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THE dilemma in which the conscientious member of
ch%P&rliament found himself placed when called on to
% between the majority and minority reports in the

of 8ir Hector Langevin was, as we have before said,

oy 8imilar to that which confronted him a few days
i 8, in the case of Mr. Coochrane. In the one case as
8 other, the choice was really between declaring the
Ued innocent of complicity ov knowledge of certain

. 8actiong of which it was almost impossible, under tke
-Q“mstances, to conceive him ignorant, and condemning
1 for crimes of which he had not been proved guilty by
®0ce which would have satisfied a courl of justice.
Ore was, however, one important difference between the
® cases, Mr. Cochrane did not avail himself of the
port“nity of going into the witness box and solemnly
x:““hing his innocence, but left it for his counsel to
Y86 hig failure to do so on grounds which must to every
Bprei“diced mind appear insufficient and paltry. Sir
e tor Langevin, on the other hand, did not hesitate to
¥ 8re hig own innocence in the most solemn and unequi-
wi Manner. Hence it is not strange that the members
opr"’llounced Mr. Cochrane guiltless failed to convict
80: Ate Minister of Pgblic Works. It :.ahould not .be for-
hghenv though, that Sir Hector's testimony on his own
was in direct contradiction of that of more than

W of the previous witunesses, and that one of these
‘eiueq“ent]y reaffirmed his previous statement. 'T‘he
i;hg tof Sir Hector’s denial was, consequently, (.ill‘n.ln-
% the extent of whatever measure of credibility

!n,y hli"ly belong to the contradictory evidence.' .It may
Pu'hl.er be obgerved in passing that. the 'late Minister (?f
hial‘c Works was fortunate in hl% tribunal. Had his
h“s boon conducted before a criminal cou?‘t, he woul.d
8en in much worse case, seeing that his own testi-
could not have been given, whereas there can be no

that thet testimony was the most potent factor in
vordie by which he now stands acquitted by the
t‘&:‘(’hs of intentional and conscious wron.g-doing. In
iy, | O that verdict itself it can only be said that, leav-

Wy,

U of view all the positive testimony of the dis-

d Witnesses, and remembering the length of time

TORONTO, FRIDAY, OCTOBER 2nd, 1891.

$3.00 per Annum.
Single Copies, 10 Cents.

during which the ¢ conspirators ” had seemingly every-
thing their own way in the Department and plundered
the Treasury almost at will ; remembering also the utter
absence of evidence of any adequate motive on the part of
Perley and Boyd, the engineers who, on any other theory
than that of the late Minister’s guilt, must have most
treacherously deceived him, and aided the contractors in
robbing the remembering further the
remarkable intimacy through long years between the Min-

Government ;

ister and Thomas McGreevy ; remembering, too, the fact
that a prominent Quebec newspaper had, so long ago as
1886, stated that such outrages were being perpetrated, it
must remain one of the wonders of the session how the
one hundred and one members who declared by their
votes that, in their opinion, the evidence did not justify
the conclusion that the Minister knew of the conspiracy,
or that he willingly lent himself to its objects, could have
refused to accept the amendment proposed by Mr.
McCarthy that the alternative of his guilty connivance can
be nothing else than a “ blind confidence in the integrity
and efficiency of his chief engineer, even in that view
scarcely to be distinguished from weakness almost criminal.”

HATEVER may be thought of the action of the Oppo-
sition in bringing, at so late a period of the session,
an old charge against Mr. Haggart, the Postmaster-General,
which both the latter and his alleged partner in the trans-
action, Mr. McLaren, have repeatedly denied in the most
solemn manner, most of those who care for the good name
of the country will, we think, deeply regret the action of
the Government in refusing the investigation, and will still
more deeply regret the argument by which Sir John
Thompson supported that action. In regard to Mr. Lister,
who brought the charge, and the prominent members of the
Opposition who supported it, it is clear that their justifica-
tion, or otherwise, depends almost wholly upon the kind
and amount of the new evidence which the former claims
to have discovered but a few days before making the
charge. Nothing short of new evidence of a very positive
and convincing character could have warranted Mr. Lister’s
motion, and in the absence of any knowledge of such evi-
dence the public will be slow to believe the two gentlemen
in question guilty of deliberate and repeated perjury.
None the less, the charge having been seriously made, and
the accuser having staked his position as a member of the
House on his ability to substantiate it, it was, we believe,
a grave mistake on the part of the Government to refuse
the enquiry. As the Pall Mall Gazette observes, the
present is not a time when the Canadian Ministry can
afford to pass by such a charge against one of its members
without investigation. Still less can Parliament itself,
if it really cares to restore Canada’s reputation for political
morality, afford to dispose of such a charge, however
honestly it may disbelieve it, by the too ready aid of the
majority vote. But if the action of the Government
majority was a disappointment to those who may have hoped
that the conscience of the House of Commons had at last
become thoroughly aroused, and that it would hesitate at
no expenditure of time and trouble which might be neces-
sary to purge itself from suspicion, the speech of the Min-
ister of Justice and leader of the House was we believe
to many, as to ourselves, an astonishment—we had almost
said a revelation. If there is one man more than another
on the Ministerial benches to whom many of the people
have been looking for stern and effective measures of puri-
fication, that man was Sir John Thompson. One of the
most reassuring facts in connection with the conduct of
affairs, both in Parliament and in the Privileges and Elec-
tions Committee, has been the straightforward and impartial
course of the Minister of Justice, who for a time seemed
to decide about as often against the contentions of his own
less judicially-minded colleagues and supporters as in their
favour. That he, of all men on the Government side,
should have come forward, not only to refuse a committee
of enquiry into a serious charge against & member of his
Cabinet—that might have been pardoned under the cir-
cumstances—but as the apologist of a theory which, carried
to its logical results, might fill the Treasury Benches with
Ministers who had violated the laws of Parliament, deceived
their fellow-representatives, and forfeited their claim to
the respect of upright men—this was unexpected indeed,

