
report in which he supported Miss Savidge's chafges of third degree
procedures, and condemned the police official making the investi-
gation (Collins).79 He also questioned the propriety of having the
police investigate police procedures, and suggested that the Director
of Public Prosecutions ought to have his own staff to make such investi-
gations.ao He agreed with the majority report that a distinction
should be made between witnesses who have a personal interest in the
matter being investigated and those who do not have. He was impressed with
the role Parliament played in getting a hearing for Miss Savidge, and
concluded, "Great perils to private citizens and to civil liberty

81
have been revealed by her experience."

A Royal Commission on Police Powers and Procedure was appointed.
It recommended an increase in the number of policewomen and their use
in taking statements in cases involving sex offenses.82 The Commission
also recommended that plainclothes officers should not be used to make
arrests when the charge was indecent conduct, but they should be used

83
exclusively for detective work.

In 1930, as a result of a motion for the adjournment, the Foreign
Secretary gave assurances that he would consult party leaders before
committing the Covernment under Article 16 of the League of Nations
Covenant. While he would not guarantee to consult the House of Commons,
Commander Locker-Lampson withdrew his motion--apparently satisfied with
the assurances of party consultation.Bb The same year, although an
adjournment motion was not permitted, the First Commissioner of Works did
give assurances that the plans for Edinburgh would be modified during

the recess.
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Subjects opened at question hour may be followed up on other occasions.
It is not always necessary to move the formal adjournment of the house
under the Standing Orders in order to get opportunity for discussion. In
1923, a number of questions were asked about deportations under the
Restoration of Order in Ireland Bill. The Government proposed to
deprive men declared by the courts to have been illegally deported of
their right to sue on the ground that the Home Secretary had acted in
good faith. This matter came up for discuésion on the Home Office
Vote in Committee of Supply. Realizing there was sympathy for these men
in the House, the Government amended the bill to allow them compensation
on verification of their claims.86 In 1933, Brigadier General Spears
asked a question about the arrest of Flying Officer Fitzpatrick by
plainclothes officers.87 In this case the Speaker suggested the matter
be raised on the appropriation bill instead of moving the adjournment.88
As a result of the discussion the Home Secretary receded from the

position he had taken at question hour, and ordered an investigation to

be made.

Discussion also takes place on routine motions for adjournment for
Chirstmas, Easter, whitsuntide, and summer recesses. This is restricted
to matters not requiring 1egislation.89 A more frequeht opportunity
is available at night, again with the restriction that nothing requiring
a substantive motion or legislation can be opened for discussion, The
discussion on the motion for adjournment at night is strictly limited‘
since the House adjourns automatically at 11:30 P.M. and the motion cannot
come up fof discussion before 11:00 P.M., This makes never more than
thirty minutes available for discussion. A member may get a little

window dressing done and he may put the Minister in an unfavorable



=217~

light by using most of the time and rushing the Government's reply.91
The suspension of the eleven o'clock rule or the consideration of
exempted business may eliminate any discussion by taking up the whole
of the time before 11:30. When time is available, discussion on the
adjourmment at night is a valuable addition to question hour.92 Extent
of the use of this devise is tentatively indic:ted by the fact that
twenty-nine notices of intent to raise a matter on the adjournment at
night were given in the 1929-30 session of the House of Commons, but
only t welve of the discussions actually took nlace. In two cases the
szme subject was discussed. Usually the matter discussed at nicht had

already been raised at question hour.

Question hour in England offers the private member a chance for

ailrings grievances against the Government, for what Harold Laski ealls
"ventdlation © of grievance."3 ' It has been ha'led as a "godsend to the
private mem.ber,"9h and also as "one of the greatest privileges which
private members possess.”95 One observer calls it the only means

open to private members to express their views on many matters.99 There
is temptation to use questions for self-advertisement. Petty and trival'
questions wlace a heavy burden on permanent officials. It is only
natural that the private member might feel that questions were ‘ndis-
pensable and yet an official burdened with the petty questions right
consider them a burden and a detriment to the service. This contrast

of view is vividly expressed by Harold Nicolson, speaking from his own

experience both as a civil servant and a Member of Parliament. He says:
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Then I was a civil servant I used to regard Parliamentary
Questions as a method by which, at the expense of public time
| and money, the pushing politician was able to advertise himself,
Since entering the House of Commons my views on the subject have
undergoneé a remarkable change, I no longer regard Parliamentary
Questions as a public nuisance; I regard them as the shield and

spearhead of our liberties.

It is Harold laski's view that the function of the private
member of the House of Commons is "ventilation of grievance; the
extraction of information; the criticism of the administrative process;
what contributions he can make in debate.“98 One can readily conclude
that question hour "remains the most effective check upon bureaucracy."99
The intefrpellation is the heart of French parliamentary government. It
makes the concept of responsible parliamentary government a reality by
providing an efficient mechanism for the control of Ministry and
permanent officials.loo In England question hour is the heart of
parliamentary government. It is not too much to say that it "is the
most important feature of Parliament."lOl The practice of representative
democracy in England has brought one answer to the vexing question of
how to secure freedom of inquiry'without making efficient administration
impossible. Pride in our own institutions should not blind us to the

value of English question hour as a guide to the improvement of of our own

representative democracy.
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destroyed Lord Palmerston's first Covernment," ani undouhtedly
the cheerful impertinence with which in the conceit of victory

that minister answered grave men much hurt in his larliamentary
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sit during the recess. The report was completed during the recess on

Augtlst Ll-, 1938 .

10
Parliamentary Papers, 1937-38, Vol. VII (No. 173), First Renort,

Select Committee on the Official Secrets Acts. 1938, o. xii.
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-»
Jacques Bardoux, La France de demain (1936) , pp. 83-88; André Tardieu,




-226-

"Reformer ou Casser,! Revue de deux mondes, March 1, 193L, pp. 135-161;

Mélot, op. cit., pp.<22h-228, 230-238, 2L49-250; Yusuf Haikal, Le Président
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TABLE 1
STANDING ORDERS*

Questions

:Z.—-(l.) Notices of questions shall be given by members in writing
to the clerk at the table without reading them viva voce in the House, un-
less the consent of Mr. Speaker to any particular question has been pre-

viously obtained.

(2.) Questions shall be taken on Monday, Tuesday, iJednesday,
and Thursday, after private business has been disposed of; and not

later than three of the clbck.

(3.) MNo questions shall be taken after a quarter before four
of the clock, except suestions which have not been answered in conse-
guence of the absence of the minister to whom they are addressed, and
questions which have not appeared on the paper, but which are of an
urgent character, and relate either to matters of public importance or

to the arrangement of business.

(4.) Any member who desires an oral znswer to his guestion may
distinguish it by an asterisk, but notice of any such question must appear

at latest on the notice paper circulated on the day before that on which

an answer is desired.

(5.) If any member does not distinguish his question by an aster-
isk, or if he or any other member deputed by him is not present to ask 1it,
or if it is not reached by a quarter before four of the clock, the minis-
ter to whom it is addressed shall cause an answer to be printed in the Of-
ficial Report of the Parliamentary Debates, unless the member has before

questions are disposed of signified his desire to postpone the question.

“Standing Orders of the House of Commons (1938), pp; 9-11, 19-20.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
STANDING ORDERS

Adjournment on lMatter of Public Importance.

Ei. No motion for the adjournment of the House shall be made until
all the guestions asked at the commencement of business on Monday, Tues—
day, tWednesday, or Thursday have been disposed of, and no such motiox
shall be made before the orders of the day or notices of motion have been
entered upon, except by leave of the House, unless a member rising in his
place shall propose to move the adjournment for the purpose of discussing
a definite matter of urgent public importance, and not less than forty
members shall thereupon rise in their places to support the motion, or
unless, if fewer than forty mempers and rot less than ten shza11l thereupon
fise in their places, the House shall, on a division, upon question put
forthwith, determine whether such motion shall be made. If the motion

is so supported, or the House so determines that it shall be made, it

shall stand over until half-past seven on thc same day.

Anticipation.

9. In determining whether a discussion is out of order on the

ground of anticipation, regard shall be had by lir. Speaker to the prob-

ability of the matter anticipated being brought before the House within

a reasonable time,

Adjournment and Counting Out.

2l. “hen a motion is made for the adjournment of a debate, or of
the House during any debate, or that the chairman do report progress,

or do leave the chair, the debate thereupon shall be confined to the matter
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TsBIE 1 (Continued)

STANDING ORDERS

of such motion; and no member, having moved or seconded any such motion,
shall be entitled to move, or second, any similar motion during the same

debate,

2. If M¥r. Speaker, or the chairman, shall be of opinion that a
motion for the adjournment of a debate, or of the House, during any de-—
bate, or that the chairman do report progress, or do leave the chair,
is an abuse of the rules oflthe House, he may forthwith put the question
thereupon from the chair, or he may decline to propose the question

.thereupon to the House,

23. The House, when it meets on Fridey, shall, at its rising,
stand adjourned until the following Monday without any question being

put, unless the House shall otherwise resolve.

2h. On Fridays the House shall stand adjourned if at any time af-
ter one of the clock on the House being counted it shall appear that

forty members are not present.

22 The House shall not be counted between a quarter-past eight
and a quarter-past nine of the clock, but if on a division taken on any
business between a quarter-past eight and a quarter-past nine of the
clock it appears that forty members ere not present, the business shell

stand over until the next sitting of the House, and the next business

shzll be taken.
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TABLE 2

ORDER OF QUESTIONS

_ Not later v
Day Beginning than No. 45 End
Mon~ |1l. Indian Office 1. Prime 1. Board of Education
day |2. Foreign Office Minister 2, War Office
3. Ministry of Pensions 3. Home Office
L. Overseas Trade 4. Chancellor of the Exchequer
5, Ministry of Agriculture 5, Secretary to Treasury
6, Post Office 6, Ministry of Transport
7. Office of Works
8. Attorney General
Tues~ |1. Dominions Office 1, Prime 1. Foreign Office
day |2. Board of Trade Minister 2, Ministry of Health
to War Office % | 2. Chancellor of 3. Colonial Office
Scottish Office Excheguer L, Office of Works
5. Department of Mines] 3. Secretary to
6. Ministry of Pensions Treasury
Wed- |1. Foreign Office 1. Prime 1, Home Office
nes- |2. Admiralty Minister 2. Chancellor of the Exchequer
day |3. Colonial Office 3. Secretary to Treasury
4, Air Ministry 4o Ministry of Labour
5, Ministry of Transport
6. Office of Works
Thurs-{ 1. Ministry of Labour 1. Prime 1, War Office
day |2. Home Office Minister 2. India Office
3., Board of Education 3. Foreign Office
L. Ministry of Health L, Admiralty

5. Chancellor of the Exchequer
6. Secretary to Treasury

7. Ministry of Agriculture

N.B.—Questions to Ministers not mentioned in the Table follow those to the Ministers whose
questions are to be placed at the beginning, subject to the condition that the questions to
certain Ministers shall begin not later than No. 45.

