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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

Chairman: Mr. Alexis Caron

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Larry T. Pennell

Blouin,

Brewin,

Cameron (High Park),
Cashin,

Chrétien,

Dionne,

Doucett,

Drouin,

Dubé,

and Messrs.

Francis,
Girouard,
Howard,
Jewett (Miss),
Leboe,
Macquarrie,
Martineau,
Millar,
Monteith,

(Quorum 10)

More,

Moreau,
Nielsen,

Paul,

Richard,
Sauvé,

Turner,

Webb,
Woolliams—29.

M. Roussin,

Clerk of the Committee.

Nore: Mr. Grégoire replaces Mr. Dionne prior to the first meeting.
Mr. Knowles replaces Mr. Howard prior to the first meeting.
Mr. Caron replaces Mr. Brown prior to the first meeting.



ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House oF COMMONS,
June 27, 1963.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections:

Messrs.
Blouin, Francis, Moreau,
Brewin, Girouard, Nielsen,
Brown, Howard, Paul,
Cameron (High Park), Jewett (Miss), Pennell,
Cashin, Leboe, Richard,
Chrétien, Macquarrie, Sauvé,
Dionne, Martineau, Turner,
Doucett, Millar, Webb,
Drouin, Monteith, Woolliams—29.
Dubé, More,

(Quorum 10)

Ordered,—That the said Committee be empowered to examine and inquire
into all such matters and things as may be referred to it by the House; and to
report from time to time its observations and opinions thereon, with power to
send for persons, papers and records.

Fripay, July 26, 1963.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections be
empowered to study the Canada Elections Act, and the several amendments
thereto suggested by the Chief Electoral Officer; and to report to the House

such proposal relating to the said Act as the Committee may deem to be
advisable.

MonpAy, September 30, 1963.

Ordered,—That the matters raised in the statement made to the House
this day by Mr. Speaker be referred to the Standing Committee on Privileges
and Elections, and that the said Committee be instructed to report its findings
thereon to the House with all convenient speed.

TuEespay, October 1, 1963.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Grégoire and Knowles be substituted

for those of Messrs. Dionne and Howard on the Standing Committee on Priv-
ileges and Elections.

WEDNESDAY, October 2, 1963.
Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Caron be substituted for that of Mr. Brown
on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.
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Fripay, October 4, 1963.

" Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections be

‘m&wprint,tromdaytoday. 800 copies in English and 400 copies in
4 of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, and that Standing Order
ﬂh suspended in relation thereto.
) Monbpay, October 7, 1963.
. "Ordmd,-'l'hat the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections be
W to sit while the House is sitting.

M

‘ LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.



REPORT TO THE HOUSE

FrnAy, October 4, 1963.

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections has the honour to
present the following as its

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee recommends that it be authorized to print, from day to
day, 800 copies in English and 400 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings
and Evidence and that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto.

Respectfully submitted,
ALEXIS CARON,

Chairman.
Concurred in the same day.






MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, October 3, 1963.
(1)
The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met for organization
purposes at 10.30 a.m. this day.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Blouin, Brewin, Cameron (High
Park), Cashin, Caron, Chrétien, Doucette, Drouin, Francis, Girouard, Gregoire,
Knowles, Leboe, Macquarrie, Millar, Moreau, Nielsen, Paul, Pennell, Richard,
Sauvé, Turner, Webb, Woolliams. (25).

In attendance: A Parliamentary Interpreter, and interpreting.
The Clerk attending, Mr. Cashin moved, seconded by Mr. Girouard, that
Mr. Caron be Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. Moreau, seconded by Mr. Chretien, moved that nominations be closed.
Carried unanimously.

Whereupon Mr. Caron having been elected Chairman of the Committee

took the chair and expressed his thanks for the honour bestowed upon him.
The reading of the Orders of Reference was dispensed with at this stage.
The Committee then proceeded to the election of a Vice-Chairman.

Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Moreau, moved that Mr. Pennell be elected
Vice-Chairman.

Mr. Webb, seconded by Mr. Paul, moved that Mr. Woolliams be elected
Vice-Chairman.

On motion of Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Chrétien, nominations were
closed.

The question being put on Mr. Drouin’s motion, Mr. Pennell was declared
elected Vice-Chairman on the following division: Yeas 12, Nays 6.

Moved by Mr. Sauvé, seconded by Mr. Paul,

Resolved,—That permission be sought to print, from day to day, 800 copies
in English and 400 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

Moved by Mr. Richard, seconded by Mr. Drouin,

Resolved,—That a Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure (Steering
Committee), comprising the Chairman and six (6) members to be named by
him, be appointed.

Mr. Drouin insisted on the fact that the Ralliement des Créditistes be
included in the Subcommittee.

Mr. Paul observed that the inclusion of a representative of the Ralliement
des Créditistes on the Subcommittee should be without prejudice to future
decisions to be taken by the Committee or to the Social Credit Party.

Moved by Mr. Sauvé, seconded by Mr. Grégoire,

Resolved,—That English and French shorthand reporters and interpreters
attend all regular meetings of this Committee.

A lengthy discussion followed on the procedure to be adopted by the Com-~
mittee in its study of the matters referred to it by the House.

7



8 STANDING COMMITTEE

The Clerk then read the two Orders of Reference relating to:
1. Canada Elections Act referred to the Committee on July 26, 1963.

2. Matters raised in the statement made to the House by Mr. Speaker on
September 30th, 1963.

Mr. Grégoire read and tabled a statement made on September 30th, 1963,
by Le Ralliement des Creditistes. (See Appendix A to this day’s proceedings)

Mr. Grégoire moved, seconded by Mr. Knowles, that the Committee study
immediately the matters raised in the statement of the Speaker, as referred to
the Committee.

Mr. Leboe, seconded by Mr. Woolliams, moved that the Committee wait
until the report of the Steering Committee is received in respect of a proposed
Agenda.

In amendment thereto, Mr. Brewin moved, seconded by Mr. Grégoire, that
the Steering Committee be requested to meet today, if possible, to prepare an
Agenda for a meeting of this Committee to be held the following day to deal
with the matters raised in the statement of the Speaker referred by the House
to this Committee.

The question being put, the amendment was carried on a show of hands:
Yeas 12; Nays 6.

The motion of Mr. Leboe, as amended, was adopted.
Thereupon Mr. Sauve, seconded by Mr. Paul, moved that the Committee

vote immediately on the motion of Mr. Gregoire. The motion was carried on

a show of hands: Yeas 16; Nays nil.
The question being put, it was resolved in the negative, Yeas 5; Nays 16.
The Chairman announced that the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure
would meet this day, if possible, with a view to calling a meeting of the Com-
mittee for the next day.

