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be impossible to carry on with any degree of
safety the affairs of governirnent. A dis-
regard of the honour and traditions of
parliarnent can only bring condemnation to
any goverroment, and it must in the end bring
flot only utter failure but disgrace upon the
governent of Canada. The importance,
therefore, of the maintenance of the honour
of a member of parliament or of a member
of the government is evident.

I flnd, flot onily from my own recollection
of political affairs, but upon searching the
publie records of Canada, that the Cana-
dian government has been singularly free
from lapses cf public rectitude. There are
onîy a few cases on record, and 1 find that
in aIl those cases-and it is only what might
have been expected-neither the parliament
nor the public of Canada were slow in apply-
ing punishment where the conduct of a min-
ister or of a member called for it. In ail rny
searclîing, which lias been somewhat extensive,
I have flot found a case where upon conduct
being alleged such as I intend to charge here,
the investigation amked for xvas refusedl by
parliament. It is therefore with a great deal
of confidence that I bring this motion before
the House, believing, as I do, that the pre-
cedent estahlished by parliament will be fol-
lowed in this case and that an investigation
of the charges I arn about to make will be
granted, in order not only that the honour
of parliament may be vindicated and the
traditions of parliament maintained, but, that
the integrity, honesty and faithfulness to
office and duty on the part of the minister
will be established.

The matter to which I particularly refer
came to, the public knowledge as long ago
as the 20th of February, 1924, in an article
publislhed in the Ottaw a Journal, in which the
minister was charged with the same offence,
if I may so designate it-charged with the
saine thing that 1 arn about to charge him
w'itl to-day. In the Mail and Empire of
the 29th February he was similarly chisrged
1 do flot propose to read those articles, be-
cause I do not think it would be fair or
just. nor do 1 believe that new-spaper articles
are competent or sufficient evidence. I only
mention thiese charges made through the pub-
lic press to indicate to the House that the
public. and that includes the minister and the
government, became aware of them at that
tirne.

The British parliament, which we are all glad
to look to as our example in connection with
the preservation of tC'e dignity of parliament,
the proper conduct of public affairs and
many other matters, bias always been very
careful in preserving the dig-nity of that

lIeuse and in seeing that the conduct of
ministers of the Crown is in accord with the
principles that they have laid down and havE
always, I believe, succeeded in following.
That is one cf the principles-the principle
laid down by the British parliament-that 1
arn invoking here toý-day. Let me quote the
words of a very eminent minister of the
British governrnent, Sir Ruf us Isaacs, then
Solicitor General, in this connection. 11e
said:

If a minister shouid use any information which hie
obtains as a iniister for the purpose of furthering
his own interests, lie is deserving of censure.

Further he says:
Whcther tise Usînister was personaiIy wicked is nlot

tise point. The question is whc'ther the prccdent
sshich hie sets up is a bad une.

And further:
Aj art fri-ou ail personai motives and personai con-

siderations, wisether the tacts as koss to tise public
establish a precedusit which hce can safely shlow to
standt.

The British parliarnent, so far as I have
been able to discover, has neyer undertaken
to define in so rnany words, or in any one
particular rule, what conduet shaîl, or what
conduct shial not, constitute an inîfringemaent
of that rule. It is. as h'ss been stated in sortie
of the discussions, a matter of the honour of
a member and of the dignity of parliament,
w-hich alonte is in the keeping and charge
of parliarnent itself. No one could possibly
imagine exactly what line 'of conduct might
corne before parliament in a matter of that
character, and so 1 take it that it bias heen
impossible, or if flot impossible, that it was
at least considered inadvisable, that parlia-
ment should lay down any particular rule
within the four corners of whjch a minister
or a member rnust corne in order to menit
condemnation for any action that he rnight
be guilty of. Sir Rufus Isaacs, to whom I
have referred, was hirnself charged with a
breach cf bis duty as a minister cf the Crown.
and I might say aleso that in that he was
('hargcd jointly with the Chancellor cf the
Exchequer, and on that occasion when the
rnatter carne before parliarnent on a direct
charge against these two rninisters cf the
Crown, Sir Rufus Isaacs used this further
language:

No hissiister shotilt tise any informaîtioni w hich he
obtains as a missîster for the purpose of furthcring
his private inierests.

And Mr. Asquith, when Prime Minister
cf Great Britain, on that sarne occasion used
this language:

No mnilser is justified sînder anti circunistances in
uising officiai information that hias corne to huis, as
a minister for his ossn profit or for tisat of hi..
friend s-


