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principle could an appeal be denied to a
minister of the CrownP He could not go be-
fore the courts, and the only way to grant
hlm an appeal was to establish a tribunal to
hear that appeal, and that is exactly the
course that was taken. The tribunal was
established under the Inquiries Act, which
directly empowers us to take that action.
And, having taken that action, no matter
whether the tribunal's finding may be
favourable or otherwise te the minister con-
cerned, surely it is in, the interest of this
country that the appointment of that
tribunal be ratified and its expenses paid.

It was argued further that what we have
to debate now was whether there was a
scintilla of evidence or not. I do not think
we have to debate that at ail. I think that
when a Provincial Commission impugns and
maligns the character of a minister oif the
Crown, Parliament cannot shut its
eyes to that f act, and pending
investigation, if such le to be had, the
minister should be relieved from the per-
formnance of the duties of his office. That
is precisely the position we took in 1909,
and that is the position we take to-day.
Hon. gentlemen then contended ýthat it
should. fot be a judicial tribunal that should
review the findings of the first tribunal,
but it should ýbe the two partis-an sides of
the House of Gommons. Hon, gentlemen
were then content, te allow a minister of the
Crown to rest for -the meantime under the
shadow of the finding of Mr. Justice Lan-
dry of the Court of New Brunswick, and
the Minister of Public Works of that day
remained a minister of the Crown simply
because the partisan majority of this House
decided that he was right and Mr. Justice
Landry was wrong. Ie that -a better course
than the course we pursued? We erected,
on the contrary, a tribunal which is judicial,
which is net swayed by partisanship from
either aie, which has been long divorced
from the a'tmosphere of partisanship in
Canada. We appointed a judicial, and not
a legisiative or a partisan, tribunal. We
submitted the case to them, and we asked
them flot to weigh the evidence of one man
against the evidence of another--that is not
the province, cf an appeal tribunal at all-
not to find whether Smithi gave false evi-
dence and Jones gave true, but to ascer-
tain whether Smith or Jones gave evidence
upon which that judgment ceuld stand.
That was the wording of the Order in Coun-
cil; that was the intent of the Order in
Council, and that and nothing else is what
the Order in Council meant. The evidence
.vas submitted. No new evidence was 'taken,

but a statement was made by the Ministez
cf Public Works, et bis request, I believe.
If evidence had been given which in the
judgment of the commissioners supported
the finding of Mr. Justice Galt, they would
have se found. But 'they reviewed th-at evi-
dence with the assistance of council; they
went ever it line by line, and then they
came to -the conclusion, no matter what
conclusion any -man in this House might
come to, that there was ne evidence that
sho'uld have gone even te a jury in that
case-no evidence at all to support the
finding.

Had they reported differently the item
before this Hanse would be just the same.
The tribunal then would not be impugned
by hon, gentlemen opposite; I have ne
doubt that in that case they would have
lauded the tribunal. But this vote would
have had te be taken juet the same. It is
not the finding that establiehes the right to
the vote, but the f act that the tribunal sat.
That is why this vote is before the House.

Hon. gentlemen ask about counael-why
we should pay counsel te defend the ex-
Minister of Public Works. We did net pay
counsel who acted in any respect whatever
for the ex-Minister cf Piublic Works in that
case. The minister employed and paid for
bis own counsel. He neyer submitted bills
te this Heuse or te the Government. This
money ie required te pay ceunsel appointed
by the cemmission te assist th-em s.nd te act
in the interests of the people of Canada.
We did net select counsel. They were
select-ed by the commission. I de not know
Mr. Teed, but my hon. friend from Carie-
ton knews him, and he pretty generously
gave him a certifica:te cf ahbiiity in the
House just new. A fair counsel was un-
doubtedly selected.

Mr. CARVELL: There is ne deubt cf
that at all--good for the purpose for which
he was selevted.

Mr. MEIGHEN: His duty was, te go
through the evidence with the commission,
ers; to look up authorities, if necessary,
with the com-miasionere; to go through ex-
hibits with the commissioners; and te en-
able the commissioners, without unneces-
sary ices of time which te one of them at
least was, very valuable just then, te come
te a conclusion whether the evidence was
or wae net there to sustain the. judgment of
Mr. Justice G.&aLt That je the largest item
in this vote. The Bill bas been submitted
to the Justice Departmertt, and I. under-
stand that the deputy minister thinks that