Mr. Richard, seconded by Mr. Paul, moved that the Committee adjourn to
the call of the Chair.

The Committee adjourned at 11.40 a.m. to the call of the Chair.

Monpay, October Tth, 1963.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.10 o’clock
a.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Brewin, Cashin, Caron, Chrétien,
Doucett, Drouin, Dubé, Francis, Girouard, Grégoire, Knowles, Leboe, Mac-
quarrie, Martineau, Millar, Moreau, Nielsen, Pennell, Richard, Sauvé, Turner,
Webb, Woolliams. (24).

In attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel.

The Chairman opened the meeting and announced that, pursuant to the
motion adopted during the last meeting, he had formed the Subcommittee on
Agenda and Procedure. The Members of the Subcommittee are: For the Pro-
gressive Conservatives—Messrs. Woolliams and Paul; for the New Democratic
Party—Mr. Knowles; for the Social Credit Party—Mr. Girouard; for the Liberal
Party—Miss Jewett and Mr. Pennell,

Two meetings were held by the Subcommittee. Mr. Grégoire attended the
second meeting with right to speak but no right to vote.
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Thereupon, Mr. Grégoire made a statement explaining the position adopted
by the group directed by Mr. Caouette in respect to the split within the Social
Credit Party.

At this point, Mr. Knowles intervened and referred to the presence of
photographers and television cameramen.

Mr. Brewin moved, seconded by Mr. Woolliams, that cameras and recording
apparatus be allowed to be used during the meetings of the Committee.

After discussion, the Chairman ruled that no camera nor tape recorder nor
photographs would be authorized during the meetings of the Committee. He
also expressed the wish that the pictures already taken and the tapes already
recorded would not be used on television or otherwise.

Mr. Grégoire resumed his statement and the Chairman ordered the distribu-
tion to the Members of the Committee of copies of the correspondence exchanged
between the Speaker of the House and Messrs. Caouette, Grégoire, Thompson
and Knowles.

On motion of Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Francis,

Resolved,—That the papers tabled today before the Committee and the
letter tabled by Mr. Grégoire at the last meeting be printed as Appendices to
this day’s Proceedings. (See A and B)

Mr. Girouard was then invited to explain his point of view.

Mr. Girouard moved, seconded by Mr. Leboe: That it be recommended
to the House that a group of members which did not constitute a party during
the last general election cannot be recognized as a party without first having
faced the electorate as such.

Mr. Knowles, in the name of the New Democratic Party, explained the posi-
tion of his party.

At this stage, Mr. Grégoire took objection to the attitude of the Chairman.
The Chairman said that he was trying to be fair to every Member of the
Committee.

After further discussion, the Committee decided to sit until 1.00 o’clock
p.m. this day in order to clarify the situation and arrive at a decision, if possible.

Members of the Committee asked if it would be possible to have the
facilities of simultaneous interpretation for the next meeting.

At 1.00 o'clock p.m., Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Pennell, moved that
the Committee adjourn.

At 1.10 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Roussin,
Clerk of the Committee.

Note: The originals of the documents reproduced as appendices to this
issue have been filed with the Committee on Privileges and Elections, except the
document reproduced as Appendix A.






EVIDENCE

Monpay, October 7, 1963
(Translation)

The CHAIRMAN: Gentleman, I am sorry to keep you waiting. We were all
here at 10 o’clock approximately, but the most interested member, Mr. Gré-
goire, is not here yet. I suggest that we wait a few minutes more.

Gentlemen, we have a quorum and, as Mr. Grégoire has arrived, I will
call the meeting to order.

We had two meetings of the steering committee. The Conservative party
was represented by Messrs. Woolliams and Paul, the New Democratic Party
by Mr. Knowles, the Social Credit by Mr. Girouard and the Liberal party by
Miss Jewett, Mr. Pennell and myself.

At the second meeting we have invited Mr. Grégoire, who was extremely
interested in the question, to attend as an observer with the right to speak but
not to vote. During these two meetings we have decided to study this morning
the principle of the question and I believe that this is a very serious matter.

The group of members to which Mr. Grégoire belongs, which is under the
leadership of Mr. Caouette, contend that they did not quit their party, but
that they have decided to choose a new leader and that other members of the
party had to follow them, failing which they would be left out.

The other members contend that they are happy where they are, as they
are, and that they do not want any change. That is exactly the problem we
have to solve this morning.

(Text)

We have had two meetings of the committee, and we decided to study
the main question. In this question Mr. Grégoire claims that they are not
separatists but they have decided to change the leader, and if the others do
not want to follow them, then it is they who become separatists.

On the other hand, the members representing Mr. Thompson say “we are
happy the way we are; we have our position in the house, and we do not
ask for anything. We are satisfied to remain the way we are.”

So this is the main question: shall we recognize a new party which has
been formed during a parliament and since an election? That is the only
question we have to decide and make a report upon to the Speaker so that he
may deal with it accordingly.

(Translation)
We can ask Mr. Grégoire to clarify his position.

Mr. Grécorre: Our position is very simple, At a caucus of the members
of the Social Credit party duly called, the majority decided that, in a case of
emergency—

The CuamrMAN: Will you excuse me, Mr. Grégoire? Is there a translator
here?
Mr. RoBicHAUD (Translator and interpreter): Present.
Mr. GrEcorre: I will translate.
At a regular meeting of the caucus, the Socred members decided that,
in view of the emergency situation, the selection of a new leader was imperative.
The majority decided to choose a new leader. We have a new leader and
a new whip. We want the seating plan to be changed in the house; we want

11



12 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Caouette to occupy the seat formerly occupied by Mr. Thompson and our
whip to occupy the seat normally occupied by the whip. We shall also supply
the Speaker with a new seating plan of our party in the House, including the
new space allocation.

And, if there are any within our group who, as it has been reported in
the newspapers, who are not satisfied with the decision of the majority, they
will be free to sit elsewhere and form their own party.

But, if they are satisfied to remain within the party, with the group of the
23 Socred members, they shall accept the places that we will assign to them,
according to the list that we will hand over to the speaker, the offices that will
be assigned to them.

(Text)

Mr. KNowLEs: Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of order. I think you
should know that the proceedings of this committee are being taped.

The CrairMAN: No, they are being recorded by reporters.

Mr. KNnowLEs: Then what is that device being used down there?

The CHAIRMAN: It is a television set, is it not?

Mr. KNowLES: Are the words said being taped for television?

TELEVISION REPORTER: Yes.

Mr. KNOwWLES: Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is up to the committee
to decide that, is it not?

The CHAIRMAN: Has the committee any objections to the television people
taping word for word what is being said in this hall?

Mr. WoorrLiams: I can see nothing wrong with that.

The CHAIRMAN: Does anybody object?