#0n Tuesdays the Dominions Office, Board of Trade, the War Office, the Scottish
Office, and the Department of Mines in turn take the first, second, third, fourth, and
fifth places in answering questions. Thus on five successive Tuesdays (Beginning on Tuesday

ond December 1930) the order changes as follows:i-—

1st week 2nd week 3rd week Lth week 5th week
1. Department 1, Scottish 1, War Office 1. Board of 1. Dominions
of Mines Office Trade Office
2. Dominions 2. Department 2. Scottish 2. War Office 2. Board of
Office of Mines Office Trade
3, Board of 3, Dominions 3. Department 3, Scottish 3. War Office
Trade Office of Mines Office
L. War Office L. Board of L. Dominions L. Department 4. Scottish
Trade Office of liines Office
5. Scottish 5, War Office 5. Board of 5. Dominions 5. Department
Office Trade Office of Mines

27th November 1930
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TABLE 3

HOUSE OF COLMONS
QUESTIONS OF WHICH PRINTED NOTICE WAS GIVENs¢

Session Days House sat Questions
1873 112 1,002
1874 97 851
1875 ' 121 1,171
1876 126 1,546
1877 122 1,332
1878 136 1,283
1878-79 130 1,628 )
1880 (Sessions 1 & 2) 121 1,546
1881 : 154 3,243
1882 162 3,665
1883 . 129 3,185
1884 126 %,555
1884-85 129 5,354
1886 (Sessions 1 & 2) 120 2,821
1887 160 5,030
1888 160 5,549
1889 122 4,049
1890 125 4,407
1890-91 141 3,770
1892 (Sessions 1 & 2) 96 2,944
1895-94 226 6,534
1894 113 v 3,567
1895 (Sessions 1 & ) 117 5,873
1896 124 4,464
1897 127 4,824
1898 119 5,155
1899 (Sessions 1 & 2) 126 4,521
1900 (Sessions 1 & 2) 124 5,106
1901 118 * 6,448
1802 (before Mey 5)¥¢ 2,917
TOTAL QUESTIONS from 1873 to May 5, 1902 103,138
Se8sion ys House sat Starred Unstarred Total Questions
1902 (After May 5% 2,415 1,836 4,251
1903 115 2,524 1,992 4,536
1904 124 . 3,719 2,214 5,933
1905 114 4,120 2,124 6,244
1906 156 8,614 3,251 11,865
1907 131 7,439 2,708 10,147
1908 171 10,181 3,630 13,811
1909 179 8,799 3,452 12,251
1910 102 6,002 2,199 8,201
1911 172 11,984 3,455 15,439
1912-13 206 16,127 5,786 19,913
1913 | 102 7,162 1,774 8,936

#Parlismentary Papers, 1887,LXVI (No. 131), 1153 Ibid., 1901, LVIII (No. 349),
657; Ibid., 1905, LXII (Wo. 194), 131; A. A. Taylor, Statistics Relative to the

Business of the House /1914/, p. 183.
##There were 181 days on which Parliament sat in 1202 and the total of all

questions during the session was 7,168.
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TABLE 3
(Continued)
HOUSE OF COLRIONS
QUESTIONS OF WHICH PRINTED NOTICE WAS GIVEN:*®

—
A —

Session Days House sat Starred Unstarred Total Questions
1914 130 5,701 2,004 7,705
1914-16 155 10,535 2,441 12,976
1916 127 13,246 2,497 15,743
1917 181 16,344 2,802 19,146
1918 121 10,223 1,802 12,025
1919 165 18,578 4,145 20,5253
1920 167 15,033 5,612 . 18,652
1921 (Sess.l&2) 145 11,476 2,657 14,133
1922 (Sess.1&2) 133 10,509 2,360 12,869
1923 114 9,954 2,416 18,370
1924 129 9,987 5,105 13,092
1924-25 148 10,682 5,353 14,035
1926 151 8,264 2,449 10,713
1927 144 8,549 1,987 10,536
1928 115 6,053 1,508 7,559
1928-29 99 5,407 1,667 7,074
1929-30 189 15,907 4,420 18,327
1930-51 187 11,606 2,767 14,373
1931-32 155 8,259 1,598 9,657
1932-33 143 8,542 1,017 7,559
1955-34 156 ; /7,540 1,428 8,768
1934-35 151 7,079 1,370 8,449
1955-36 137 8,615 1,602 10,215
1936-37 157 1 10,041 1,728 11,769
1937-38 188 ; 11,419 2,368 13,787
1938-39 200 g 15,191 5,269 18,460
1939-40 127 10,220 5,516 13,536
1940-41 113 8,354 2,471 10,825
1941-42 116 9,029 2,563 11,592
1942-45 o122 9,365 2,548 11,911
1943-44 } 15% 8,938 2,560 11,498
1944-45 95 ﬂ 6,252 1,604 7,856
1945-46 212 21,135 6,178 27,313

Total(llay 5, 1902 to 1948) | 430,735 115,838 546,573

TOTAL ALL QUESTIONS 7 649,711

(1873 to 1946)

#Data furnished by Sir Lonsdale Web§§r, Clerk of the House of Commonsg, (to
Mrs. M. B. Fox) for 1914 to 1927; by W. 4, Pusey of the Office of Votes and Pro-
ceedings for 1928 to 1984; by the late J. W. C. Beesley, Clerk in the House of
Commons Library for 1934 to 1939; by k. G. C. Weati:crley, Heference Division of
the House of Commons Library for 1940 to 1946; Weatherley also furnished the dsta
on number of days House sat for the years 1914 to 19463 A. A. Teylor, Statistics
Relative to ihe Business of the House /Tel4/, p. 183 gives the data for days on
which the House sat from 1202 to 1813.
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TABLE 4

ORAL QUESTIONS, 1871 to 1932%

Noe ok No, Tuear Noe %
National Assembly 1. Idgislature 2. Législature
1871 52 3. 0. 1876 22 1 1877 1
1872 21 S. E. 1876 6 1878 30
1873 16 S. 0, 1877 21 1 S. 0., 1879 21 2
1874 13 1 TOTAL 4L9 2 S. E. 1879 L 1
1875 14 S, 0. 1880 10 1
TOTAL 116 1 S. B, 1880 6
S, 0, 1881 22 1
TOTAL 9L 5
3. Legislature 4. Legislature 5. Legislature
S. E. 1881 5 S. E., 1885 11 2 S. E. 1889 5
S. 0, 1882 35 2 S. 0, 1886 31 2 S. 0. 1890 39 6
S. E, 1882 2 S, E, 1886 7 1 S. B, 1890 9
S, 0, 1883 9 1 S. 0. 1887 25 2 S. 0. 1891 31 L
S, E, 1883 3 1 S. E. 1887 6 1 S. E. 1891 6 1
S. 0, 1884 20 1 S. 0. 1888 28 2 S. 0. 1892 LO 6
S, E, 1884 3 S. E. 1888 17 3 S, E, 1892 9 3
S, 0, 1885 1L S. O. 1889 38 7 S. 0. 1893 43 [
TOTA 91 5 TOTAL 163 20 TOTAL 182 24,
6. législoture 7. législature 8. Législature
S, E, 1893 7 S, 0, 1898 2 S. 0, 1902 5
S. 0. 1894 15 7 S. E, 1898 8 1 S. E, 1902 12 1
S. E, 1894 8 L S. 0, 1899 32 3 S, 0. 1903 20 1
S, 0. 1895 17 L S. BE. 1899 3 1 S, E., 1903 3
S. E, 1895 10 2 S. 0. 1900 36 6 S. 0. 1904 7 2
S, 0. 1896 17 3 S. E, 1900 3 1 S, E. 1904 6 1
S. E. 1896 2 S. 0. 1901 21 2 S. 0, 1905 10 1
S. 0. 1897 24 5 S. E, 1901 L S. E., 1905 11 1
S, E, 1867 5 2 S, 0, 1902 1 S, 0. 1906 25 2
S. 0, 1898 5 1 TOTAL 123 14 TOTAL 99 9
TOTAL 110 28
9. Législature 10. Législature 1l. Législature
°, 0., 190 3 S. 0, 1910 5 S. 0. 1914 1l
S. E. 1906 11 S, B, 1910 f2) 1915 8
S. 0. 1907 23 3 5., 0, 1911 16 1916 8
S. E. 1907 7 S, E, 1911 1 1917 15 1
S. 0. 1908 35 2 S, 0. 1912 15 2 1918 12
S, E. 1908 11 5, £, 1912 1 S, 0. 1919 26 2
S, 0. 1909 17 S. 0. 1913 9 1 TOTAL 70 3
S, E, 1909 5 S. E, 1913 5
5. 0., 1910 12 S. O, 1914 L
TOTAL 124 5 TOTAL A 3

¥Data from lables des matieéres of the Journal officiel and the Travaux parlementaires.
##*The symbol (T) means questions transformed into interpellation.
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TABLE 4 (Continued)
ORAL QUESTIONS, 1871 to 1932
(continued)
No. Tsu=¢ No. Taee No. Tse¢

12, Législature 13. Législature* 1, Legislaturex

. E. 1919 1 5. 0,192, 2 1928 ° 11

S. 0. 1920 7 S. E. 1924 6 1929 L7

. E. 1920 2 S. 0. 1925 2h 1930 33

S. 6. 1921 L S. E, 1925 2 1931 26

S5.E., 1921 3 1l S. 0. 1926 12 1932 8
} S. 0, 1922 L S. E. 1926 5 TOTAL 125
S, BE. 1922 0 S. 0. 1927 L9

S. E. 1923 0 S. 0. 1928 17

S. 0, 1921 3 TOTAL 126

TOTAL N 1

15, Legislature¥
S. 0. 1932 8
S. E. 1932 5

TOTAL 13

GRAND TOTAL 1573
(1871 to 1932

ORAI, QUESTIONS DISCUSSED WITH BUDGET

S. 0. 1877
S. 0. 1880
S. 0. 1891
S. E, 1851
S. 0, 1902

TOTAL

t:baxu\nrdpa_

¥There are no examples of questions being transformed into interpellations since the
extraordinary session of 1921.

s%The symbol (T) means questions transformed into interpellation.

