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House of Common s, or shall sit or vote in
the said House.

Now I ask how that would have been in-
terpreted if these highly important words
'1<r which any publie money of Canada

is to be paid' had nat been present?
Would there have been any question
then -but thait any man interested,
dfrectly or indirectly, in any kind. of
cozitract et ail with the governsnent
of Canada, was rendered thereby ineligible
to hold a seat in this Housep There could
be none. But parliament deliberately re-
frai-ned from enacting such a law, parlia-
ment deliberately said: It is not our inten-
tion to prohibit every kind of contract
between the public and members of this
House, it is only that kind of a contract
for which the publie money of Canada
is to be .paid that is a contract
which will prevent a man holding a seat
in this House. It would have been very
simple to omit those words. Indeed, if it
had been the intention to prevent an in-
terest in every kind of contract whatsoever,
it would have been very easy so to enact.
An example of it was before the men who
drafted this. statute. In the Ontario Muni-
cipal Act there is exactly the wholesale
kind of prohibition I refer to. Under the
Ontario Municipal Act no man is eligible
to a seat in a municipal council if hie owes
money which stands unpaid to the muni-
cipality; even though there be no express
contract hetween him and ,the municial ithe mere fact that hie owes the debt iplies
in the law an obligation of a contractual
nature resting upon him. to pay that debt.
The mere fact that a man might be owing
to the municipality an unpaid debt, under
the Ontario Municipal Act would disqua-
lify him from mernbership in the muni-
cipal council. This parliament neyer
meant to go that length, this parliament
refrained fromn going that length; this par-
liament at any rate did not prohibit a
member of this House from purchasing
publie stores or goods of Canada if it was
decided to selI them. If there were an
unused dredge belonging to the Depart-
ment of Publie Works which was being
put up for sale by auction, there ils nothing
whatever to prohibit a member of parlia-
ment from purchasing that article, and if
hie purchased it, from paying for it, as
would be his obligation, to the Receiver
General of Canada. And just as Mr.
Lanctot paid his debt in this case by his
cheque to the departmnent, and as his
moneys have gone to the credit of the
receiver general, so a member of parlia-
ment purchasing any goods which might
be placed upon sale if there was no longer
use for them by the government of this
country, would psy bis purchase money
into the treasury of Canada, and in pyn
bis debt hie would in no respect infig
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the statute governing the independence of
parliament.

Now that it was the deliberate intention
of parliament to prohibit only the trans-
atctins under which the contractor re-
ceives money or is to receive money from
the public treasury, is not only the dis-
tinct language of the law which I have
read, but it is the distinct inference from;
every other one of those sections of the
statute. I suppose every hon, gentleman
is alive to the fact that if hie accepts any
office of emolument under the Orown, he
thereby vacates, his seat. That ia pro-
vided f or by the first one of this group of
sections. But notice, it is the receipt of
the money or the entering into the rela-
tionship which involves the payment of
money by the government to the individual,
which disqualifies him. If the office, in
other words, is one which. has no salary
attached to it, there is no vacating of the
seat, by express language of 'the enactrnent.
The following section of this statute pro-
vides that unless that office is one which
involves the payment of money to the
holder of the office, there is nothing incon-
sistent ini bis being an office holder and a
member of this House at the samne time;
and bis acceptance of the office, provided
there is no money to corne from, the public
treasury to the individual, bas no effeet
whatever upon bis right to Bit in this
House. That is the express language of
the enactmnent, and the wording of every
clause in this group of ten sections which
constitutes our Independence of Parliament
Act. The views -which I present certainly
seem to me the elear meaning of the l'aw in
this regard, which is that any man -who
owesa debt to the governîment ofCOanada is
entitled to psy that debt, and must pay
that debt, notwithstanding the fact that
hie is a member of this House. If, on the
other hand, any debt is owing fromn the
governent of Canada out of the public
moneys of this country to an individual,
hie cannot take payment of that debt,
(although it is his own money) as long as
hie remains a member of this Hlouse. If.
lie is interested in any contract wbich in-
volves payment to bimi out of the public
moneys of this country, or any money the
property of'the Crown in Canada, that cir-
cumstance avoids hie seat in this House.
But otherwise a contract such as this is
one which any member of parliament in so
far as its legal effeet is concerned, can
enter into with perfect impunity.

For that reason I must admit that I read
the conclusions of this minority -report with
considerable a8tonishment. I arn quite
prepared to concede to every ge.ntle3nan,
whetber he is a legal practitioner or not,
bis right to bis view of the law jus4t as I
have a right to my view. I do not eniticise
in the least degree the use of the word