Mr. LEBOE: Mr. Chairman, as long as they take it all and not take just
scraps of the proceedings, I would not object.

The CHAIRMAN: That would be pretty hard for us to decide.

Mr. KNOWLES: Mr. Chairman, committees are extensions of the house, and
while I would like to see the widest possible covering given to the proceedings
of parliament—in fact, I would like to see parliament telecast—is this the
way to get it decided?

The CHAIRMAN: Is there a motion for or against?

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, there is a point of order raised by Mr.
Knowles which has to be decided.

Mr. KNOWLES: It is up to you to decide it, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, if it is up to me, then according to the rules of the
House, since there is no television in the House except on special occasions,
such as the opening and closing of the sessions—

Mr. BREWIN: I think it would be useful, as the thin edge of the wedge,
for us to start right here, therefore I move that we permit it.

The CHAIRMAN: You move that they be permitted?
Mr. WooLLiaMs: I second the motion.

Mr. LeBOE: I think it is all right, providing the whole proceedings are
used. For example, if a person is making a telecast, he should give the whole
proceedings of the committee: but if he is going to chop it up so that we find
that a completely different story is broadcast to the viewing public from
wl.mt actually took place, we would certainly be letting ourselves in for dyna-
mite as far as the whole proceedings of this House is concerned. I think every-
thing must be televised and reproduced in the television show, otherwise we
shall be in hot water from now on. I object to anything being televised unless
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it is all televised, so that if the proceedings are used they will all be televised
and the whole proceedings of this committee shown on the screen.

Mr. WooLLianms: I do not think you can control that. If you are going to
have television, I do not see how you can control what part they take in and
what part they omit. It is like the newsmen. They pick out their stories,
I do not see how you can lay down a rule. I think that freedom of the
of radio, and of television is important.

Mr. Tur~er: That is a sentiment with which we all agree, except that
committee, being a committee of the House should, it seems to me, obey
rules of the House, and support Mr. Knowles’s position that unless the
itself decides that television should be admitted, this committee has no
diction to open that door.

Mr. KxowLEs: I do not object. I do not think the house has ever objected
to there being pictures shown on television. But it is the taping of the words,
it seems to me, that would get us into trouble. I cannot recall the precise
occasion, but the situation has arisen in previous committees when records were
taped and used. Moreover, a minister of the crown got into some difficulty a
few days ago as to whether or not what she said was taped. So I think it is
the taping of speeches which causes the most problems.

(Translation)

Mr. Droum: Mr. Chairman, we are meeting here this morning to solve
a problem and I imagine we will spend a good part of our time discussing
matters of procedure.

In order to simplify matters, I think it would be proper to vote on the
motion that has been presented a while ago to the effect that the use of
television be allowed as it has been since the beginning of the meeting of the
Committee.

The CrHamMmaN: As Mr. Knowles said a while ago, that is something that
has never been done in the House or in any committee.

Mr. Brewin suggested that we could allow a part, the most important part
of the sitting maybe.

This creates 2 new and pretty difficult problem and I believe that it
would be better to have no television at all that the taking of photographs be
prohibited from now on during the meetings of the Committee. That is my
opinion.

I rule that there will be no television and no taking of photographs during
the meetings of the Committee.

(Text)
Mr. N1ELSEN: Mr. Chairman, what is your direction with regard to that por-
tion of the proceedings which already has been taped by the machine?

The CHAIRMAN: T did not know they were taping it, and I do not think they
should use it.

Mr. NieLsen: What safeguards has the committee that this will not be
used?

The CramrrMAN: I do not think we have any safeguards for what has been
taken, but they have not taken much up until now, and I hope they will not
take any of the committees’ meetings in the future.

Mr. NreLsen: Are you going to request that the gentlemen not do this?

The CHAmMAN: I am going to request that they stop taping any part of

the proceedings of this committee. It is not used in the house and cannot be
used here.

E
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14 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. NIELSEN: I raise the point, because this gentleman here has already
taken all of what the hon. member for Lapointe has said up until now. This
raises a point in support of what the hon. member for Cariboo was saying a
moment ago. I think the chairman should make a specific request of the
gentlemen not to use that portion of the proceedings already taken.

The CHAIRMAN: I made the request they not use what they have taken
this morning while the committee was in session, There will be no more tele-
vision or photographs during the proceedings.

(Translation)

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, may we question the honourable member
for Lapointe on the statement he has just made?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I think he had not completed his statement.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes I had, Mr. Chairman.

(Text)

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the honourable mem-
ber for Lapointe a question and I refer to section 42 of the Act respecting pay-
ment of sessional allowances to Members of the Senate and the House of Com-
mons and in particular to section 3, subsection 2 of Bill C-91 which reads as
follows:

There shall be paid to each member of the House of Commons, other
than the Prime Minister or the Member occupying the recognized posi-
tion of Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons, who is the
Leader of a party that has a recognized membership of twelve or more
persons in the House of Commons, . .

I would like to ask the hon. member for Lapointe whether in his opinion
his group constituted, prior to the election of this parliament and during the
last election campaign, a recognized party, as distinct from the national Social
Credit party?

(Translation)
: Mr. GREGOIRE: The national Social Credit party is our party, so the answer
is yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Before we go any further, I have copies of the corre-
spondence which has been sent to the Speaker by the different parties. We will
have this distributed to all of you, so that you will be aware of what is going on.
(Text)

Mr. KNnowLES: I suggest that copies of it be distributed to the press, radio
and television.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I might even
say “members of the jury”, the steering committee met on two occasions—
(Text)

Mr. TurRNER: Mr. Chairman, are we going to continue to interrogate Mr.
Gregoire?

The CHAIRMAN: Because Mr. Girouard has a case completely different from

that of Mr. Gregoire, I think we should hear what he has to say before we go
on with the questioning.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, as I was saying, there were two meetings of
the steering committee, and those meetings were held precisely to decide on
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the procedure to be followed. If we want to decide what procedure to follow,
it so happens that the evidence submitted at a certain time seemed to have
been changed.

The first time the committee met it was to decide whether the Ralliement
des créditistes would be recognized as a party and we later realized, or rather,
the members of the committee realized that what had to be decided upon was
which of the two parties constituted the national party.

And in this connection, I think that if the members of the committee want
to understand I shall have to explain in detail what happened, which means to
say that I may have to digress to some extent, that is, to explain the background
and provide some information so as to clear up the problem we are dealing with.

If my suggestion is accepted I am ready to state the case of Social Credit
and then I think you will be able to understand exactly the position of our
party as regards what is happening today.

First of all it was a question of determining whether the committee could
handle the internal problems of a party.

I do not believe, nor do you, I am sure, that the committee has such
authority.

Now, the committee was formed at the Speaker’s request to hear the
witnesses to hear what position they have adopted and to report on the matter.