In 1926 it was made contrary to the rules.
of questions transformed into interpellations from 1871 until 1926 is 115,

The Total
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TABLE 5

PARTY AFFILIATICH OF DEPUTIES ASKING ORAL QUESTIONS#

O: - o] e g
~ o Q0 Q -+ o\ o
- N + N ~ri
aN 15 O - 1 o
-3 O [WIRTS NN ISR - ™M o N
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© sl | E Kot @ = —i
S~ | &S] o o =lo § — D R
e EN S S also | S = S oo
£ @ N n w { o R = = 2 3
L S ad SRS BT |I7R] &R & 00 >
= I W S 5l af| an]lgo]e 5 B S
/M = doalouldo|lmgleA|[S~]0O © O B
e P = |2 glds|s=]g 3 ot O =
(- w £ sl g g 53 ald sl & 5
o I|ls o [-AO]d 8 [dQ also | ® A o
coor |[agR|d e |urialm—|o S
o~ = ~ ole o |m m = [a¥
S ol -2 o = T o|ls =]l w0l w0
F8eY2a|Ro 5885|8228 58
A e Pl =R [ BEA|&ES|RSadAalTA
Communist 0 o 0 0 2 0 1 o 19 22
Socialist 0 6 7 0] 1 1 0 0 17 32
Republican and Fr. Socialistg O 1 [¢] o} 1 o] o] o] 7 9
Radical-Socialist 0 b 3 0 1 3 1 [0] 16 30
Left Radical 0 1 0 0 0 [0} 9 O 1 2
Republicans of the left ) 1 0 0 o 0 6] 0] 3 b
Democrats 0] 2 1 0] 0 0 0 0 3 6
Republican Democratic Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
Republican Democratic Union [0} 3 1 0] 1 1 0 o 7 13
Unattached (non-inserit) 0 ol of o e ¢f 9o ¢ 7 7
Affiliation unkmown 1l 1
TOTAL 0] 20] 12 0 6 5 2 o g1 126
Put by parties in cabinet g8 3 21 3] 1 31 48

*The information for this chart was obtained from Tables des matiéres, 1924-28,
Annales, Chambre des Deputés. The figures in italics represent questions put by

party groups represented in the cabinet,




TABLE 6

Kleine Anfragen®

1915 1916 1917 1918
Nod Z || Nod % I No.] % 0. ] ¢

Soz;aldemokraten

Socizlist 12] 86 21124 1| 78 |34 71 29
Zentrum

iCatholic) 15117 18 8 31 13
Nationallibersgle

Libersl 1 7 23| 26 24 110 25 10
Konservative

(Conservative) 6| 311 17 7
Fortschriftliche
Volkspartei 16|18 4 49 |21 || 69 | 28

(Progressive)
Polen

(Polish) 21 1 3 1
Reichsparteil

(Reichs party) 1] 1 51| 2 3 1
WHirtschaftliche
Vereini 9110}l n2 |18 16 7

(Econ. Union)
Reformpartei

(Reform party) 2
Deutsch-
Hannoveraner 1| 3  1j) 1 2| 2 1(3 2 1

Ger.-Hannoverian)

T 1

Elsass-Lothringer

4i1sace-Lorraine) 21 7 2 3 1 31t > 2

e -
No party 2 3 11 1 1] 3
Several parties 2l 3 1] 2 1 7 1 1 311 2 1
TOTAL 31 78 56 1, 89 231 245
i

*Hoppe, Die kleine infrage im Deutschen Reichstage, p. 72.

Kleine Anfragg‘
Commons.

question from the interpellation, or long question.

is the German sguivalent of the question in the English House of
The interpellation is sometimes referred to in Germany as Grosse Anfrage.
Die kleine Anfrage would mean literally the short question and would distinguish the



Kleine Anfragens

1919 1920 1321 1922

No. 4 No. % Noe % No.

Deutschnationale
Volkspartei 166 26 268 30 240 | 33 197

Deutsche
Volkspartei 148 23 236 27 187 | 26 182

Deutsche
Demokratische 118 18 83 9 6l 9 80

Partel

23

w

Zentrum*** 24

88 1 93 11

Bayrische 25
Volksparteii*

Sg;;aldemokraten 73 11 100 11 69 | 10 57

Unabhangige (Ind.)
Sozialdemokraten 30 5 67 8 58 8 9

Kommunisten I 5 1 6 | 6 50,

Bayrische
Bauerbund 2 0.2 1 0.1

Deutsche-~ ﬁ‘
Hannoveraner 5 1 13 2

Several parties 16 3 23 3 1 2 17

TOT4LL 6L b 890 733 634

*Hoppe, op. cit., p. 73.
#%The Bayrische Volkspartei and the Zentrum were united during the years

1919 and 1920,



TABLE 8

Kleine Anfrageni

Number of questions

1923 -24| -25| -26| -27| -28] -29| -30| -31} -32| -33

MNationalsozialistische Darzche
Arbeiterpartei (Nazis) 16 sl 39 o) 8 3 6] 29 12

Deutschnationale Volkspartei
(Nationalist Party5 L2l LOL L2] 34 6 2] 11| 12 1 0

Deutsche Demokratische Partei
(Democrats) 2l 3] 13| 10| 14 6 2 2

Staatspartei’® (State Party)

[V

Deutsche Volkspartei
ZPeoples' Party5 2y 121 11 L 7 2 1 : 1 0

Zentrum (Catholic) N 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bayrische Volkspartei
Bavarian Catholic) 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Wirtschaftliche Vereini A
ZEconomic Unionj‘ 1 8 0 L 1 L 1 3 0
Sozialdemokratische Partei

Deutschlands (Socialist) 1 11} 19| 16 2 2 2 0 1 1l

Kommunisten (Communist) 22l 6 2 7 7 L 7 3 5 2
Volksrechtpartei (The Peoples!|

Rights Party 1l
Deutsche Landvolk

(German farm folk) 1
Christliche Sozialer Verein

Christian Social Movement) A 2
Nicht Erledigt (Unanswered) 2 2| 1 2
TOTAL 110} 93] 107 | 113 L6 27 30 32 INA 19 0

*See Hoppe, op. cit., p. 71. For years 1929 to 1933 inc, the data were secured
from the Archives of the Reichstag.

“*The German Democrats became the State Party in 1931.

X0ne of these four questions was given oral answer under the provisions of Sec-
tion 62 of the Rules, as amended in 1929. _

XAPhese two numbers are added to the total, since the party affiliation of the
members asking the questions was not recorded. Other unanswered questions (Nicht
Erledigt) are not included in the totals.
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TABLE 9

Kleine Anfragens™

192

31 1924

1925

1926

1927

1928

1929

Auswartiges Amt
ZForeign Office)

11

16

Reichsfinanzministerium
Ministry of Finance

19

20

20

Reichsernshrungsministerium
(Ministry for Relief)

Reichsinnernministerium
(Ministry of the Interior)

29

13

17

26

Reichsarbeitsministerium

iMinistry of Labor)

15

Reichswehrministerium
Ministry of Defense)

Reichsverkehrsministerium
(Ministry of Communications)

Reichspostministerium
(Postal Ministrys

N

Reichsjustizministerium
(Ministry of Justice)

L

11

Reichsschatzministerium
Ministry for Reich treasures)

(Dissolved March 31, 1923)

Reichsminister fur Wiederaufbau

ZMinister for Reconstruction5

2 (Dissolved Kay 11, 1924)

Reichskanzler

{Chancellor)

1

1

0

0

Auswartiges Amt und Arbeitsministerium
Zjointly to Foreign Office & Labor

Ministry)

1

Arbeits- und Finanzministerium
jointly to Ministries for Labor and
Financ

Reichsminister fur den besetzten

Gebiete
Minister for occupied territories)

Nicht Erledigt (Unanswered)

Reichswirtschaftsministerium
(Ministry of Economics)

~1

%Hoppe, Ope. Cit., P 73
##To December 1, 1929.
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TABLE 10

WRITTEN QUESTIONS, 1909 to 1933*

July 5, 1909 to the end of 13. _Législature (1924-28)
the ninth legislative period S. 0. 1924 1009
in 1910-- 217 S. E. 1924 1235
, S. 0. 1925 2787
10. Legislature (1910-14) 5424 S. E. 1925 1337
) S. 0. 1926 3117
11, Legislature (1914-19) S. E. 1926 991
S. 0. 1914 362 S. 0. 1927 3148
1915 6897 S. E. 1927 914
1916 6269 S. 0. 1928 1392
1917 6278 TOTA 15,930
1918 6107
S.. 0. 1919 5221 (| li. Législature (1928-32)
TOTAL 31,134 S. 0, 1928 791
S. E. 1928 1421
12. Législature (1919-24) S. 0. 1929 3273
S. E. 1919 253 S. E. 1929 1469
S. 0. 1920 436k S. 0. 1930 2882
S. E. 1920 1940 S. E. 1930 1250
S. 0. 1921 3567 S, 0. 1931 2162
S. E. 1921 1577 S. E. 1931 1437
S. 0. 1922 2861 S. 0. 1932 1320
S. E. 1922 1598 TOTAL 16,005
S. 0. 1923 2582 )
S, E. 1923 1217 15. Legislature
S. 0, 1924 1551 S. 0. 1932 757
TOTAL 21,510 S. E. 1932 1585
S. 0. 1933 2894
S. E. 1933 1190
TCTAL 64426

GRAND TOTAL (1909 to 1933) 96,646

#The information for this tahl¢ was obtained from-Tables des matieres,
1924-28, Annales, Chambre des Déput€s, and from the Journal officiel, Débats,
Chembre des Députés. The letters S. O. stand for session ordinaire, and
the letters S. B. for session extraordinaire.