EST any should think we are putting the case against
Sir John Thompson’s speech too strongly, let us look
for a moment at his argument. Tt must be remembered,
of course, that it i3 based throughout on the assumption
that the accusation is true, which fmplies, be it observed,
that the sworn testimony of Mr. Haggart is false, in other
words, that he is guilty of perjury. Waiving, for argu-
ment’s sake, the point whether the offence charged was
within the jurisdiction of the House and properly a ques-
tion of privilege, the Minister of Justice maintained that
the violation of the Independence of Parliament Act being
a statutory offence and punishable by the penalties pre-
scribed in the Act, viz., fines and forfeiture of seat, and
the imposition of these penalties being subject to time
limits which bave long since expired, so that neither the
ove nor the other could now be imposed, Parliament could
not now take cognizance of the matter. After the penalty
had been incurred by any member of the House, he was,
Sir John pleaded, completely absolved when a new election
takes place and the member acquires his seat by another
title. Could it be said for a single moment that any
stigma attached to a man who violated the Independence
of Parliament Act in 1879 would make him unworthy to
it in the House or unworthy to be a member of the
Government now ? All which means, if we can under-
stand it, either that a member of the House may not only
secretly and stealthily violate a law which the House has
put upon the Statute Book—which secrot violation is
surely in itself wmorally, if not constructively, a fraud—
but may be repeatedly guilty of perjury in denying such
violation, and yet have done nothing which makes him
unworthy to sit in the House or be a member of the
tovernment ! From this it obviously follows that there
is no moral guilt in violating the Independence of Parlia-
ment Act or any other Act of similar character. The only
crime, at least the only one of which the Parliament, which
enacts and is supposed to enforce the law, can take cogni-
zance, is that of being found out within a certain limited
time! And, be it remembered, in so arguing Sir John
Thompson informed the House that he was not to bo sup-
posed to be making a legal argument. It is true that he
supported his plea by citing as precedents several facts
which were crushingly effective as tu guogue arguments
against the Opposition, but which clearly had nothing to
do with the right and wrong of the question. Touching
the other part of the charge, that of making contributions
from the proceeds of the contract for political purposes at
the request of the (Government, the Minister's argument
was, we are sorry to say, constructed on the same low
plane. It was pitched on the same ignoble key. It was
to the effect that there was no wrong done in the soliciting
or bestowing of such contributions, so long as it was not
charged that the decisions of the Government were impro-
perly influenced by these gifts. The best answer to that
would be a quotation from Premier Abbott’s speech in
the Senate in introducing the new Frauds Bill. Making
obvious substitutions, would it not still be true that not
‘“one man in ten thousand, or one man in the Dominion,
would believe that » contractor, desiring to get favourable
terms and decisions from the Government of the day, who
makes large contributions to political funds for the support
of that Government, has not a desire to ingratinte himself
with that Government, and procure larger prices or more
frequent contracts, or more favourable decisions, or some
other thing inconsistent with the best interests of the
country which that Government represents” ? The best
friends of pure administration are, we repeat, grievously
disappointed in the attitude of the Minister of Justice in
regard to this question, and will be still more grievously
disappointed if, in this thing, the sentiment of the country
is not rather with Mr. Laurier in his declaration that the
fact that the offence charged is a statutory offence does
not make it any the less a moral offence for all time, as
well ; and that the proper rule to be observed in Canada,
as in England, is that the House of Commons will not
tolerate as an honourable member any man who has dis-
graced himself in any manner whatever.

READERS of the correspondence vetween Lieut.-Gov.
ernor Angers of Quebec and his First Minister can.
not but be struck with the strong family likeness in cer-