I think the committee might proceed—

Can Parliament decide on what has happened within a party, that is, who
is the leader? In that connection, if I refer to Dr. Olivier’s excellent courses on
constitutional law, parliament can do anything short of turning a man into a
woman.

I believe that even if it were a matter of deciding who is really the leader,
parliament would have to take their responsibilities.

I would like to draw the members’ attention to the fact that it is useless to
indulge in fond hope, that whatever the committee may decide, whatever verdict
the Speaker may hand down, you must expect the injured party to appeal the
Speaker’s decision and then parliament will in any case have to adjudicate upon
the question.

And when I refer to the question the Speaker submitted to us, I see that
in the statement he made on September 30, the Speaker said to us, among
other things:

It is my duty, I believe, to bring to the attention of the House the
novel character of the situation now before it, and more particularly the
payment of allowances and the effect on the organization of Parliament
and the parties and of the work of this House that naturally must be
reflected by the emergence from time to time of new groups that invite
the House to accord them the status of parties. Profound constitutional
questions arise; for example, can a group of members which did not exist
as a party at the time of the election of a Parliament be recognized as a
party before they have gone to the electorate?

The proof brought us by the Speaker was based on four letters. I think
we shall leave the last one aside, that is, Mr. Knowles’ letter, since it was agreed
in the steering committee, that we would begin by settling the situation of the
Ralliement des créditistes.

The Speaker has also told us that on September 9, 1963, the honourable
member for Lapointe informed him by letter that his party had selected a new
leader and was claiming certain rights and privileges.
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But the Speaker also read an extract from a letter by the honourable mem-
ber for Villeneuve (Mr. Caouette) of September 16, and I quote:

Since the 1st of September, our movement has become a national
group called: ‘“Ralliement des Créditistes”.

The member for Lapointe states in his letter that his party has chosen
a new leader. And this new leader, the chief of the party, tells us exactly:

Our movement has become a national group known as ‘Ralliement
des Créditistes’.

Therefore, if the member for Lapointe accepts Mr. Caouette as his leader,
in my opinion he must accept the claims of his leader, or we will be faced
by the formation of a fourth party.

I am continuing Mr. Chairman.

This morning, the honourable member for Lapointe told us that at a

regular caucus of the Social Credit, it had been resolved to choose a new
leader.

I do not know what the members of the Committee mean by “regular cau-
cus”, but personally, as a member of the Social Credit, I never heard about a
“regular caucus”, because I believe, and it is recognized, that a caucus must
be called on the orders, or at least with the authorization of the leader, and the
chief of the party, and of the whip or assistant-whip.

And since the regular caucus mentioned was held without the authorization
or in the absence of the chief of the party, the whip or the assistant-whip, I
believe that if we wish to be serious we should disregard the last statement
and proceed with the case at present before us.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the contradictory statements of the members
for Villeneuve and Lapointe, allow me to recall some historical facts to explain
the exact meaning of the Ralliement des Créditistes which voted in favour of
a separation at Granby.

At Granby, Mr. Caouette, the chief of the Ralliement des Créditistes, made
the following statement to a representative of the newspaper “Le Devoir’:

There must be formed a separate group representing the Province of
Quebec within the framework of Confederation. . . make Quebec not
one of the ten provinces, but one of the two basic nations of Canada,
and then spread the Ralliement, the spirit of the Ralliement des Crédi-
tistes in every province.

After the Granby vote, the newspaper ‘“Regards”, the official organ
of the Ralliement des Créditistes, reported the statements of Mr. Caouette.
Furthermore, that article was signed by Mr. Caouette, and here are some
excerpts:

That is what the Ralliement will be. That is the programme it has
planned. With the support of the French-Canadians, with the support
of Quebec, a small group of French-Canadians “créditistes” members
of Parliament will have a voice in Ottawa—

In an editorial, the newspaper “Regards”, the official organ of the Rallie-
ment des Créditistes, wrote:
Some 600 official delegates—

The member for Lapointe mentioned 1,500, and the newspaper ‘“Regards”,
the official organ of the Ralliement des Créditistes, spoke of some 600.

The odd 600 official delegates who attended, on August 31 and September
Ist, the annual convention of the Ralliement des Créditistes du Québec,
unanimously decided to separate the Ralliement des Créditistes from the
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national party directed by Mr. Robert N. Thompson and to form an autonomous
group pending the holding of a new national convention to elect a chief.

In the same newspaper, that is Regards, the provincial chairman of the
Ralliement des Créditistes, Mr. Laurent Legault, stated:

I am also happy over the decision taken by the Ralliement concern-
ing its relations with the national party. It is time that a separate group
of Quebec members of Parliament make the voice of Quebec heard in
Ottawa.

And now, this is what the member for Lapointe said, according to Le
Devoir of September 11, 1963:

The split would end, said Mr. Grégoire, member for Lapointe, if
a new leader were elected, and the Créditistes from the province of
Québec wouid constitute the provincial wing of a federal Social Credit
party.

Let us examine if the Ralliement des Créditistes is an independent move-
ment.

On Wednesday, October 2, we read the following press release:

Eight of the thirteen members of Parliament belonging to the
Ralliement des Créditistes who recognize Mr. Réal Caouette as their
national chief, were given responsibilities within the caucus. Among
them is the member for Villeneuve who becomes parliamentary chief.

The member for Lapointe, Mr. Gilles Grégoire, is chief of parlia-
mentary procedure, and the member for Roberval, Mr. C.-A. Gauthier,
the whip, assisted by the member for Shefford, Mr. Gilbert Rondeau,
who becomes assistant whip.

Mr. Robert Beaulé, the member for Québec-East, who was chairman
of the former caucus of the Social Credit party, retains this position
with the members of the Ralliement.

And that was organized and accepted as the Ralliement already called
itself a party and had elected an executive committee.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that if we wish to work seriously, we must dis-
regard the shenanigans of the honourable member for Lapointe and revert to
our starting point, when the Speaker submitted to our examination the initial
problem which is the following: “A group of Members who wish to sit
together in the House and obtain certain privileges”.

This was the point: “Has Parliament the right to do so?” And we answered:
“YeS".

We should now examine the basis for this decision, and secondly the
advisability of such a recognition.

What would be the justification for Parliaument acting thus? Here is the
order of legal priorities: firstly, there is the constitution; secondly, acts and
statutes; thirdly, the precedents; and fourthly, the authors.

The constitution does not deal with the first matter, Therefore, we can-
not find therein anything which can enlighten us at present.

Secondly, we have the legal precedents which are our laws and statutes.
In this field, there is only Bill C-91 which enacts:

...who is the Leader of a party that has a recognized membership
of twelve or more persons in the House of Commons. ..