33¢The questions for the session extraordinaire of 1933 are to
December 2, 1933 only.
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TABLE 1l
WRITTEN QUESTIONS*
1928
CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES Number of Number of
PARTY Members*¥ Questions
Communist 13 48
Socialist 100 321
Republicam and French Socialists. 13 52
Radical-Socialist 125 252
Republican Socialists 18 25
Left Radical 53 109
Independents of the Left A 31
Republicans of the left 64 140
Unionist and Social Left 18 31
Popular Democrats 19 55
Republican Democratic Union 102 189
Democratic and Social Action 29 Th
No party (non-inscrits) 38 96
TOTAL 606 1423

#The questions are those for the session extraordinaire of 1928,
The tabulation is by Norman Currin, who made the analysis while a
graduate student at the University of Michigan for Professor J. R.

Haydene
#t0nly 379 of the 606 Deputies asked questionms.
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N
TABLE 12
WRITTEN QUESTIONS:
1926 1928
SUBJECT
Number 1 Percent Y Number Percent
4

Finance ; 225 L2.9 560 39.3
War | 53 18,07 539 16.8
Public Instruction 23 q L.l 130 9.1
Interior 20 3.9 sk 3.3
Foreien Affairs -7 1.4 7 .5
Agriculture 10 1.9 32 2.0
Air k .33
Colonies 10 | 1.9 21 1.k
Commerce and Industry 23 L. L8 3.l
Justice 32 6.1 76 5.3
Pensions 30 5.8 72 5.0
Labor and Health 12 2.3 38 £.2
Public Works 26 5.0 75 5.2
Put to Premier 2 .1
TOTAL 518 1423

#*The data for 1928 are ta'ten fror a report preparc. Lon rrofessor
J. R. Havden by Norman Currin while a graluate student at tne University
of Michigan in 1932. Those for 1926 are from a similar revort by Dwight
C. Long, in 1928.
A1l of the guestions for the session extraordinaire of 1928 were
tabulated by Mr. Currin. The 1L4?23 questions were askel by 379 Beputies.
The questions for 1926 are for ten days selected at random.
Analyzin: the subject matter by larger subject sroupings, Mr. Currin
found 579 questions (L1.9 per cent) concerned with the civil service,
310 (21.8 per cent) concerned with taxes, and 179 (12.l4 per cent) concerned
with the pensions,
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TABLE

13

QUESTIONS ANSWERED

January 24 to Aucsust 28, 1860%

Supplemen-

Questions taries Total Percent
Foreign Affairs 92 7 99 17
Army 68 1 79 1
Chancellor of the 52 14 66 12

Exchequer
Home Affairs 60 5 65 1
India L1 2 L3 8
Ireland LO 0 LO 7
Prime Minister (largely 31 3 34 6
foreign affairs)

Navy 26 1 27 5
Post Office 2i 0 21 L
Board of Trade 19 0 19 3
Works lé 3 19 3
Colonies 12 2 14 2
Lord Advocate 9 0 9 1.6
Poor Relief 9 0 9 1.6
To private members 9 0 9 1.6
Attorney General 7 o 7 1.2
Business of the House 5 0 5 9
Education 2 0 2 ol
Judge Advocate General 1 0 1 2
Total 520 L8 568

¥This information was collected by Mrs. M. B. Fox from Hansard for 1860.
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TABLE 14

QUESTIONS ANSWERED ORALLY®

S8ession 1929-30

Oral Oral )
Private| Answer Supple-~ Answar
Notice |(Starred)| mentary TOTAL Percent
Foreign Affairs (non~Russian) 9 6Lty 709 1362 6.6
Russian Affairs 3 543 889 1435 Toly
Labor (hours, wages, etc.) A 227 251, L85 2.65 B
Unemployment (insurance, etc.) 1 856 921 1778 8.6
Poor relief 119 131 250 1.2
Colonies 11 1,60 4,96 967 L7 -
India and Indian Affairs 10 483 L34 927 Le5
Dominion Affairs 5 210 247 L62 2.2
Empire Marketing Board Sl 87 141 o7 _
Army 189 244, 433 2.1
Navy 6 402 458 866 he2
Air (military & commercial) A 149 171 321 1.6
Trade and commerce 2 380 450 832 4.0
Tariffs (dumping, etc.) 21/ 374 588 2.8
Agriculture 3 393 503 899 L3
Fishing 90 152 242 1.2 4
Education 4,18 409 827 4.0 _
Scotland, miscellaneous 3 334 478 815 3.9 _
Business of the House 8 279 N 781 3.8 |
Industry (economic problems,
corporations, etc.) 6 333 445 8L 3.6
Home affairs (prisons, courts,
____immigration, ete.) 3 338 397 738 3.6 ‘_ﬂ
Transport (railways & roads) 1 317 353 671 3.25 |
Public Works (parks, monuments,
buildings) 2 305 346 653 3.2
Pensions, health insurance,.
old age insurance 281 301 582 2.8 |
Health and sanitation 290 251 541 2.6 _
Civil Service 246 270 516 2.5 |
Housin slum clearance, etc.)l 1 160 191 352 1.7 _
Taxation, national 134 1232 257 1.25
Local rates 1 41 36 78 oly _
Post Office (telephone, tele-
aph, radio) 112 147 259 1.25 ]
Debt iinternal, external, and
reparations) 2 95 106 203 1.0 .
Dabinet and ministry 6 9k 158 .8 __
Metropolitan Police 1 L6 56 103 o5 ]
Electricity Supply Ly 35 79 oLy _
Miscellaneous (local gov't.,
electoral reform, etc.) 2 116 132 250 1.2 |
TOTAL 83 9366 20638

Pll8h

5%This information was taken from the Parliamentary Debates,

June 25, 1929 to 4ugust 1, 1930,

Vols. 229-243,

Tais chart is printed in the American Political

Science Review, Vol. 27, p. 973, Jecember, 1933,

the British House of Commons."

in my article "Question Time in
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TARLE 15

ANSWERS TO ORAL QUESTIONS*
Including supplementary questions

28-29 1928 1927 1926 2=25
Foreign Affairs, Sec, of State 316 L35 662 605 679
Under Sec, of State 243 239 L58 308 4L25
- Tabour, Minister 547 331 482 421 807
: Parl, Sec. 348 48L 291 327 351
Health, Minister L7 552 681 529 626
, Parl, Sec, 301 395 457 533 471
Prime Minister 225 242 350 388 729
- Board of Trade, President 334 375 490 4,63 674
' Parl, Sec. 158 239 26l 179 168
" Overseas Trade, Sec. to ol 68 197 238 336
) Home Affairs, Sec. of State 535 7173 836 940 853 .
'l Under Sec, of State 150 169 258 343 61
- India, Under Sec. of State 316 277 521 288 364
' Treasury, Chancellor of Excheq. 344 262 547 419 543
Financial Sec, 266 431 246 288 329
| Dominions & Colonies, Sec. of St. 430 638 528 556 333
Colonies, Under Sec, of St. 145 60 322 130 395
Agriculture, Minister 261 339 L1 4,62 657
Board of Education, President 229 159 26l 240 289
Parl. Sec. 13 28 91 56
Transport, Minister ' 360 418 596 510 416
Parl, Sec. L1
Admirplty, First Lord 87 153 136 168 221
Parl, Sec. 179 190 303 263 310
Scotland, Sec. of State 252 308 357 269 344
Under Sec, of State 50 80 27
War, Sec., of State 170 166 282 269 292
Financial Sec, 39 66 120 193
Air, Sec., of State 82 1l 172 141 130
Under Sec., of State 52 5 187 79 88
Postmaster-Ceneral 230 228 285 225 163
Ass't. Postmaster-General 111 91 138 154 8L
Pensions, Minister 117 156 154 178 342
Parl., Sec. 35 50 52 32 191
Mines, Secretary for 284 353 290 385 231L
Attorney-Ceneral 20 24 51 59
Lord Advocate 28 35 25
Tords of the Treasury (Whips) 2L 63 39 Ll
Forestry Commissioner 39 L6
Tords of the Household 81 106 110
TOPAL 7,892 9,080 11,633 11,095 12,367

“¥Tables Nos. 16 and 16 are based on data published by James Howarth in his Parliamentary
Gazette, January, 1926, p. 161; February, 1927, p. 106; February, 1928, p. 116; October, 1928,
p. 115; May, 1929, p. 109; September, 1930, p. 128; September, 1931 (does not include gquestions
asked after the fall of the Labour Government in August); December, 1932, p. 93; February,

193[4», P. 120.

ST e L
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TABLE 16

ANSWERS TO ORAL QUESTIONS:®
Including supplementary questions

%See the note at the end of the prewious:table.(No. 15).

*sFor 1929-30 the figure includes ques

ecretar
+til_ June, 1930 when he became S re heyf

fgsted herd were put to Thomes befo
)

ticns for J. :
of State for Dominions.
eceme Secretary of State.

H. Thomas who w

as Lord Privey Seal
Most of the questions

1929-30 1930-31 1931-32 1932-33
Foreign Affairs, Sec. of State, 1482 835 L6l 395
__Under Sec. of State 177 423 523 313
Labour, Minister 1064 1050 720 569
Parl. Sec. 130 202 279 271
Health, Minister 1036 838 L75 4,98
Parl, Sec, 113 225 33 208
Prime Minister 1018 626 397 349
Board of Trade, Pres. 988 1190 611 502
Parl., Sec. 166 271 L6 339
QOverseas Trade, Sec. to L79 500 4,55 331
Home Affairs, Sec. of State 891 607 1130 523
Under Sec. of State 146 214 81 107
India, Sec. of State 717 Q79 595 411
Under Sec., of State ‘ 10 157
" Treasury, Chancellor of Excheq. 715 534 L73 282
Financial Sec, _359 612 556
Dominions, Sec. of Statex* 675 294, 338
- Under Sec. of State 399 78 2 5L2
Colonies, Sec. of State 289 403
Under. Sec. of State 520 L50
Agriculture, Minister 601 64,9 770 L91
____Parl. Sec. 262
Board of Education, Pres 599
_ Parl, Sec. 37 bl 88 109
Transport, Minister 576 622 509 295
Parle. Sec. L2 123
Admiralty, First Lord 552 360 120 96
Parl. Sec. 151 206 178 32
Civil Lord 95 29 25 23
Works, First Commissioner 347 271 134 110
Scotland, Sec. of State 327 178 - 25 204
Under Sec. of State 300 150 145 191
War, Sec. of State 317 285
Financial Sec. 27 246 170
Air, U, Sec. of State 270 282 176 135
Postmaster-General 207 289 263 158
Ass't. Postmaster-Gen. 26 104 8l L5
Pensions, Minister 166 71 47 69
iines, Sec. for 97 497 301 371
Parl. Sec. 87 1
Solicitor-Genersal 41 12 20 17
for Scotland 3
Attorney-General 20 29 L5 15
Lord Advocate 34 3 16
Parl, Sec. to the Treasury 9 20 16 30
. Tordsof the Treasury (Whips) 77 215 89 97
Charity Commissioner 30 22
Chancellor, Duchy of Lancaster 14 150
Forestry Commissioner 19
Lords of the Household 37 37
Church Estates “ommissioners 38 26
| Lord President of the Counecil 261
" ¥itchen Committee 5
. Dr. Morris-Jones L5
} TOTAL 16,287 14,499 10,054 9,539
.’
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TABIE 17
QUESTIONS TO WHICH WRITTEN ANSWER WAS GIVEN¥

