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the grounds on which he founded his charge, or by the production of any evidence in
support of it; and neither Sir John Macdonald nor any of his colleagues having risen
to address the House, a vote was forthwith taken without debate, which resulted in a
majority of 31 in favour of the Government in a House of 183. ‘

The next day Sir John Macdonald himself gave notice that he would move the
appointment of a Committee for the purpose of investigating Mr. Huntington’s charges,
and it being further suggested, as I am informed, by some of the Opposition members,
that the evidence should be taken on oath, a Bill for that purpose was introduced by
The Hon. John Hillyard Cameron, an eminent lawyer of Ontario, and the Chairman of

the proposed Committee. .
This Bill was accepted by the Government, and passed with scarcely any discussion in

the House of Commons.

It was introduced into the Senate by Mr. Campbell, the Postmaster-General, and gave
rise to some difference of opinion as to whether its enactments were within the compe-
tence of the Canadian Legislature. ‘

In the 18th clause of the Union Act of Canada, it is provided that “The privileges,
« jmmunities, and powers to be held, enjoyed, and exercised by the Senate, and by the
« House of Commons, and by the Members thereof respectively, shall be such as are from
“ time to time defined by Act of the Parliament of Canada, but so that the same shall
« never exceed those at the passing of this Act held, enjoyed, and exercised by the
“ Commons House of Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland,
“ and by the Members thereof,” and the critics of the measure observed that inasmuch
as the British House of Commons did not acquire the general right of examining
witnesses on oath until a date subsequent to the passing of the Union Act, the Dominion
Parliament was precluded by the terms of the foregoing clause from investing the
Canadian House of Commons with the powers in question. ,

It strikes me, however, that the 18th clause of the Union Act was not framed for the
purpose of restricting the legislative action of the Dominion Parliament, but that the
terms “ immunities, privileges, &c.,” refer to those immunities and privileges which are
inherent in the British House of Commons as a separate branch of the Legislature, and
this view seems to be confirmed by the use of the word *“defined.”

The manifest purpose of the Act was to endow the Canadian House of Commons with
a status analogous to that enjoyed by the House of Commons at home; and for obvious
reasons it was necessary that the attributes of this status should be distinctly specified in
the manner provided for by the 18th clause, but it could scarcely have been intended to
preclude either branch of the Canadian Legislature from acquiring, by Act of Parlia-
ment, such other powers as experience might prove to be necessary, providing these
g;wers were constitutional in themselves, and did not infringe the prerogatives of the

own.

That this view was held by my predecessors as well as by the Imperial Government
may be deduced from the following circumstances — .

The Canadian Senate is also endowed by the 18th clause of the Act of Union with the
same privileges and attributes as the Imperial House of Commons, but these “privi-
“ leges,” &c., are confined by an identic formula within the same limits as those which
restrict the powers of the Canadian House of Commons, and which are supposed to
render the present “ Oaths Bill” ultra vires, viz. to such as were possessed by the British
House of Commons at the passing of the Act. Yet one of the first acts of the Canadian
Legislature was to invest the Canadian Senate with a general power of examining
witnesses at its Bar—a power which was not possessed by the British House of
Commons until long after the passing of the Union Act.

It is possible that this Act may have been assented to by the Governor-General, and
acquiesced in by the Imperial Government through inadvertence, in which case it could
not be appealed to as a precedent for sanctioning an obvious illegality, but there are no
corroborating circumstances to justify me in acting on so unlikely an assumption.

. Under these circumstances, I trust your Lordship will consider that I have done right
in giving the assent of the Crown to the Canadian “ Oaths Bill.”

Had I deferred doing so, very prejudicial results would have arisen. The investigation
of a charge of the gravest nature, affecting the honour of my Constitutional Advisers
would have appeared to be indefinitely postponed, while it was being loudly asserted
and widely credited throughout the country that the delay had been contrived at the
instigation of Sir John Macdonald and his confederates, who were seeking by these
devices to defer the exposure of their guilt.

But for this circumstance 1 might have been tempted, as the point raised is a
purely legal one, to have reserved the Bill for your Lordship’s consideration, and the



