
HOUSE .... No. 380.

House oe Representatives, May 17,1878.

Mr. Beackett of Boston asked leave to introduce a Re-
solve in favor of Thomas Cahill, which was granted.

Mr. Stone of Newburyport raised the point of order, that,
under the 20th Joint Rule, the Resolve should he referred to
the next General Court.

THE CHAIR SAID,

Ko member can introduce a bill of his own motion. He
must obtain leave of the House, the grant of which is by a
majority vote. When introduced, if it comes under the 20th
Joint Rule, it must be referred to the next General Court.
That rule is to the effect that certain petitions, &c., “ and all
other subjects of legislation which shall be proposed or intro-
duced after the first day of March, shall be referred to the
next General Court.”

Is this Resolve a new “ subject ” of legislation ? is it an
“other subject”? or is it a “subject” which is not now for
the first time introduced?

It will be noticed that the broad term used is “ subject of
legislation,” referring, not to the form, but to the matter, of
legislation.

Is this new matter?
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A petition asking for the grant contained in this Resolve
was introduced verj' early in the session. A Joint Committee
of both Houses, to whom it was referred, reported leave to
withdraw. That Resolve came to the House, and has here
been laid aside as a money bill originating in the Senate, and
therefore unconstitutional. As such, it is now on our files.
If, being unconstitutional, it never had any vitality, then it
might possibly be said, no final action at all has ever been
taken on the original Report of the Committee, and the mat-
ter is still pending; and that if, on the other hand, it has any
vitality, then it is on our files, not to be made a law, because
in its present origination it cannot be enacted, but perhaps
to be recommitted, or otherwise disposed of.

But, without going into these questions, it is further true,
that the Senate have tacked as an amendment to a House
Appropriation Bill the same subject matter in the form of a
grant, substantially like that contained in the Resolve now
in question; and that that House Bill came this morning to
the House for concurrence on that amendment: pending the
question on which it was laid on the table, and is there at
this moment, and was there before the Resolve now in ques-
tion was introduced.

With this chain of incidents still pending; with the original
petition, perhaps, either never disposed of at all, because the
report on it was unconstitutionally modified in the other
branch (or if in any way properly here, then on our files for
such disposition, if any, as it is entitled to); and with the
same subject matter on our table, in the form of a Senate
amendment tacked to a House Bill, with doubtful propriety
perhaps, but not objected to as yet, and no doubt justified by
many precedents, can it be said that the “ subject ” matter
of the Resolve now in question is new “subject” matter, or
now for the first time introduced? The Chair must rule,
therefore, that the 20th Joint Rule does not apply to this Re-
solve, so as to require its reference to the next General
Court.

JOHN D. LONG, Speaker.