1928-29 1928 1927 1926 1924-25
Health, Minister 317 357 309 W9 595
Parl. Sec. 80 79 91 76 171
Labour, Minister 174 55 133 185 297
Parl. Sec. 180 185 130 95 205
Transport, Minister 185 126 170 507 28
Parl. Sec, 26
Home Affairs, Sec., of State 152 178 226 207 290
___Under Sec, of State 48 36 51 73 26
' Treasury, Chancellor of Excheq. 89 56 91 104 229
Financial Sec. 201 183 318 175
Postmzster-General 121 69 131 107 247
; Ass't. Postmaster-General 73 50 111 62
- Agriculture, Minister 122 96 120 184 387
Board of Trade, President 94 59 106 128 161
Parl., Sec. 118 83 72 55 141
Overseas Trade, Secretary to 32 23 71 95 157
Seotland, Sec, of State 104 104 121 111 143
Admiralty, Firet Lord 30 29 36 53 50
Parl,. Sec. 99 90 145 141 281
War, Sec, of State TN 61 87 % 150 213
Financial Sec. 15 35 L8 6l
Foreign Affairs, Sec. of State 37 54 88 83 18
Under Sec, of State 52 L 104 60 128
Board of Educatiom, President 91 56 101 95 22l
Air, 3ec, of State 86 52 137 116 153
India, Under Sec, of State 71 98 211 173 141,
Mines, Secretary for 83 56 65 8l 131
Dominions & Col., Sec. of State 118 41 102 175 134
Colonies, U, Sec., of State 19 63 51
Pensions, Minister 4O 57 L2 51 201
Parl, Sec. 11 53
Prime Minister 13 19 43 37 58
Attorney-General 11 19 L
Forestry Commissioner 28
TOTAL 2950 2446 3159 3790 5741
Unstarred guestions#¥ 1667 1506 1987 2449 3353
Starred questions ans. in writing 1283 940 1172 1341 2388
and 18 are based on data published by James Howarth in his

¥Tables Yos, 17
Parliamentary Gazette, January, 1926, p. 1563 February, 1927, p. 108; February, 1928,

p. 115; October, 1928, p. 117; May, 1929, p. 1063 September, 1930, p. 123;.September, 1931
(does not include guestions asked after the fall of the Labour Government im August, 1931);
December, 1932, p. 96; February, 1934, p. 123.

#%See Tdble No. 3 .
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TABLE. 18
AUESTIONS TO WHICH WRITTEN ANSWER WAS GIVEN™*

1929-30 1930-31 1931-32. 1932-33

Health, Minister 795 149 219 164
Parl, Sec. 155 78 10 18

Igbour, Minister 636 314 129 150
Parl, Sec. 196 99 63 22

Transport, Minister 511 261 138 80
Parlo SGCQ 8

Home Affairs, Sec. of State 380 195 178 315

____Under Sec. of State 82 51 2 9

Treasury, Chancellor of Exchequey 299 115 76 L3
Financial Secretary 341 222 154 140

Postmaster-General L61 162 6l 54
Ass't, Postmaster-General 31 73

Agriculture, Minister 172 251 195 : 8l

Board of Trade, President 361 211 101 71
Parl, Sec. 224 130 20 75

Overseas Trade, Secretary to 123 105 73 51

Scotland, Sec. of State 329 166 54, 69
Under Sec. of State 32 7

Admiralty, {'irst Lord A 148 35 L1
Parl. Sec. 161 90 ’ L7 10
Civil Lord 54 12 8

War, Sec. of State 235 160
Financial Secretary 12 76 38

Foreign Affairs, Sec. of State 213 109 50 L2
Under Sec, of State 68 L9 71 L7

Board of Education, President 237
Parl. Sec. 11 12 19 67

Air, Under Sec. of State 52 19

India, Sec. of State 355 157 100 121
Under Sec., of State 152 89

Mines, Secretary for 50 138 78 L7
Parl. Sec, 216 7

Dominions, See. of State# 217 43 28 19
Under Sec., of State 183 27 3

Colonies, Sec, of State 61 86
Under Sec. of State 214 92

Works, First Commissioner 176 68 20 14

Pensions, Minister 113 68 18 21

Prime Minister 68 32 11 11

Attorney-General 29 24 8

Lord Advocate 10

Solicitor-General 6 2

Duchy of Lancaster, Chancellor L 8l

Treasury, Lords of (Whips) A 13 3

Church Estates Commissioners 21 L

Charity Commissioner 3

Tord President of the Council 1L 11l

Dr. Morris-Jones 6

TOTAL 8039 L,356%% 2184 1958

Unstarred guestiong ¥ 54,20 2767 1398 1017

Starred questions ans. in writing 3619 1589%3* 786 941
*See Lhs note at the bottom of the previous.table (No. 17).

##The figures for 1930-31 are oniy until the f£all of the Labour Government in Augus?,
1931, Therefore the estimate of the number of starred questions given written answer 13

too low. Tquestions put to him during the Session,

sxSee Table No. 3. ; vV
#J. H. Thomss was Dominions Secretery only after June, 1930; this includes 2l
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TABLE 19

QUESTIONS FOR ORAL ANSYER®
Including supplementary questions

1929-30 | 1928-29 | 1928 1927 1926 192425
¥r. Harry Day, Lab 8L7 483 1,89 937 611 493
Sir Kingsley Wood, C 8Ll Parliamentary Secretary to Ministry of Health
Lieut. Com, Kenworthy, Lab bL2 698 836 919 662 71
Sir N. Grattan-Doyle, C 421 108 85 25 mem, ¢ mem.*¥
Col. Howard-Bury, C 416 116 159 156 meme ¥ | e
Mr. A. M, Samuel, C 400 Financial Secretary to the Treasury
Mr. Hore-Belisha, Lib 382 158 232 198 268 319
Mr. Patrick J. Hannom, C 288 66 85 g2 57 109
Mr, Charles Williams, C 276 mem, ¥ mem. % | mem. ¢ | mem.¥* | mem,
Mr. Waldron Smithers, C 269 mem, 3¢ mem, % | mem,35* 21 meme ¥
~ Sir Frederick Hall, C 266 51 171 178 248 156
CaE. Peter MacDon_aj]_.Ld, C 259 mem, % MmeMm, *¢ me;n.‘lﬁ'f 28 Mem .33
- Mr. Douglas Hacking, C 257 Secretary for Overseas Trade
Cap. Henry Crookshank, C 256 Ll 66 L2 70 Tem,
Mr. James Albery, C 237 mem, ¢ 24 28 31 mem, >
Mr. Ernest Thurtle, Lab 216 252 192 336 230 231
Mr. William Davison, C 21L L3 106 150 __155 170
Earl Winterton, C 204 Under Secretary of State for India
¥y, Percy Harris, Lib 178 65 124 258 114 149
Commander C. W, Bellairs, C 175 90 73 75 77 88
Dr, Vernon Davies, C 173 56 L2 67 memm. mem,. 33
Col. J. C, Wedgwood, Lab 165 260 212 338 186 207
Mr. Ernest Brown, Lib 161 6l 145 170 —— —
Sir Austen Chamberlain, © 154 Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
Mr. George Buchanan, Ind lab 152 1,8 224 178 109 133
Mr. William T. Kelly, Lab 150 315 377 189 98 mene %
Cap._Anthony Eden, C 148 mem, ¥ meMe e mem, ot mem, ¥ mem, ¥
Mr, Neil Maclean, ILab 138 142 235 55 270 271
Sir Archibald ®inclair Lib 136 56 mem, 3¢ 96 87 53
Mr. Percy A, Hurd, C 130 62 107 97 109 124
Mr. Stanley Baldwin, C 129 Prime Minister
Viscountess Astor, C 128 S5k T 81 55 91
Rev. Campbell Stephen, Lab 123 87 117 144 50 169
Mr. John Beckett, Lab 120 79 23 140 8L 189
Mr. Winston Churchill, C 115 Chancellor of the Excheguer
Mr. We G. A. Ormsby-Gore, C 113 First Commissiomer of Works
Sir Robert Thomas, Lib — 254 321 124 mem 33 mem, ¢
Mr. Shinwell, Lab (Sec. Mines) 209 139 — — ——
Mr, Tom ¥Williams, Lab | 50 199 304 325 276 173
Mr. Lansbury, Lab (Comm, Works) 121 153 192 217 289 4
Mr. R. MacDonald, Lab (Prime Min.) 24 mem, ¢ 21 62 59
ir. J. H. Thomas, Lab (Sec. Domin.) 3l mem, 35 39 32 mem.
Mr. Ponsonby, Lab | — 13 mem, ¥ 36 50 58
Mr., Lunn, Lab (U, Sec, Domin.) 58 43 73 mem ¢3¢ meme 3¢
Cap. Wedewood Benn (Sec, India )t 90 mem, ¥¥ — 158 491

' *This table is based on data published by James Howarth in nis Parliamentary Gazette,

Jamiary, 1926, pp. 161-2; February, 1927, pp. 106-7; February, 1928, pp. 116~7; October, 1928,

PP. 115-6, May; 1929, pp. 109-10; September, 1930, pp. 128-30. Gazette also lists written answers
5%The notation mem. indicates that lLF. did not ask enough questions to be listed—-less than

203 in 1924-25 less than 50; in 192829 less than 10. |
#+%Cap, Benn was a Liberal in 1924-1926, but a member of the Labour Party after 1928. ;
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TABLE <0