Now, this is exactly what was stated here this morning. Will the members
of this group be recognized?
Then, the laws and statutes are of no use to us today.

Consequently, we must abide by precedents, because there are precedents.
29508-9—2
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I do not know whether you agree with me, for I know that there are
several jurists and experts on political science among us, but it is said that
in the British Empire, precedents make the laws.

The precedents to which we have to refer go back to the foundation of
the Bloc populaire canadien.

You all know that Mr. Maxime Raymond had been elected as a Liberal
member in the general elections of 1940 and that he had resigned from the
Liberal party in 1943.

In the by-election in 1943, the first member elected under the Bloc popu-
laire ticket was Mr. J.-A. Choquette. For verification, see page 408 of the
Parliamentary Guide of 1963.

At the general elections of 1945, two Bloc populaire members, Messrs.
Raymond and Hamel, were returned. See the same Parliamentary Guide.

On the 16th of February 1944, the House was faced with a difficult situa-
tion. It concerned either the resignation or the dismissal of General
McNaughton.

At that time, the opposition parties wanted to obtain information on this
so-called resignation or dismissal of General McNaughton by the government.
And now, I am going to read what is of the greatest interest and what was
stated by Mr. Raymond.

Mr. TurRNER: Was this after the general elections?

Mr. GIROUARD: It happened after 1943, at a time when there were two
Bloc populaire members—

Mr. TurNER: Before the general elections?

Mr. GirouaRrD: Yes, before the general elections. I am now going to
read, in French, Mr. Raymond’s statement—

At that time, Mr. Raymond stated, as page 579 of the Debates of the 16th
of February 1944 shows:
(Text)

The Prime Minister intervened in the debate in order to put an
end to the discussion, and he said:

(Translation)

And, to quote Mr. Mackenzie King.
(Text)

I should be pleased to meet with and to show the correspondence
to the leader of the opposition and to the leaders of the C.C.F. and
the Social Credit parties.

~ He also added the hon. member for Yale to that group. The Prime
Minister completely ignored another group in this House, The Bloc
Populaire of Canada. He knows of the existence of this group at least
since the by-elections at Stanstead and Cartier. If any group in this house
is entitled to information, then all groups should be entitled to the
same information.

(Translation)
And here is what Mr. Mackenzie King replied:
(Text)
That brings me back to procedure under the British parliamentary
system. That system recognizes the government, recognizes it as the

body which has been entrusted by the people to carry on the business
of the country, and it recognizes the opposition.
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(Translation)

And here, Mr. Mackenzie King gives a historical account of the opposition
and explains its role. And he continues.

(Text)

The reason I extended an invitation to the leaders of the C.C.F.
and the Social Credit party is that throughout this entire parliament
there has been a recognition that at the time of the last general election
those parties were returned in the numbers in which they were. Their
leaders in this house have been granted, not as a matter of right but
as a matter of courtesy, a certain recognition by the government. But
for my hon. friend—

(Translation)
Speaking of Mr. Raymond.
(Text)

—+to say that because a new party has come into existence since
a by-election, the leader of that party should have the same courtesy
extended to him, is I think to take a position that is perfectly ridiculous.

If that procedure is to be followed we may expect that any number
of hon. gentlemen may suddenly become leaders of parties, whether
small in number or not, and claim special rights and privileges in
this house. I would have felt that I was making a very great departure
from the proper procedure in parliament if I had gone any further
in recognizing groups as a part of the opposition than I did.

May I say that I intend as far as it lies within my power to see
that the business of this House of Commons is discussed as between
the government and the opposition. If the opposition wish to be divided
into groups, that of course is their own affair. I would draw attention
to this fact. They are rapidly heading toward the system which developed
in France where there was a large number of parties and where the
business of the country got into such a state that there was no stability.
I think quite sincerely that that condition had a good deal to do with
the fate of the world as it is to-day. I do not believe the people of
Canada wish to see a lot of parties in this country and I as Prime
Minister am not going to do anything to further that trend.

(Translation)
This was in 1944.

In 1945, or after the general elections, the Bloc populaire succeeded in
electing two members.

At that time, there was a United Nations Conference in San Francisco,
and the Prime Minister had to choose delegates to the Conference.

At that time, Mr. Raymond and the Bloc populaire party wanted to have
a delegate at San Francisco.

And as page 653 of the Debates of the 9th of April 1945 shows, Mr.
Mackenzie King stated:

(Text)

However, 1 personally, as hon. members are aware, have felt that
we are not furthering what is best in British parliamentary procedure
by giving too much in the way of recognition to groups as such.

On that basis I have felt the house would welcome the appointment
of the leader of the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation (Mr. Cold-

well) as a second member of the opposition to be a member of the
delegation.

29508-9—2}
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(Translation)
And Mr. Mackenzie King added, and this is, moreover, very interesting:

(Text)

I made that choice on the basis that he is a leader of a party which
has a following in this house from more provinces than one, a following
which to that extent is more representative of different parts of Canada
and partakes more of the nature of a national party.

(T'ranslation)
Mr. TURNER: What is the date of this statement?

Mr. GIROUARD: 9th April, 1945.

And now, at the time of the throne speech debate, in September, 1945,
if you will refer to Hansard, you will see there that the main speakers were
Mr. Bracken, for the Conservative party, Mr. Mackenzie King, for the Liberal
party, Mr. Coldwell, for the C.C.F. and Mr. Low for Social Credit.

Mr. Raymond, who had been elected leader of the “Bloc populaire”, spoke
only on September 13, just as any ordinary member.

Therefore, I say that, since 1944, there has been de facto recognition of
certain privileges to third parties in the House as there has been de facto
recognition of certain privileges to certain groups.

This was a de facto recognition until Bill C-91, that reads:

...to each member of the House of Commons... who is the leader
of a party that has a recognized membership of twelve or more persons
in the House of Commons. ..

And now, as everyone knows, the Bill still states “Leader of a party that
has a recognized membership of twelve or more persons in the House of
Commons”, and, once again, that Bill cannot be used, because it is in that very
Bill that recognition of a party is mentioned, is that not so?

And now, let us see what the position of the Social Credit is.

The Social Credit was recognized in the House for the first time in 1944;
it was recognized in 1962 and 1963. It has a recognized leader, Mr. Robert M.
Thompson, who is entitled to a recognized allowance of $4,000. Will the mem-
bership of his party in the House remain sufficient for him to be eligible to
this allowance or not? We do not care, because that is not the point. The point
is whether his party has been recognized and is still recognized.

And now, we come back to the main question, that is, is it “desirable”
that the breakaway members of the National Social Credit party be recognized
as a party and entitled to privileges?

And for that purpose, the question must be examined from three angles;
firstly, the convention held by a party; secondly, the future of the parliamentary
system; and, thirdly, the merits of the group in question.

