
COMMONS DEBATES.
"Xoreover, it has not been the practice to consider the c asual

employment of members of the House of Commons upon Royal Commis-
sions, or on special service, etc.-waich are not regular 'offices,'and to
which no stated salary is attached-as coming within the disqialifying
operation of the Statute; even when remuneration is received for sach
services."

Even when remuneration is received for such a casual ser-
vice, it did not come within the disqualifying operation of
the Act. But to corne more particularly to the point which
I said I deemed the most important issue in this question-
that is the receipt of the exponses. Lot me turn to this
work again, and see what the writer says in regard to
members of Parliament and Ministers of the Crown becom-
ing Commissioners under the Statute, by Royal appointment
or otherwise. The author says, at page 3f0:

"The persons appointed to serve on Royal or Statutory Commissions
are selected without reference to their political opinions as suppoi ters
or opponents ef the existing Ad3ninistration, and generally en account of
their familiarity with the suoject-natter of the proposed investigation,
or because they possess special qualifcations for the task. Sometimes,
at the discretion of Government, members of one or both branches of t be
Legisiature are appointed upon important public commnissions, not
merely because of their personal fitaiess, but also for the purpose of
obtaining a direct representation of the commission in Paliament

If i is the case that members of Parliament may be ap.-
pointede as members of Royal Commissions or Statutory
Commissions in England, as is clearly stated, why cannot
the Minister of Railways holi this commission, which lias no
salary attached to it ? In a note, the writer says :

SOn March 26, 1868, two members of the House of Commons declined
to vote on a question before th House, because it was about to be
consid red by a Royal Commissinontpon which they ha d been appoin te.

S Thus, Lord Stanley ad Mr. Spencer Walpole having been appointed
(by the Rssell Administration) members of a Royal Commission',
consisting of tweive persons, to enquire uito officia oa'ths, and report
whether any such could be dispensed with or altered, upon their taking
office under ari Derby, in July 1866, a new commission was forthwith
issued, substituting other persons in their places on this Commission-
Again, the chos lnquiry Commission, appointed un 1864, included
Lord BTauley and Sr 8tafford norWhcote. When these gentle:nen
entered Eari Derby's Ministry t ey remained upou the yCommission, but
abstained from signing the report, fhich was presented in December
1867, as they stated, ' partly on the ground that officiai duties have
prevented us from attending the later meetings of the Commission, or
studying with sufficient care the evidence prduced; partly, also,
because, as members of tii Executive, we think is better to reserve our
opinnon the points a issue until th time comres when action can be

We come t another ilustration on the matlter. The writer

" Thus, in 1859, Generai Peel, Secretary of State for War, and Lord
Stanley, President of te India Board, were placed on a Commlision to
enquire into the organization of the Indian Army ; and in the same year
the Preuident of the Council (Marquess of Siisbury) being a Colonel of
Militia, was appointed on the Commission on tie organization, etc., of
the afiliga. In 1868, Lord Chatncellor Cairus wss a memb:r ol the
commission to consider tle state ofnthe Neutality Laws.

Thus, the Royal Commission appoited in 1811, and which is still in
existence, to enquire into the Decoration of the new leouses o Parina-
ment, ard generally into the promotion and encouragement of the Fine
Arts in the United Kingdom, has included actual as well as former
Prime Ministers, with other leading statermen."
I take it that these cases and instsonces sbow that member
of Parliament may be appointe ioyal Comnissioners ndo
Sttutory Commissioners for varios purposes, and yet obe
not disqualified under the English Act, even where such office
with profit is accepted ; and honce, in the case in hand, iti
does not disquIify either. But there is another point stilt,
tmat in reference to the expenses. I find, on page 35 of i
tis work :a

"All the etpenses attending a Royal Co:nission are defrayed by the
Treasury, eut of moneys ann ual y voted by Parliament for su ch purposes.
Put i is notl usuai for Commissiuers te ncar any extraordinary expen-