QUESTIONS FOR ORAL ANSWER¥
Including supplementary questions

L 1929-30 1930~-31 1931-32 1932~-33
Mr. Harry Day, Lab 847 600 — N
Sir Kingsley Wood, C 841, 715 Postmaster-General
Lieut. Com, Kenworthy, Lab, 642 631 - —
Sir N, Grattan-Doyle, C 421 36k 8L 70
Col.. Howard-Bury, C I.tfg 230 — ———
Mr. Mander, Lib 413 380 332 347
Mr, A, M. Samuel, C 400 297 200 102
Mr, Hore-Belisha, Lib 382 208 Finan, Sec. to Treas.
Mr, Patrick J. Hannon, C 288 351 261 150
Mr, Charles ¥Williams, C 276 4L 42 8L
¥r. Waldron Smithers, C 269 289 79 59
Sir Frederick Hall, C 266 306 — ——
Captain Peter MacDonald, C 259 359 307 213
Mr. Douglas Hacking, C 257 388 mem, 3 Under Sec,
Captain Henry Crookshank, C 256 119 L6 35
Mr. James ilbery, C 237 232 37 5
Mr, Tom Williams, Lab 50 25 607 - 573
Mr, David Kirkwood, Lab. 95 152 317 193
Mr. James Maxton, Ind Lab 2l 27 310 24,6 ‘
Mr. Buchanan (George) Ind Lab 152 61 258 109
Mr. Rhys Davies, lab mem . mem, 36t 253 192
Col, J. C. Wedgwood, Lab 165 mem, o 252 198 .
Mr, George Lansbury, Lab Comm. of Works 250 288 ‘
Sir William Davison, C 21 272 241 1.80
Mr, David Grenfel, Lab mem, ¥ mem, ¢ 188 288
Mr., Will Thorne, Lab 93 98 210 233
Mr. John J. Lawson, Lab Parl, Sec. Lab, 224 _197
Sir Alfred Knox, C 93 12/, 207 126
Mr. Herbert Williams, C - —— 86 193 |
Mr. William Iunn, Lab U. Sec, Domin, 116 143 4
Mr, JohnMagGovern, Ind Lab mem, L9 210 101 |
Sir J. S. Wardlaw-Milne, C 227 72 127 77 i
Mr. Peter Freeman, Lab 214 3Ly e nd
Mr.Edward Marjoribanks, C 206 221 ——— ———
Tarl Winterton, C 204 155 mem, 3 mem,
Sir Percy Harris, Lib 178 34 125 52
Commander C. W.Bellairs, C 175 194 —eme ———
Dr. Vernom Davies, C 173 —— ———— ——
= Major Graham Pole, Lab 162 86 — —
| ir, Ernest Brown, Lib Nat 16 100 Sec. for Mines
| Sir Austen Chamberlain, C 151 102 mem., ¥ | 17 ‘
Captain Anthony Eden, C 148 39 U. Sec, For, Affairs
Mr. Percy A. Hurd, C 130 62 53 | L6
| Mr., Stanley Baldwin, C 129 119 Lord Pres. “ouncil
} Viscountess Astor, C 128 131 108 86
Mr. Wwinston Churchill, C 115 men, 3 mem, ¥ 32
Major David Colville, C 115 114 Sec. Overset"s Trade
Mr. W, G. A. Ormsby-Gore, C 113 54 Commissioner Works

*This dable is based on data published by James Howarth in his Parliamentary Gagzeite,

} September, 1930, pp. 123-4; September, 1931 (does not include questions asked after the fall

of the Labour Government in August); December, 1932, pp. 93-5; February, 1934, pp. 120-3,
less than 20 (in 1932-33, 5)

$3¢The notation mem. indicates that he was a M.P. but asked
questions.
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TABLE 21
SPECIALIZATION
1929-30%
NAME SUBJECT QUESTIONS##*
of specialization Noo. Total

Major Sir Archibald Sinclair, L.

— on_subject No,

Stanley Baldwin, C., Leader of Business of the House 116 14l

the Opposition

Sir Austen Chamberlain, C.,

former Sec.of State for Foreign Aff.Business of the House 56 151

Commander Bellairs, C., Russia and Communism 39 162

naval experience Foreign Affairs 15

Captain Henry Crookshank, C., Russia and Communism 61 250

army experience Foreign Affairs 27

Alexander Haycock, Lab. Russia and Communism 16 L9

Godfrey Locker-Lampson, C.,former Russia and Communism 34 66

Under Sec.of State for Foreign Aff. Foreign Affairs 12

Edward Marjoribanks, C. Russia and Communism 73 200
Foreign Affairs 9

Walter Guiness, C., former

Kinister of Agriculture Agriculture 16 217

Viscount Wolmer, C., former

Ass't. Postmaster-General Agriculture L1 92

James Blindell, L. Agriculture 16 27

William B. Taylor, Lab. Agriculture 30 7L

Sir Arthur Steel-liaitland, C.,

former Minister of Labour Labor and Unemployment L2 76

" George Buchaman, lLab., Lzbor

leader Labor and Unemployment 69 148

Captain Sir George Bowyer, C., Labor and Unemployment 22 60

Conservative Whip

Major Walter Elliot, C., former

Under Sec. of State for Scotland Scotland 13 27

Adam S. McKinlay, Lab. Scotland 33 L6

George Hardie, Lab. Scotland 32 67
Scotland 65 138
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TAB
(Gont%ﬁhed)
SPECTALIZATION
1929-30%
NAME SUBJECT QUESTIONS ¢
' of specialization Noe Total
on subject Noe
George C, Train, C. Scotland 26 34
Major David Graham Pole, Lab., India 136 173
Sec.of Brit.Comm. on Indian Affairs
London correspandent for Indian Press
Earl Winterton, C., former
Sec. of State for India India 51 181
John S. Wardlaw-iiilne, C., manu~ India 62 226
facturer, once in Indian Gov't.,
lecturer in U.S.
Fenner Brockway, Lab. India Li 89
Major Sir Bertram G. Falle, C., Navy 70 106
army experience, also previously
in the Colonial Service
Colonel Josiah C. Wédgwood, Lab.,| Colonial problems 80 161
naval architect, served in
Army and Navy
Colonel Charles K. Howard-Bury, C{ Colonial problems 75 389
Dr. Vernon Davies, C. Education 69 129
Brig.-General Sir Henry P. Croft,
c. Tariffs and dumping 36 88
1932530
Geoffry Mander, L. Foreign Affairs 17 Lé
Trade 11

Sir A. M., Samuel, C. Foreign Affsirs 13 28
Brig.-General Clifton Brown, C. Foreign Affairs & Dominions 11 17
D. R. Grenfell, Lab., former Foreign Affairs 16 21
Parl. Sec. to the Board of Ed.

*Parl. Deb. 5s., uommons, this compilation was made by the author from Vols, 229~
24,3 covering the 1929-30 session (June 25, 1929 to August 1, 1930).
¥*0ral-answer questions including both starred questions and supplementary questions.
3#%%Parl, Deb. 5s., Commons, this compilation was made by William Carter Lucas covering
the months of May and June, 1932, He was at the time a student of the lste Frof, J. R.
Hayden at the University of Michigan,
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TABLE 22

HOUSE OF COLEONS
MOTIONS FOR THE ADJOURNMENT OF THx HOUSE®
Under Standing Order No. 8¥¥%

___—__—_——r— e ———— ]
Session I 11 III IV v " TOTAL

1882
1883
1884
. 1885
18886
188286 3 18 1
1387
1888 1
1889
1890
1820-81
1892
1893-24 1
1894
1895 (Sess,1&2)
1396
1897
1898
1898
1300
1901
1202
1203
1904
1905
1206
19207
1908
1909
1910
1911
1918-183
1013
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al
1888-1213 35 120 1 14 1

#Key:I Leave given without menbers rising in their places, II Leave
given by more then 40 members riging in their places, III Leave given by
a favorsble division after support by less than 40 but more thaen 10 members,
IV Leave refused by less than 40 members rising, V Leave refused by Spesker.

See Parliamentsry Papers: 1887, LXVI; 1820, LVII; 1890-91, LXIIs
1892, LXIII; 1894, LXVIII; 1895, LXXIX; 18g6, LXVII; 1897, LXXIT; 1898,
L¥XIT; 1899, LXXVII; 1200, LIVII (lio. 329); 1902, LXXXII (No. 321); 1903,
LIV (No. £18); 1904, LXXVIII (No. z02); 1905, LXII (No. 287); 1906, XCIV
(No. %82); 1907, LEVI (No. z29); 1908, LXXXVII (No. 260); 190° LXX (No. 201);
1910, LXXIII (No. 3&8); 1911 LXT (lio. 230); 1¢12-13, LXVII (No. 502);
1915, LI (Wo. 264).

s%%Standing Order No. € was originally Ho. 9 vhen it was adopted in
1882. In 1888 it became No. 17. In 1802 it beceme No. 10.
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TABLE 22
(Continued)
: BEOUSE OF COMECNS
MOTIONS FOR THE ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE®
Under Standing Order No. &%t

Session T TT 111 IV v TOTAL*%

™

1914

1214-16

1916

1917-18

1218

1219

1920

1221 (Sess.1&R2)
1922(Sess.1&2)
1923

b
O o

Q1O NN
}._.I

H HFuwompNme ®
[l av I o> B v I T Nt
0
OO ;1 tn

B

1924

1924-25
1926

1927

1e28

1gr8-28
1928-20 2 1
1930-31 1
1931-32
1982-33
1933-34 1
1934-36
1955-36
1256-37
1937-38
1938-29
1939-40
1940-41
1941-42
1942-43
1943-44
194445
1945-46

i)
VIV e B VN B 20 U1 o

HOOOOOONMMHOFNOOHFMWOMOO OMN b M

Total
19161946 & LD 3
Total
19 69 4 4 8
#Key: I Leave given without members rising in their places, L1 Leave
given by more than 40 members rising in their places, III Leave given by &
favorable division after support by less than 40 but more than 10 members,
IV Leave refused by less than 40 mewmbers rising, V Motion refused by the
Speaker as determined from Decisions of the Chsir (1933), pp. 12-21 and
Parl. Deb. 58., Commons, passim, for the years 1218 to 1939 only.
See Parlismentary Papers: 1914, LXV (No. 426); 1917-18, XXV (No. 181);
1918, XIX (no. 133); 1919, XL (Wo. 235); 1920, XZXVIII (No. 251);
1921, XXVIII (No. 232); 1922, Session II, III (Ho. 14); 1923, XIX (No. 136);
1924, XIII (No. 8); 1924-25, XII (No. 202); 1928, XIX (No. 1%2); 1928-R29,
%I (No. 115); 1930-351, VII (Nos. 4 & 157). The data for 1981-32 end )
19%9-3% were furnished by W. J. Pusey; 1955-34 to.1988-38 by the late J. W. C.
Bessley; 1959-40 to 1945-46 by E. G. C. Weatherley.

