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Centre had been treated more fairly by the
Union government during and after the war,
*he would flot despise some laws as hie does
now and confound abuses of the law with the
law itself.

Mr. WOOD$WORTH: I rise to a point
of order, Mr. Speaker. Although the bon.
member may be defending me for the
moment, I think hie bas inadvertently sug-
gested that 1 am guilty of somnething of
wbich I am flot guilty. I am flot confound-
ing any abuses with the Iaw itself nor arn
I dîsregarding the law at ail in my amend-
ment.

Mr. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think it is
flot a question of order but a question of
privilege, and the hion. member for Winnipeg
North Centre is entitled to make bis state-
ment. I do flot tbink the hon. member for
Témiscouata is allowed to, impute motives to
the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre.

Mr. POULIOT: I have neyer imputed
mo tives to tbe hion. member for Winnipeg
North Centre, Mr. Speaker. I have much
respect for him, as much respect, in fact, as
I bave for tbe Prime Minister bimself. Both
are respectable citizens and law-abiding
people, and both cati be put in the same
category as good members of parliament.
I do flot see wby anyone should impute
motives to tbe bon. member for Winnipeg
North Centre. We may differ from him at
times.

Mr. COWAN (Long Lake): The hon muema-
ber-

Mr. POULIOT: Oh, is it the loon front
Long Lake? Mr. Chairman, the loon front
Long Lake hias answered.

Mr. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The bion. ýmcm-
ber *must be aware that the expression 'be is
using is flot parliamentary. F'urtber, bie must
bear in mind that the flouse of Commons is
a gentlemen's club.

Mr. POULIOT: 'I was speaking of birds.
As I have been interrupted I shall bave to
begin tbe sentence again.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think the
bon. member sbould witbdraw, because bis
language was flot paTliamentary and should
not be used in the House of Commons.

Mr. POULIOT: I will withdraw, and say
tbat te hon. member for Long Lake is flot
any more an angel tban a bird, Ibecause be
bas no wings. Now, beginning my sentence
for the third time, may I repeat thýat I was
not imputing any motives te, the hon. member
for Winnipeg North Centre, because I respect
him. I was trying Vo explain to tbe bouse

tbc way I understood bis views in the matter,
and if I -have bee~n mistaken i must be par-
doned. I bave endeavoured to tell the bouse
my personal views concerning the wbole
matter.

Let us now go hack to past bistory. Hon.
members who, live in the province of Quebec
cannot have forgotten what 'bas been done by
Tinoir Desjardins when another gentleman was
Minister of Justice under the Union goverfi-
ment. I do flot place the blame upon the
present Minister of Justice, but upon one of
bis predecessors. Hon. members must recaîl
that the man Tinoir Desjardins was paid 'by
the Department of Justice for a. conspiracy
against French-Canadians during and after -te
war, and that tbat same man was paid by t'he
Department of Justice to blow up the bouse
of Lord Athoist-an in Cartierville. That is
what the Union governmen.t did. Those
people because tbey were afraid of the re-
taliation. passed the 'legislation. Why? Was
it directed against the hon. gentleman who is
now member for Winnipeg Northt Centre?
Was it directed towards any one who is now
a member of 'this House of sommons? It
was directed towards any one wbo at t'bat tinte
was frightening thent. Tbey were acting
tbrough fear; fear was their inspiration. Would
th-at be a good way to deal with centmunists?

No one should be crusbcd under the iron
heel of ru'tblessness. The Prime Minister
should wear moccasins; if bie wore moccasins
instead -of an iron beel I would flot be sfraid
of the way be would deal with that .legisla-
tion. However, I am strongly against the iron
'beel of ruthlessness. Tbere was enough 'legis-
lation in the criminal code, 'before the enact-
ment of tbe legislation now in question, Vo
see to it that order be maintained in Canada.
You, Mr. Speaker, are a lawyer, and you know
te criîninal code as well as any lawyer knows

it. You know the meaning of seditious con-
spiracy. You know Vbhat in aecordance witb
section 133 of Obapter 36-the Criminal Code
-seditious -conspiracy is " an agreement be-
tween two or more persons te carry into execu-
tion a seditious intention." Seditious inten-
tion bas several times been defined by te
courts. Every hon. member familiar with the
law knows the nteaning of the .term. IV is flot
necessary for 'bim. to be a king's counsel; any
justice -of tbe peace knows it. Tbey know the
interpretation which 'bas been given by Cana-
dian courts.

What is te punisbment for sedition? Sec-
tion 134 states:

Every one is guilty of an indictable offence
and liable to imprisoament for a tera of net
mobre than twenty years who speaks any
seditious words or publishes any seditious libel
or is a party to any seditious conspiracy.