There are more than one learned definition of a party. Some people speak
of a group of persons who work towards a common goal. There is also this
populpr definition, the definition accepted by the people, a group of persons
who join together to run in an election, for a purpose, and who have been
elected.

In 1961, the National Social Credit held a convention attended by Messrs.
'l‘ho_mpson, Caouette, Grégoire, Marcoux and many others and, at the time, the
National Social Credit party was formed. Mr. Robert Thompson was elected
national leader.

At the general elections in 1962, the Social Credit elected 30 members.

Everyone knov_/s that that group voted in favour of that national leader and
attended a session as such.
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And before the general elections in 1962, we heard Mr. Caouette state,
at the Atwater Market, that Mr. Thompson was the leader, that there was no
misunderstanding, that everything was running smoothly.

Then there was the convention in Granby, where delegates froxp the
province of Quebec only, 600 in number—and I have submitted _in evidence
the newspaper Regards, official organ of the “Ralliement des créditistes” show-
ing that there were only 600 delegates—decide that Mr. Thompson was no
longer the leader, that Mr. Caouette is the leader and that a party will be
formed that will include members from the province of Quebec only.

And then you have the statement made by the six members from Quebec
who declared:

We deplore the withdrawal of the “Ralliement des créditistes”
from the national movement. ..

And the statement was signed by Messrs Frenette, C6té, Ouellet, Lessard
(Lac-Saint-Jean), Chapdelaine et Girouard.

Mr. Chairman, Madam and gentlemen, the Social Credit party of Canada
is not asking for anything from you today, neither from this Committee nor
from the House. The members are satisfied with their leader, with the seats
that were allotted to them in the House and with the privileges to which their
entitlement is presently recognized.

Let us now examine the ridiculous situation facing us.

As Dr. Marcoux has withdrawn from the national movement and is sitting
as an independent member, he is not entitled to any special privilege.

Let us suppose that two members only had withdrawn from the Social
Credit. Their asking for special privileges would have been considered
ridiculous.

And supposing that three members had withdrawn from the national move-
ment executive, their asking for special privileges, their being recognized as
a party would also have appeared ridiculous.

Gentlemen, the number is of no importance. And as Mr. Mackenzie King
stated, what is important is that, if members of a party are not satisfied, are
not satisfied with the party, they withdraw from that party and become
independent members.

And we now come to the future of political parties in the House.

I am sure that everyone realizes that if, tomorrow, the Conservative party
broke down into five groups and the Liberal party into six, anarchy would
result.

Let us now examine the merits of the group in question of whom I am
sorry to have to speak.

If I must do it, it is because the member for Quebec West (Mr. Plourde)
stated in the House last Friday that he was the spokesman for his group and
further stated: We shall refuse to vote supplies until we are recognized. It is
a case of blackmailing Parliament, blackmailing the Queen, and I shall repeat
it in English for the benefit of everyone.

Gentlemen, I say to you: Let us take our responsibilities. And if this group
tl!an blackmail Parliament, it cannot have the benefit of the well-known privi-
eges.

I must add that if I should myself present a motion of closure in the
House, in order to enable our old people to receive their pensions and the
salaried people to receive their salaries, I would not be afraid to face the
electors of Canada and of the province of Quebec.

And in this regard, with the support of Mr. Leboe, I shall propose a
motion.

At this time, I wish to point out that in so doing I am only complying
with the wish of the Speaker of the House.
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The motion is as follows: “Resolved that a group of members which did
not form a party during the last general elections shall not be recognized as
a party until such time as it has gone before the electors as a party.”

The CHAIRMAN: Before we take up this motion, I think there is one thing
we should pass upon first namely, that the papers tabled today before the
committee be printed and annexed to the proceedings of today’s meeting. I
think that should be the first motion.

(Translation)

Mr. DrouiN: Mr. Chairman, I so move.
(Text)

Mr. Francis: I second the motion.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa): Have we in our possession the evidence of the
members of the new group deposited with the clerk here?

The CHAIRMAN: We have the letter with the names.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa): You mean the original letter.

The CHAIRMAN: That is right.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa): To whom is it addressed?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is in the hands of the clerk of the committee. I find it
is a photostat of the official letter which Mr. Gregoire had in his possession.
I think it would be preferable if he kept the photostat and we had the official
letter. Have you got it with you?

Mr. GrEGOIRE: No.

Mr. MoRre: Mr. Chairman, may we speak to this?

The CHalRMAN: Yes, it is a debatable motion, and you have the right to
speak.

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question pertaining to
the main motion. When the mover spoke of elections, was he referring to by-
elections or general elections?

Mr.'Gmoumm: Mr. Chairman, I think that in the case of a by-election, it
could still be said that the people did give their verdict, but as there would be
one seat or two then we could decide whether or not they should be recognized
before the next general elections.

Mr. TurNER: When he speaks of elections in his motion is he speaking of
general elections or of by-elections.

Mr. Girouarp: Both. If it were a by-election it would involve only one
or two members, and it would then be up to the Speaker to decide whether
or not to seat them as a party.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Drouin moved seconded by Mr. Francis, that the
documents be printed and annexed to our proceedings. Is it agreed, including
the letters?

Mr. NieLsen: Including the original document?

The CnA_mMAN: Including the original document which was sent to the
Speaker. Is it the desire of the committee to accept this motion?
Agreed.

I have been asked to advise the committee that not copies but the original
letters were sent to the Speaker along with the translations.

Mr. KNOWLES: Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt but that this committee is
seized with a real problem.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Drouin moved, seconded by Mr. Francis. . .
the documents which were sent to. ..
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is it the pleasure of the Committee to adopt the motion?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: Has it been officially read? In any case, I submit that the
motion presented to the Committee should read as follows:

That a group of members which did not constitute a party during
the last general elections cannot be recognized as a party without first
having faced the electorate as such.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Knowles?

Mr. KNowLES: Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt that we have had a real
problem handed to this committee and that it is our responsibility to try to
make recommendations in response to the terms of reference which have been
laid before us.

(Translation)
Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, before—
The CHAIRMAN: Pardon me, Mr. Knowles has the floor.
Mr. MARTINEAU: You have interrupted Mr. Knowles to read the motion.
The CHAIRMAN: It was only to read the motion.

Mr. MARTINEAU: That is exactly the point on which I would like to com-
ment. I think the motion is out of order and cannot be placed before the
Committee at this stage of the discussion because if it were adopted it would
constitute a legal change which does not come under the jurisdiction of the
Committee. As a matter of fact, the Committee can only take into considera-
tion a certain evidence or testimony, and make recommendations to the Speaker
of the House, and it is up to the Speaker of the House to make the decision
substituting this motion.