BQ: 21
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TABLE 22 Continued

Additional notes to data on S. 0., 8 1914 %o 1946

#%Standing Order No. 8 was originally No. 9 when 1t was adopted
in 1882. In 1888 it became No. 17. In 1902 it became No. 10. In 1932
it assumed its present No., namely: No. 8.

s65:+The total column to the right does not include the number in
Column "V¥, because these were not included in the official reports.
These 60 cases of refusal of the Motion to Adjourn under Standing Order
No. 8 were extracted as indicated in the note () above. The data
under column "U® zre for calendar years, in the case of hyphenated
session years the data are for the latter of the two years.
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TABLE 23

INTERPEILATIONS, 1871 to 1936

National Assembly

l. Législature
S. 0. 187

1871 16 8
1872 17 S. E. 1876 3
1873 21 5. 0. 1877 6
1874 17 TOTAL 17
1875 9
TOTAL 80
L. legislature 5. Législature
. E, 1885 7 5. E. 1889 3
. 0. 1886 30 S. 0. 1890 48
. E. 1886 3 S. E. 1890 8
. 0. 1887 2 S. 0. 1891 32
E. 1887 9 S. E. 1891 17
. 0, 1888 17 s. 0. 1892 35
. E. 1888 7 S. E, 1892 19
. 0. 1889 34 S. 0. 1893 39
OT A 115 TOTAL 201

| [ RORORORGRO RS R
L ]

8. Législature

S. 0. 1902 26
S. E. 1902 L9
S. 0. 1903 75
S. E. 1903 58
S. 0. 1904 72
5. E. 1904 84
S. Q. 1905 65
S. E. 1905 43
S. 0. 1906 30
TOTAL 502
12, Législature

s. E. 1919 17
S, 0. 1920 117
S. E. 1920 68
S. 0, 1921 146
5. &, 1921 94
3. 0., 1922 115
5. E, 1922 82
S. 0. 1923 103
s, E. 1923 72
S. 0. 1924 15
TOTAL 889

#The data were taken from the Tables des matie
from the Tables of the Travaux parlementaires. S. O, means se
means session extraordinaire.

##Interpellation No. 1 in 19

pbeen joined.

e Léggslature
S. 0. 1906 24

S. E. 1906 51
3. 0. 1907 86
S. BE. 1907 38
S. 0. 1908 39
S. E. 1908 51
S. C. 19Q9 51
S. E. 1909 59

S. 0. 1910 32
TOTAL 431

13, Législature

S. 0. 1924 62
S. E. 1924 70
S. 0. 1925 98
S. E. 1925 114
S. 0. 1926 186
S. B. 1926 93
S. 0. 1927 115
S. E. 1927 69
S. O, 1928 37
TOTAL 8L 4,

2. législature
1877

1878

S. 0. 1879

S. E. 1879

S. 0. 1880 2
S. E. 1880

S. 0. 1881 19
TOTAL 70

* R VIR0 RN o R

6. Législature
S. E., 1893 6

S. 0. 1894 29
S. E. 1894 26
S. 0. 1895 51
S. E. 1895 31
S. 0. 1896 34
S. E. 1896 25
S. 0. 1897 L7
S. E. 1897 13
S. 0. 1898 38
TOTAL 300

10. Législature
5. 0. 1910 L5

S. E. 1910 69
S. 0. 1911 121
S. E. 1911 99
S. 0. 1912 59
S. E. 19%2 56

BERE X

TOTAL 599

14, législature

3. legislature

S. E., 1881 1
S. 0. 1882 17
S. E. 1882 L
S. 0. 1883 20
S. E, 1883 5
S. 0. 1884 19
S. E. 1884 12

S. 0. 1885 15
TOTAL 93

7. Legislature
S. 0. 1898 5

S. E. 1898 37
S. 0. 1899 70
S. E. 1899 39

S. 0. 1900 62
S. E. 1900 32
S. 0. 1901 50
S. E. 1901 36
S. 0. 1902 19
TOTAL 350

11. Legislature

1914 30
1915 21
1916 9
1917 278
1918 140
1919 132
TOTAL 750

15, Législature

1928~ 56 S. 0. 1932 56
1929 134 S. E, 1932 129
1930 174 1933 255
1931 187 1934 249
1932 66 1935 269
TOTAL 617 1936 220%%
TOTAL 1178
GRAND TOTAL, 1871-1936 6,419

J T ———————

res, of the Journal officiel, and

ssion ordinaire; S. E.

36 included 39 interpellations whose discussion had
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TABLE 24

DISPOSITION OF INTERPELLATIONS 1924-28%

l324 21 251 25| 26] 261 271 271 28 | TOTAL

S0| SE| sO0}j SE| SO| SE| SO| SE| SO*

No action 23 37| 19| 77} 109 71 39| 36| 10 357
Withdrawn 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0] 6
Adjourned 1 0] 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 L
Discussion of date 15 9| 26 71 5] 11 7 4 A 98
Discusslon of date und 2| 9| 19| 2 26| 9| n| o |
ﬂiﬁﬁfllfi? of date and ol 6| 2| 2| 8| =2} &| 1 3 28
Junction with loi ol 1| o] o]l of o]l of of O 1
Debate without 0 0 1 ol 1L 0 1 7 0 20

closing resolution

Debate closed by
Ordre du jour pur et simple 0 0 1 0 2 0 6 0 2 11

Debgte closed by ‘
Ordre du jou r motive 21 71 23| 13 8 21 13 8 8 103

Discussion of date followed
by ordre pur et simple 0 0 1 0 o) 0 0 1 2 L

Discussion of date followed
by ordre du jour motivé 0 0 6| 12| 15| 62 8 L ol 107

TOTAL 62| 70| 98] 114| 186| 93| 115 69| 37 8444

*The data for this tablé were taken from Table des matieres, 1924-28, Annales,

CGhambre des Députés.
%80 indicates session ordinaire; SE, session extraordinaire.
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TABLE 25

DISPOSITION OF INTERPELLATIONS 1924-28%

A¥F B c D E F G I TOTAL

No action 5| 65 9| 46| 50| 40| 26 113 357
Withdrawn ol 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 6
Adjourned ' 1] o 0 0 0 0 0 3 4
Discussion of date O| 31| 19 L| 13 L 1l 26 98
tesetinite oajoummont of 23| 7| 2| 1| 1| o s9 | 105
3§§;gi§§g; of date and ol 7| 1| 2| 6| 1| 1 10 28
Junction with loi of 1| of o] o] o] o 0 1
gigzzggri;:ggttion of 1| of o of 5} 6 8 20
Debate closed by _

ordre du jour pur et simple 0 L 0 0 0 2 0 8 11
g;;;;eQZ}gzﬁi b e ol wo| 12| ol 19| 2| o 1 103
ot staple of of 1| of of of o 3 b
D e s motame | o & 2f 9| 3 o] 10 | 107

TOTAL

337

8LL

¥The data for this table w.ere taken from Table des matiéres, 1924-28, Annales,

Chambre des Déput€s.

3 Key~—-Cabinets of —

Frangois-Marsal, June 9-14, 1924.

1st Herriot, June 14, 1924 to April 17, 1925.
ond Painleve, April 17 to October 29, 1925.

3rd Painlevé, Octcber 29 to November 28, 1925.
8th Briand, November 28, 1925 to larch 9, 1926.
9th Briand, March 9 to June 23, 1926.

10th Briand, June 23 to July 19, 1926.

ond Herriot, July 19-23, 1926.

Lth Foincaré, July 23, 1926 to November 11, 1928.

HIosEOOWwW



MEMBERS PUTTING INTERPELLATICNS 1924-28%

TABLE 26

—
te——

Auffray, com.

AL%

oy}

—

| ad

uriol, SOC,

Baraton, com,

oy

Baroux, com,

-

Barthe, soc.

Bedouce, soc,

André Berthon, com.

Léon Blum, scc.

=

Marecel Cachin, com.
Charles Reibel, g. rep. dem.

o =

Chastanet, soc.

Chaussy, soc.

Clamamus, com.

Hpoolriol -] e

Cornavin, com.

ool

Dalimier, rad-soc.

it B Ll L B LI B £

o

Doriot, com.

N

=
A5

Duclos, com.

[

Duval, union rep, dem,

L R S LN (ol (ot O (ol o N ) O )

Emile Borel, rad-soc,

o L N G £ ) A 1) 1O Y 1Y P

Ernest Outrey, g. rep. dem.

bd
=

Jean Félix, soc,

[y
=

Ferdinand Faure, ind.

o (S i L (o I (o 0 o () O (ol o £ (T £ WRY 6] (W) Y PR )

N

o1

Henry Fontanier, soc,

N

Albert Fournier, com.

(Sl el FoN (1 (08 600 T S

Fréderie Brunet, rep. soc.

Garchery, com.

Gautier, com,

Girod, rad-soc.

Guerin, u. rep. dem.

Jean Jade, dems

Renaud Jean, com.

Ernest lafont, ind.

L 1500 TN Laaed 1501521 {¥81 [ V] | 8]

) (g () (1 £

 ad 1] o B (2 1 O

Laporte, com.

- Lebas, soc,

Vietor Leszche

Lobet, soc.

Margaine, rad-soc.

André Marty, com,.

- W -

Guy de Montjou, u. rep. dem,

Paul Laffont, rad-soc.

Pigquemal, com,

|._J
ol [-lEhe o [oN=afwl e 3o hof oy o |- fwin o koo NHFQ@NQH N

Rognon, soc,

"

Rollin, rep. gauche

Taittinger, u. rep. dem.

Jules Uhry, soc,

Vaillant-Couturier, con.

2

\OS] NV [ o

Viector, rad-soc,

Hiol=l o=l l-pe el

1

vl -

ie] {2 £ 8] (W) kdqu

.(}wit:m<>u1owo\n-la;okm\ﬂ0ﬂm§ﬁkgvna

Lucien Voilin, soc.

1

Ybarnégara u. rep. dem,
TOTAL

2

97

1
32

34

52

1
37

28

5

~
o
O

179

Total of all interpellations

6

174

50

63

93

68

Lo

8

337 844

¥The data for this tdble were taken from Tables des matiéres, see p.

