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void, that thereupon this flouse should await
the decision of the tribunal to asce'rtain
whether or flot the present representative is
entitled to hia seat.

As a parliainent I do flot think we ha.ve the
moral right to refuse any 'petition that ia
presented ta us fromn any citizen. On tihe
other hand, 1 think it is a matter for the
conimittee on Privileges and Elections ta
decide whet-her tlhat petition is austained by
facts and should be received. I quite appreci-
ate the argument of the Minister of Customnq
and Excise (Mr. Boivin) that it would be
ridiculous ta 'have two trials, one hefore a
court sittiing in Alberta, the other before a
committee of the Flouse, te decide whether or
not the constituency of Peace River is pro-
perly repoeesented hy the present memiber or
shiould 'be represented by another gentleman.
On the other hand, I thlink the procedure
followed in somne other cases of a similar
nature which have been quoted this after-
noon was praper.

It seems ta me that we should receive the
petitiýon, and that it should be referred ta the
appyropriate committee. At the saine time
not only the friendas of the government ait-
ting upon that conimittee but ail the otiher
members of it should bear in mind that p-ar-
liament having put upon the statute books a
law under which ail matters relating to the
election of members to the flouse of Commons
must be deait with by an impartial tribunal,
before whirdi witnesses tan be summoned ta
give thei-r testimony an'd the parties in-
terested can present their argument, that
tribunal is the proper autlharity ta deal witlh
the whale matter and not the caminittee. I
realize that fromn a certain point of view it àa
an absurd situation, and I quite appreciate
the attitude taken by the Prime Minister,
who in effect said: What is the use of
receiving a petition which, parlianient under
the present law must leave ta the proper
tribunal for final derision? 'I admit the
soundness of his reýasoning. But on the other
hand I cannot forget the basic fact that if we
deny ta any citizen the right ta petition thia
flouse upon any grievance, whether weiI or
iii faunded, that hie may have, it wouid mean
renouncing one of tihe fundamental principles
of aur parliamentary system of government
and of British liberty, and s0 fax as I amn
concerined I am not prepared ta vote for sueh
a renunciation. As I have aiready said, I
recognize that it brings us ta, the absurd situ-
ation that we should reoeive the petition
because as a matter o>f right every citiizen ia
entitled ta present his grievances ta this flouse,
but at the same time we shouid take praper

[Mr. Bourassa.]

care that the cam.mittee ta which that peti-
tion is referred, or the flouse itseif pro-
n'auncing after that commïttee bas reported,
should not annul the position it hms taken
witih regard ta controverted elections.

MT'. MEtIGIEN: Wýill the hon. member
permit a question?

MT'. BOURASSA: ýCertainiy.
Mr. MEIGIIEN: If it ýis a fact that

witnesses at an election trial cannot be comn-
pelled ta give evidonce as te, how Vhey voted,
thlen would it be possible ta have the ques-
tion raised in this petition adjudicated upon
at an election trial?

Mr. BOUR1ASSA: I do not quite catch
tihe point made by the right hion, gentleman.
As I understand it, parliament thought fit,
a good many years ago,-and rightly so, I
think-not ta divest itseiýf of the right to
inquire into the doings of its officiais with
respect ta elections, but ta empower tribunala
ciothed with the necessary aut-hority ta look
inta such questions, ta summon witnesses, ta
hear argument, and ta decide whether or not
wrongful acts have been com.rn'itted by suh-
returning officers -or returning officers, or
w.hether either of the candidates has been
guilty of briýbery or corruption or of any other
wrongdoing Which would, justify those tri-
bunals, acting in the name and under the
authority of the parliamient of ýCanada, ta
determine whether or not Mr. so>-and-so is
entitled ta a seat in the flouse of Commons
or shouid be excluded therefrom. Rightly or
wrongly, parliament b-as decided, nat to divest
itself of its authority in these matters, but
ta delegate that authority ta -impartial
tribuna:ls, instead of leaving it ta the wiiI of a
partisan majarity in the flouse ta decide
whether or flot a friend or an oppanent, of the
dominant party shouId ait in the flouse. This
I think, was a wise provision. If we deem it
ta ýbe contrary ta the privileges of parliament,
let us repeai or amend tihat law, but as long
as that statute stands as the expreasion of the
will of parliament and the people let us respect
it.

It seema ta me, Mr'. Speaker, that it would
he a maost impraper procedure on aur part
and nat calculated ta maintain in the minda
of the people any respect for aur parliament-
ary institutions, ta say: Because we are in a
hurry ta take a seat fromn one party and give
it ta the other, we will take the case out of
the banda of the tribunal which la now con-
sidering it and ourselves decide whether this
man instead of the other nman shaîl take bis
seat in this flouse, and so increase or diminisb
the mai ority of one party or the other.


