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to almost nothing at all, because wherever would have a tendency to criminate them.
You find that the subject of inquiry is al- You deprive them of the privilege of re-
ready provided for before the courts a com- fusing to answer questions which may
mission organized under that statute will Icriminate them, but you give them a cor-
not have jurisdiction, seeing that there is responding advantage when you say that
some other way by which the same resuit their answers shall not be used against
may be arrived at. The criticism is also them in any criminal trial. To go further
made that the terms of the commission are than that would bring about the result,
not large enough-but that bas been gone that you might have proved your case con-
over so frequently and by so many speakers clusively against a most notorlous criminal
that I do not wish to occupy any of the time who ought be tried and put In the peniten-
of the House in discussing it at all. It is tiary for some flagrant violation of the law,
really a question of grammar. It is a but the first thing any one would do who
question ofr the grammatical analysis of the had an interest in him, would be to hustie
sentence In which the powers of the com- hlim into court to get him examined as al
missioners are stated. I do not profess to be witness and have him whitewashed. By
an expert on that subject, but when you find that process you might whitewash all the
in the commission that it refers to frauds scoundrels in Canada who have been con-
that have been committed by returning nected with this business. I therefore think
officers. deputy returnIng officers and other that the protection given to these witnesses
parties. I think you have the basis laid for is all that can be fairly asked for. I again
a very generous and liberal construetion of point out, that the question at issue between
the operative part of the commission. Then, the two sides of the House in this regard,
when you read In the operative part of the is not as to the fulness of the inquiry, is not
commission itself that they are to inquire as to the nature of the questions tlat can
into any fraudulent conduct, that is to say. be asked, is not as to the power of the
into the varlous things that have happened commission to get all the knowledge that
by reason of any fraudulent conduct in re- is in the breasts of the witnesses, but it Is
spect to the ballot books, the ballot boxes. simply as to what shall be or what shall
or their lawful contents, or what should not be the extent of the immunity accordei
have been their lawful contents. you to the witnesses.
get an exceedingly ample charge for!get n eceedngl ampe cargefor In regard to the right to question the voter
this commission to inquire into. every- as to how be voted, I will vetoonf
thing that by any possibility could be that I had a rather strong feeling in favour
brought within the scope of the subject of the protection of the secrey offie ballot
which they are to investigate. I do not in- when we were discussing tlis mattor in
tend to analyse these sentences any further. another place some twelve months g
because I believe that any.body readinbecase Ibeleve hatanybdy eading9 However, I was disposed to acquiesce in the
them fairly must see that they cover ail view that was taken by the learned
that it is necessary this commission should Chief Justice Klllam, of Manitoba, that there
inquire Into. mirt be a distinction drawn lu the policy

Now, it is quite clear that any questionote
that eau be raised as tô the indemnity offc
the witnesses cannot possibly have any re- a case where the seat of the member was lu
levancy to the question as to the fulness question; and a case where the seat of the
of the inquiry. ' The commission Is to be member was fot coucerned. The only point
as full and as ample one way as the other, was this:Tînt if you arc !ogto consuit
as ample the way the commission standso et fo td t n
as the way my hon. friends opposite propose It does not now occur to my mmd, wby
that it shotuld be read. Ail the witnesse-s are the policy of the law sbould be any different
bound to answer any questions, whetiier the in the one case from that which It is 1u1the
answers crimuin:ite ther.1 or do not crim- other case. Be that as it may, however, the
Inate them. The question is not as to the distinction bas been made and it bas been up-
obligation of the witness to answer every hel by the chipf justice of Manitoba, and 1
question, but it is as to what is going to would be inellned to predict that the ju4ges
happen the witness after he has answered Who coustitute this commission would be
the question. So far as I am concerned i t governed by the decision ln the Manitoba
strikes me that the policy of the commission case, and which Is not necessarlly ln con-
as issued, is much more wise and sensible filt with the dictum that was adopted by
than it would be if the suggestions of hon. Chief Jugtlee Strong and Judge Taschereau,
gentlemen opposite were accepted. The of the Suprere Courtof Canada. But,
witnesses have all the protection that Is re- whetber tbey adopt that view or the oppo-
quisite and just, given to them. The pro- site view Is to my mmd a thing wbich Is
tection that is given to them is exactly equi- entirely immaterial. I would think it h1gbly
valent to the privilege that Is taken away Improper to Interfere with their judgment
from them. The privilege that is takenabutht Ibeletatw terd-
away from them is that contrary to their cso hycm oI epc f htwh
privilege under the common Iaw, they eau be b uacrac ibteplc f h

called upon to anInsegadwtotherigtt questionWfCLIa UpothsdeadIal the vtert
astohorh.vteUSwllhae oLones