33%8-~e the key on p. 251 to table No.

25

251 above.



MEMBERS PUTTING INTERPELLATIONS 1924-28%
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TABIE 27

S0 SO

SE
25

0
o O

SO
27

SE

E

S0
28

Auffray, com,

SE
24 24 25
1

Aurilol, soc,

|

Baraton, com,

Tagd \OV)

Baroux, com.

o9+

Barthe, soc.

Bedouce, soc,.

Andre Berthon, com,

Léon Blum, soc.

Marcel Cachin, com.

Charles Reibel, g, rep, dem.

Chastanet, soc.

Chaussy, soc,

Clamamus, com.

N HpoloN ol fo
o

Cornavin, com.

N

ool - Rl o] =

Dalimier, rad-soc.

w| ol ) -

Doriot, com.

Duclos, com,

Duval, union rep. dem.

| Lo B L { o

Emile Borel, rad-soc,
Ernest Outrey, 2. rep. dem.

Jean Felix, soc,

Ferdinand Faure, ind.

(W T (U B 10 1) P R T 1 RS I W) I 1Y £

Fontanier, soc.

ool

Albért Fournier, com. .,

Frédéric Brunet, rep. soc.

[
I~

Wl Ropol~

Garchery, con.

[k 130] I ot ST ST IR (] B D) 8T 2] 1o WA WY G TS 1T P 8 WY PN Y £ Y

Gautier, com,

0] I (2 (5] (W) () S

oot

Girod, rad-soc.,
Crugrin, u. rep. dem,

Hho
Fio -

Jean Jadé, dem.

Renaud Jean, com.

o TS 1 [ W) I

Ernest Lafont, ind,

N

Laporte, com,

1 ON 1

lebas, soc.

= Mol e

Vietor Lesache, =. rep. dem,

T 1 ot T 1o B £0N1 |

Lobet, soc.

Margaine, rad-soc,

|-

André Marty, com..

Guy de Montjou, u. rep. dem,

ol (o [ W3 ] I T TS
N

0] [ N [ [ PR} £

Paul Laffont, rad-soc,

jol-le-

Piguemal, com,
Rognon, SocC,

V] ST I L8] £ 06T I P2 0 6) FNT N0 WY T ST PO N IR (2] (R P2t NP PIY PR CRRY ) Y 18 S NP S PO'N WY WRY NS 1Y % [ P

Rollin, rep. Se

Pajittineer, u. rep. dem.

-

Jules Uhry, soc.

=l

Vaillant-Couturier, com.

[

Vietor Jean, rad-soc,

158 F WY WY (S (WY

Lucien Voilin, soc,

W I TN NL ol

Hikl Jopw

Ybarnégaray, U. rep. dem.

TOTAL

Eleleiol-l o] -

40 60

0

67

1051

%

71

W

21

&
¥

Total of all interpellations

62 98

ne

114

186

37

8hl

table
Chambxu'le‘:h% tﬁa'pu Ié’..t.hl his mc ude

re

stdl«ii x;&,% Tabl

des%ﬁﬁ'im%g—‘in%e&“ 243 ..
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TABLE 28
CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES

Voting Strength of Party Groups¥

1924 1926 " 1927
¢
Communist " 26 26 28
Socialist 104 98 95
*
Republican and French Socialists L3 L1 LO
Radical-Socialist 139 136 136
Left Radical 4LO 4LO . 39
Republicans of the Left 38 32 34
Democrats 14 14 13
Republican Democratic Left L3 35 34
Republican Democratic Union 104 104 100
Independent Left 13 1,
Unattached (non-inscrit) 104 98 95
-1+
Affiliation unknown 1
TOTAL 655 637 629

* The information for this #3bl4 was obtained from the names of
members of groups published for each of the years given in the Journal

officiel.
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TABLE 29

PARTY AFFILIATION OF DEPUTIES PUTTING INTERPELLATIONS:

0: L) o L) t(?l

LY N w [o} -+ [\ o

o= Y, + o o

& g |ad& |~ [ [& Q-

j - N QN T OO N =N ~

TN ooy | D~ =Y

o aluosfe~lE s Q S =)

£ S F iyt 3 alo ~ 5
B — ﬁ g ~ | o o L‘}O“ P o] K '_% ._:33 2@ A
=] B " ol aR 2|80 P N <
S OETSE e, e |es s (B ] B
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et ] % O |d O -5 QA Ot N 8O & -ﬁ Q

oo« |agavr |laplu+L | N IMATO O 4=

ST =5 Ao |~ o m m o ¥

sof 3,9 = ™~ R IS N RN Ne

EEIEE|Eo|Eo|S8|88|8F|EG[8&

R fHA [RP jnp A ]D A A A
Communist 1 37 19 131 19 =21 9 2] 110 231
Socialist 1| 26| 10 8 25 15 10 3 72 170
Republican and Fr. Socialistg 1 8 1 1 2 A [o] 1 21 39
Radical-Socialist of 23 S 12 _J% 4 14 1 22 133
Left Radical 0 [} 0 3 5 [¢) 1 9 3 20
Republicans of the Left o] 6 0 i 2 9 2 o [} 17
Democrats 0 6 0 6 5 1 0 0 7 25
Republican Democratic Left 3| 13 2 5 3 0 2 1 12 41
Republican Democratic Union o 311 8 gl 10| 10 2 0 22 91
Unattached (non-inscrit) of 17f 5 6 10 3 5/ o 30 76
Affiliation unknown 1 1
TOTAL 6] 174) 50| 63| 93] 68| 45 8{ 337 Bk
Put by parties in cabinet 3| 37| 1i| 16} 31| 21 24| 2| 18 263

*The figures in italics indicate that the interpellations were put by party groups
represented in the cabimét., The information for the chart was obtained from the Journal
officiel, and from the Tables des matiéres, 1924-28, Annales, Chambre des Deputes.
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" 15371 to 1940+

GLITICAL

13

B

8}

BT oW o

0

New Presiient of the Republic, formal chanwe only 6
T11 health of an imvortant ifinister L
Voluntary action of the Iinistry 3
TOT:. L .
FOLITICAL, ITHOUT ACTIULD = T
Political action of ftne 1denﬁ of the Resuhlic 3
Chances resvlting from elections &
Disarreements witnin the Finistry 6
Jar-Time changes 3
Chanme durinrs legislative recess 1
Premier elected President ol the Reduhlic 2
Mo chanses THVOIVLH onl one Minister 2
Staviskrs affair an’ Jaris riots, 193k 2
TOT-1
POLITIONL, ACTTIY BY poBiTo 00T
30
amendaent 12
anacc** 17
ation 2
ion 1
: o ofatrs (Senate) 1
TOT L
TOTLL CRIS0s, 1371 TO 1940
TNT _iraLle TIO, Lol Thol o wTou -uJL
Chamher
Ordre du jour ﬂot3v~’ 12
Ordre du jour our 1
Crire duv jour mohl e of la‘e 1
Adjourﬁﬁeﬁt o’ 1,terﬁfll-510 b poesolution 1
Retnsal ol afjournment of inltorncllation 3
COridre du jour nur ef simmle, gnashicns trons-
Tor-e into 7nb:?\r1] ;F:_ 2
jority on ordre du )our ton sme 2
Unsatisfactor  nato . : S 3
Hith rewal of \;-oc;fﬂ_“ch% =vnoort from inistror 1
TOTAL Gl s oy n TINTT o mPIYILTION 248
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£ L ~ -

Cuy
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Linvev?
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TABLE 31

INTERPEILATIOHS
Wahlperiode¥®
I IT IIT v v vi} VII] VIII| TOTAL

Answered and

discussed 66 8 100 20 0 0 0 0 194
No answer but

discussed 0 1 28 0 0 0 O O 29
Joined to the

budget discussion 0 0 L6 | 102 32 0 0 0] 180
Without action

(Unerledigt) 58 51 32 22 L8 3 9 0 223
Written answer O 0] 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
With motion 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Removed from

Tage sordnung 0 0 2 0 0 0 0] 0 2
Returned | 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Withdrawn 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0] 3
Referred to o) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Committee

Angwer 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
refuzed

Joined to ,

report 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 5
Joined to

bill (Gesetz 0 0 0 5 0 0 0] 0 5
Entwurf

With reso-

lut ion 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Joined to
" debate 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 6
Agswered not 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
discussed

TCOT AL 127 62 231 151 91 3 9 0 674

¥jahlperiode: I, 1920-24; II, 1924; IIT, 1924-28; IV, 1928-30;3 V, 1930-32;
VI, 1932; VII, 1932-33; VIII, 1933.

Marten op. cit. pp. 44-45, Verhandlungen des Reichstags, passim. The data
for 1920 to 1928 are from lMarten, the data since 1928 are from the Verhandlungen.
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TABLE 32
INTERPELLATIONSH*
Wahlperiode
. I IT I1T vy V| VI | VII|VIII| Total
Nationalsozialistische Deutsched-
Arbeiterpartei (Nazis) 32 0 0 0 32
Nationalsozizalistische
Freitspartei 12 1 13
Deut schnationale Volksparteil
(Nationalist Party) 33 | 10 LO | 50 | 24 2 3 0 162
Deutsche Demokratische Partei
(Democrats) 11 1 21 3 36
Deut sche Volkspartei
(Peoples! Party) 13 1| 10 8 32
Zentrum (Catholic) 9 1 23 10| 1 0 L 0 L8
Zentrum and Bayrische
Volkspartei L 1 0 0 O 5
Bayrische Volksparteil
(Bavarian Catholic) 1 1
Wirtschaftliche Vereinigung
(Economic Union) 2 8 10
Sozialdemokratische Parteil
Deutschlands (Socialist) 19 9 33 51 4 1 2 0 73
Unabhangige Sozialdemokraten
(Independent Socialist) 2L 21
Kommunisten (Communist) 1|27 89 | 45 |22 0 0 0 184
Signed by the members of two
or more parties 16 1 12 | 18 | 7 0 0 0] 54
TOTALL 127 62 231 [151 |91 3 g 0 €714,

#For 1920-1928 see ilarten, op. cit., pp. 47-48. For years since 1928, the
Verhandlungen, passim.

Wahlperiode: I, 1920-24; II, 1924; III, 1924-28; IV, 1928-30; V, 1930-32;
VI, 1932; VII, 1932-33; VIII, 1933.
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