The CHAIRMAN: I consider the motion as a recommendation to the Speaker
of the House since it provides that a group of members which did not con-
stitute a party during the last general elections cannot be recognized as a
party without first having faced the electorate as such.

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, if I may answer this question, I think that
a motion from a Committee is always a recommendation to the House.

Mr. MARTINEAU: It would perhaps be better to say so more specifically.
If the hon. member would amend his motion along those lines, I think it
would be in order.

Mr. GIroUARD: The motion, as amended, would read as follows:

It is recommended to the House that a group of members which
did not constitute a party during the last general elections cannot be
recognized as a party without first having faced the electorate as such.

Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, we have not—
The CHAIRMAN: One moment, Mr. Girouard has raised a point of order.

Mr. GirouarDp: Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order. I did not interrupt
the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) when he said
earlier: “We are being asked in fact to decide, and that is not within our
jurisdiction, whether or not Mr. Thompson is the chief of Mr. Caouette”.

I would like to point out to the Committee that the Social Credit party
is not asking the Committee to recognize Mr. Thompson nor is it claiming
any privileges. Actually, Mr. Thompson is recognized and enjoys his privileges.
It is rather the Ralliement des créditistes which are claiming certain privileges.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: In this connection, Mr. Chairman, we are not requesting
that certain privileges be recognized, we are requesting the Committee to
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recognize a fact. And now, it has been mentioned that Mr. Caouette’s letter
and mine were not agreeing, I should like to quote two paragraphs of mine—

The CHAIRMAN: With your permission, Mr. Grégoire, I shall let Mr.
Knowles finish—

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is precisely about that question.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Knowles has not finished yet, but when he will be
over with his remarks, you may come back to the subject.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I thought it would be better to do it right now.

The CHAIRMAN: Other members wish to speak also and you will be able
to talk when your turn comes.

(Text)

Mr. KNowWLES: Mr. Chairman, I make the point it is clear to this com-
mittee that we have to discuss and to deal with this matter. There are
rumours that the hours of sitting this week may be rather extensive. What-
ever is debated in the House during whatever hours we sit, it cannot be this
question; at least it cannot be spoken about in the House so long as it is in
the hands of the committee. So it is our full responsibility to try to resolve
the issue here.

Mr. Chairman, before I try to define what in my view is the question
that we must resolve, may I plead with the committee to recognize something
that is none of our business. May I plead with the committee to recognize
that there is something that we do not have the power to decide, that is, the
question of whether or not a party is official.

As Mr. Girouard said, there are in the constitution, in the British North
America Act, or in law no precedents anywhere which lay down criteria,
standards, definitions and conditions of parties. Parties are national organiza-
tions formed by Canadian citizens. They do not exist in the House of Com-
mons. They exist in the House of Commons as members of parliament, as
groups. I suggest that the most dangerous thing we could do would be for
the House of Commons by majority vote to decide that parties A, B and C
are gﬁicial parties in Canada, and parties D, E and F are not. I do not need
to cite historical examples of this type of thing. It has happened in other
parts of the world, but in a free democracy parties make their own decision
as to whether or not they are parties. You do not have Mackenzie King, or
the majority of the day decide what is a party or what are the standards.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the limits imposed upon us in this field
are vyell illustrated by the conflict that has been presented before us this
morning between the two factions or wings of the Social Credit party. We have
one group saying Mr. Thompson is the leader, and another group saying Mr.
Caouette is the leader.

The group that supports Mr. Caouette actually asks the House of Commons
to make the decision as to which of these members are leaders of that party.
If the conservative party asked the House of Commons to decide who is its leader
between Mr. Diefenbaker and Mr. X, or if the Liberals or we asked, we would
be told that this is none of our business, and that it is an internal party matter.
The internal affairs of the Social Credit party have been laid before us. It is not
our business to decide that. It is not our business to decide whether a party in
the Dominion of Canada is official or not.

Mr. Chairman, although I have spent these few minutes saying what is not
our problem, there is no doubt that we do have a problem. I would like to say
now what I think that problem is. Despite the complications, it is a very simple
one. Our problem is to decide on the basis of evidence how many groups or
members there are in the House of Commons, and having made that decision
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then we have to decide what we recommend to the Speaker as to the priority or
order in which they sit.

Although there are no citations supporting the proposition that parties
exist in the House of Commons on any official basis, there are a couple of cita-
tions that support the fact that we are various groups. I have one citation with
me which is Beauchesne’s, and which I hope Mr. Beauchesne will let me read
from in one of the official languages of the country.

In section 20, page 17 of Beauchesne’s, fourth edition, there is a judgment
which he made a long time ago, and in order to tell the whole story I had better
read it. He says:

The members who do not support the government and do not belong
to the Opposition party should all be considered as Independents.

I can testify that when I first came to the House of Commons, Mr. King
used to quote this often and was very reluctant to grant to the C.C.F. and Social
Credit parties of that day the courtesies which he had to grant later on. Even
Dr. Beauchesne had to admit certain facts.

On page 56, in citation 67, there is a reference which is as follows:

That party may form a Cabinet,—
The reference is to those who have the largest number of seats.

—but the official Opposition together with other anti-ministerial groups,
though sitting to the Speaker’s left, are the real representatives of the
people;—

That is an interesting sentence. I did not read it for the last part. I read it
to make the point that recognition has developed across the years of other anti-
ministerial groups; that is, there are groups on the other side apart from the
official opposition.

Then on page 84 of this same edition, in citation 91, he says:

...it is now firmly established that the Leader of the Opposition or the
Chiefs of recognized groups are entitled to ask explanations. ..

And so on.

I hope I am not just indulging in semantics; but it seems to me there is a
tremendous difference between our asking ourselves whether we have to decide
what a party is, whether a party is official, or having to decide simply how many
groups there are in the House of Commons, and consequently how those groups
should be seated.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that my friend, Miss Jewett, will not mind if
I indicate that when I sat down to allow for a bit of translation she said to
me—and quite properly—that the key word in that last quotation was the word
“recognize”. Although I agree, the point that I plead with this committee to
recognize is that there is all the difference in the world between recognizing
parties, saying that parties are official, that they have status, that party “A” is
official and party “B” is not and, on the other hand, recognizing there are
groups of members in the House of Commons. Having made that recognition,

-which I think we have to make, then we decide where they sit, whether they

all get the same courtesies, and so on. But, please stay away from the folly of
a majority of the members of the House of Commons saying who are official
parties and who are not.

The motion before us proposes a criterion: what is a party? Namely, a
party that presented itself at an election? We do not have it in the constitution
of this country; we do not have it in any statute as to what a definition of a
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party is, whether it has to run in a certain number of provinces or on a par-
ticular constitution, and so on. We do not ask the other groups to submit their
constitution to parliament. I have ours here in both languages but we never
have been required to do that.