1iture itîthut thepevces saninsot theniefie , byo hot m e

91 liatn onlad na a &ly be r eered to th eTreasnr."b hmte

A! so Qn page 352:
SThe services of parons appointed as members of a Royal Commis-

wo argoeiaral renred gratutonsyi athough compenstin s
nuonars aile foare dther utothe hfndur." notherposue

TiOuurY, out of Sonri eys wnai iy vot b palimnf u el." 'oes

These clauses indicate that in oases of this kind, members of
Parliament and Ministers have their expenses puid,> and
the offices are not considered to be offices with profit. And
that is the point which I wish to impress upon the Hane
most particularly, as it seems to me to contain the gist of
the whole matter. If, for instance, the Minister of
Railways had gone to England and donc this service,
and returned, and had received no money from any
Government source, it could hardly be ocontended, with
any show of reason or common sense, that the
acceptance of the office under those ciroumstanoes wouki
be a disqualifying act within the Statute of 1878.
The actual expenses incurred are defrayed out of the public
fands. These cases show beyond any doubt that when er-
sons are appointed on Royal Commissions, or Statutory -Crn.
missions, they receive their expenses, whether they be mem-
bers of Parliament or Ministers of the Crown; and this cir.
cumstance does not disqualify them in any sense whatever,
within the meaning of the English Act, which reads that
the acceptance of "an office with a profit," or the Actof 1878
which practically and substantially means the same thing,
because the last words of the clause clearly show that that
was the object and the intent and the purpose of the Act.
The only word which can have any force whatever in con-
nection with the idea that expenses are associated with the
office, is the word "allowance." Now, what does that word,
placed in that particular position mean, if not the
same idea which is conveyed by the words im.
mediately preceding and immediately sncceeding-
the woT ds ''"salary, fees, wages, and profit of any
kind." Does it not mean simply that it must be in the
nature of a salary or a fee; that it must, in fact, produce a
profit to the person receiving it, else it does not bring the
peson witbin the disqualifying clause. I am not so familiar,
except by means of books, with the history of the country
for the last twenty years as to say, with certanty, how many
of our Ministers of the Crown have gone on expeditions or
enterprises of this character, but I believe there have been
some instances. There is, for instance, the case of the
Hon. Mr. Macdougall, who, if I am correctly informed, was
appointed in 1865, when he was Secretary of State, a Con-
missioner, duly accredited with power to deal with foreign
Governments, and with our own West India Islands for ti
purpose of ading trade and commerce between Canada;and
those islands, I am told that h. went there, and that his
expenses were paid in con-nection with that service, butåt
was never contended by anybody that by roason of hie
taking that office and receiving his expenae in nor-
nection with that service, his seat as a member of
the lonse was vacated. And, if I recollect correctly,1Jbe
leader of the late Government, the hon. member ,forRat
York, went toingland and France, aocompanied, I believet
by the Agent-General- though on that point I am not quite
sure-when he was Prime Minister, and performed services
in connoction with immigration and other matters, matters
connected with different Departmonts of the Government
here, and not with the Department of which ho was thehead.
Tho hon. gentleman's expenses were also paid. Now, if the
rule is to be applied in this way, if it is claimed that when
Ministers are receiving their expenses upon expeditins
of this kind, they are receiving profits or allowancetî, then
these gentlemen should have been excluded from the House,
and the interpretation which the leader of the late Govern-
ment put on the Act, is not the correct interpret*tion. We
know that our Constitution bas been largely made »p 7hy
precedents of this character ; and it is the boast ef writer
and statesmen and parliamentarians of all classes that the
elasticity of our Constitution has been suoh that it lm
been able to expand or contract juist «sthe
emergency may require; that it furnishes the menus, sot
only of avoiding disruption, but of avoiding any -a0t whieh
would destroy the Constitution or the Government. 4Tha
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