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. Mr.CAMERON (Huron). 1 have a word or two to say
on this'question. = The hon. member for Laval (Mr, Quimet)
concluded his speech With an observation which I think he
ought not to have made. I domot think there are contaired
in the potitions any allegations that the hon! member for
Richelieu (Mr. Massue), his son, or his agent, ‘were guilty
of perjury. That is not the ground upon which the present
petitioners invoke the interference of this House, or an
investigation at the hands of Parliament. It appears to me
that the position taken by the member for Suebec East

(Mr. Laarier) is clear and plain; and, in my humble.

opinien, the positions he made to the House have not
been answered, and are, in fact, unanswerable. . The Presi-

dent of the Council Mr. Mousseau in anticipation of, and.
h of the hon. mem-

the hon. member for Liaval after the:
ber for Quebec East, take the ground that this is an election

tition. That this is substantially an election petition, and

ing an election petition that it is not a proper subject. for
enquiry by this House; that the matter having been disposed
of by the law courts the petitioners have no right to come to
Parliament for redress. It may be admitted, for the sake
of argument, that if this were an election petition in which

the petitioners were claiming the seat for Mr. Barthe, that:
it would not be a fit subject for inquiry here, and that the:

‘petitioner having resorted to the Courts, should be tried by
the highest of the Courts.

for Riehelieu.

presented before the Klection Court, but these allegations
are only there by way of introduction. The real charges
of this petition are embraced in two or three clauses of it.
For the purpose of showing that the rights of the seat are
in no way involved, I will read the first clause bearing on
that question : . :

¢ That-the proceedings before the Elegtion Court were not carried on
in good faith between the petitioners and the sitting members, but that,
on the contrary, the said trial was carried on loosely and in bad faith
between the petitioner and the sitting member, with the object of pre-
venting a trialef the charges of corrupt practices against’the sitting
member."’ 4
There is not a word there that affects the position of the
cage up 1o the time of trinl. What Mr. Massue did, or
what his agents did, is not alleged in that petition as a
ground of complaint. The ground of complaint is that the
enquiry into the conduct of Mr. Massue and bis agents was
stifled by collusion and traud. The next allegation that
has any bearing isin the following words :—

* That the petitioners can prove that on the day fixed upon for trial,
there existed between the p-titioners and the sitting member an agree-
‘ment by which it had been stipulated that the petitioners should bring

forward ne witnesses so that the petitioners should be dismissed, and on
that account no witnesses were brought ferward.” .

Now, there is not a word thore that affects the relative
positien of the parties up to the day fixed for the trial. The
allegation is that by a corrupt agreement made between the
petitioners and Mr. Massue the whole investigation was
stifled. There was a mock trial, thé administration of
jmstice was impeded, and on this ground it is asked that
Parliament should interfere.

‘“That in order that the petitioners should call no evidence to prove
their peiition. the sitting member had then Promised to pay, and has in
fact since paid, to'the petitioners considerable sums of money amounting
to several. thousand dollars, in which sums were the cost of the ;petition
resented against Mr. Massue, the sitting member, and the cross petition
. Ppresented against Mr. Barthe, the contestant.” )

 Now, .these.are the three allegations, and they are subsian-
tially these: that by a corrupt agreement between the
sitting wember and the petitioners, that petition. was not
investigated in good faith, that the sitting member agreed
to pay.as part consideration for not calling: witnesses, net
only the costs of the petition which he filed against Mr.
Baithe, but the costs thrown upon Mr. Barthe by the

But { submit that there is not a
word in this petition that affects the seat of the hon. member:
By way of introduction and recital some:
statements are made with respect to the petition that was

dismissal of the case. In-the.case to which the hon. member
for..Quebeo East has referred; the allegations were stroagly
in favor of the pesition taken by the President of .the
Council.. In the petition . presented to the Imperial
Parliament. ..there were some allegations . that might
be considered as -affecting the  seat of the sitting
member, There it was alleged .that the sitting member
was elected by what is cplled in Sootland “ faggot votes"—
begus wvotes; that he got fifty bogus votes; and that the
political party oppesed by the. petitioners in that -constitu-
ency had made an attempt to manufacture more * faggot
votes ;” and that if the sitting member were unseated and a
new election ordered, theso manufactured * faggot votes”
would be used. There was an allegation 'that directly
‘affected the seat.. The attention of the Spealter wasdrawn
‘to.the point that it was substantially an election petition,
but the Speaker said that there being no claim to the seat
it was not an.election petition and therefore could be received
by the House. There is asother case to which I
wounld draw your attention that has some bearing on ‘this
peint. It is the case of the Rochdale olection. There was
& petition filed against the sitting member. The matter
was under investigation as to the right of the sitting
member 10 the seat, It was charged that an attempt was
made to keep a material witness of the petitioners-out of the
way. It was alleged that oneof the friends of the sitting
member had offered a bribe of £50 to this witness to abeent
himself from England and go to New Orleans for the
purpose of escaping from the necessity of giving evidence
in this investigation. The charge was that a conspiracy
had b.en entered into betwecen the sitting moember or his
friends and the petitioners; that the witnessos that were
pecessary for the purpose of establishing the charge in the
petition were not to be called, by collusion between the
sitting member and the petitioners or the petitioners’ friends,
and, by ecollusion between the sitting membor and the
petitioners, and so in the case we are now discussing, it is
alleged that it was agreed that 1n: consideration of a sum of
money, no witnesses should be called, and that judgment by
default should be taken, dismissing the petition on the
ground of there being no-evidence, and the sitting membor
retained in his seat. In the Hnglish case a petition was
presented to Parliament, complaining that a man, by the
name of Johnson, had offered a bribe of £50 sterling to a
witness, to induce him to ,leave England aad go to-New .
Orleans for the purpese of avoiding the giving.of evidenco
in the case. A Sclect Committee was appointed to
investigate the facts, But the motion of my hon. friend
does not go that far. His proposition now is that this
petition should be received by the House, s0 that subsequent
action may be taken npon it after further consideration.
That case appears to me to be clearly analogous to the one
we are now discussing. If the English caso wasa fit subject
for investigation, then surely in this case it is a fit subject for
investigation, whether this alleged corranpt conspiracy be-
tween the sitting member and the petitioners did take place
ornot If it did take place ; if these people, by this corrupt
agreement, stepped in between the respondent and justice,
then surely it is & proper. subject for inquiry. here. If the
-sitting member is.innocent, and if no such compact was
made, he himself, ought to be the very first to court
investigation, The fact that the matter has been before the
Court, and that judgment has been given, is no reason
why Parliament should not interfere. A precisely similar
point came before the Imperial Parliament. A petition
was presented to the -Ceurt of Bessions in Scotland
against Si Sidney Waterlow, on the ground that he had a
contract with the Government at the time of his election.
That petition was withdrawn for reasoms best known to’
the sitting member. . ihe electors  were mot  satisfied,
however, .and. at the  next session of Parliament they
_presented a petition complaining of what had been done, and