Mr. WooLLiams: If I may interrupt, would you answer a question I have?

Mr. KNOWLES: Yes.

Mr. WooLLiaAMS: What is the practical difference in your argument as to
whether you are a recognized group in the House of Commons or a party—
that is, from the practical procedures of parliament?

Mr. KNOWLES: I am not saying to Mr. Woolliams that it makes a great
deal of difference in procedure what we do call ourselves. When we speak from
our corner we try to say that we speak for the New Democratic party.

Mr. WooLLiams: But you use the term “our group”.

Mr. KNOWLES: But, in point of fact, we are 17 members in the House of
Commons. We are not the whole New Democratic party as you are not the
whole of the Conservative party in Canada. You are speaking for an organiza-
tion which is legal and official in this country. Until the day comes that
parliament, through a majority, legislates or decides what is a party and what
1s not we are going to get ourselves into a great deal of difficulty. I think we
should confine ourselves to the problem we have amongst our own members
that are here and who claim to belong to certain groups.

Mr. MARTINEAU: You said that it was our business to decide how many
groups should be recognized in the House of Commons and you also gave some
elements which should not be considered in that recognition. Can you tell us
what, in your view, should be considered so that a group would be recognized
officially in the House of Commons.

Mr. KNowLES: I wonder if Mr. Martineau would mind if I answered his
question in the course of my argument as I do have that point covered in my
notes which I propose to refer to later on.

I think the first thing we have to do by way of getting evidence is to
ascertain how many groups there are in the House of Commons. It has been
accepted up to this point that there were the Liberals, the Conservatives, the
Social Crediters and the New Democratic party. Now, is that all we have or
do we have now the Social Credit party and the Ralliement des Creditistes?
I think we have to find some way to get an answer to that question. In my view,
I think it has been answered by Mr. Caouette’s letter to Mr. Speaker, which is
before us. Now, I agree that there is a conflict between Mr. Caouette’s letter
and Mr. Gregoire’s letter, but they both agree that Mr. Caouette is the leader,
so I would presume that Mr. Caouette speaks with greater authority than does
Mr. Gregoire.

Mr. KNOWL!:S: Mr. Caouette’s letter of September 16, to Mr. Speaker—and
I am reading from the English translation of the original letter—has a couple
of very telling sentences.

The fourth paragraph says, and I quote:

Since we have become a separate federal political party we will ap-
preciate greatly your usual kind cooperation.

Although I am not trying to import party into the house he says they
are a separate entity.
Mr. Caouette goes on to say:

Mr. Thompson remains the head of Social Credit association of
Canada and I become the head of the Railliement des Creditistes in the
House of Commons.
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Then, in the next paragraph Mr. Caouette says in the last couple of lines:
...as we now constitute the third largest opposition party,...

The sentence which I have read just now implies that in Mr. Caouette’s
view he and his followers are a separate group of 13. If he thought they were
still part of the whole group he would not claim to be the third largest; he
would claim to be the second largest opposition party. He has admitted that
the New Democratic party, with 17, is the second largest in the opposition and
he is claiming that his group of 13 is the third largest.

I suggest the evidence which this committee has before us suggests that
the Social Credit party and the Ralliement des Creditistes are, in their eyes,
separate groups of members, and we have no right to say they are not. We
have no right to force them to decide which is their leader.

Mr. Girouard says, and Mr. Caouette says in his letter they are separate
groups.

My submission is that from the evidence before us we do have five groups
of members in the House of Commons: the government, the Official Opposition,
and three others: the New Democratic party, the Social Credit party and the
Ralliement des Creditistes.

Mr. Chairman, this question of fact, to which reference is being made, is,
I think, the first one that this committee has to ascertain; are there two groups
represented by Mr. Gregoire and Mr. Girouard which are separate? It seems
to me pretty clear that they are but I do not speak for the committee, The
committee must make that decision itself.

Once the committee has made the decision that there are three smaller
parties, the New Democrats, the Social Credit party and Ralliement des
Creditistes, then the committee has to decide on what basis these parties are
to be seated in the House of Commons. They submit, Mr. Chairman, that the
committee is free to make whatever recommendations it chooses.

If the committee looks into the history of the House of Commons it will
find various precedents that were followed in the past. In the main the
precedents are two and result from decisions made in respect of a question
between the Social Crediters and our party. The one final basis on which a
decision was made as to whether we or the Social Credit party sat first was
based on historical seniority. Our party was the oldest party and the members
were the older members, and in spite of the fact that in 1935 and again in
1940, the Social Credit party elected more members than we did, and sat
as the third party in the house while the Social Credit party sat as the
fourth party.

That was the precedent which was followed. The committee may decide
to follow it again. It may decide now, if it makes the decision that there are
two Social Credit groups here, the Social Credit party and the Ralliement des
Creditistes, that the one is older than the other and it may in that respect
follow the precedents set in 1935 and 1940.

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, as I pointed out in the House of Com-
mons last Monday, this precedent has been altered. It is not surprising now
that I cited the precedent set in 1935 and 1940 when I made representations
to the Speaker after the 1962 elections. At that time the Social Credit party
had elected more members than we had. I went to Mr. Speaker Michener,
who was still in office, and later to Mr. Speaker Lambert and made the
point that historically our party was the older party with the older members
and we should still sit as the third party in the house. I had lots of fun
presenting the argument and listening to the answers but I did not have any
success in the matter. The answer I received was that this should be decided

on the basis of sheer numbers and the Social Credit party had more members
and that was the end of the problem.
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I raised this point again after the 1963 election. I admit I did not press
it very strongly as I felt the battle had been lost in 1862. Again in 1963 we
were sitting according to sheer numbers.

As I say, this committee, and in turn the House of Commons when it
receives our report, have these two types of precedents, one, that history and
seniority of groups, which was followed in 1935 and in 1940 is the proper
precedent, and two, numerical strength of the groups, as was followed in 1962
and 1963, is the precedent to be followed. The committee can decide either way.

I do not think we should change the rules back and forth. I do not think
we should change the rules in the middle of the game. The decision was made
in 1962 and 1963 that numerical numbers was the deciding factor. At that
time 13 members appeared to be more than 11 members just as 23 members
appeared to be more than 17 members.

I do not regard this as a great moral issue. I do not think that we should
say we are following a precedent, breaking that precedent or breaking down
history or democracy. This is just a plain arbitrary decision to be made.
Some of us may favor following one precedent and some of us may favor
following the other. All we will be doing when making that decision is decid-
ing on the order the different groups should take in the house. We must first
decide which groups have been established and then we must decide upon
the order in which they sit in the House of Commons.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. King’s answer to Mr. Raymond, which has been quoted
at some length, I recall was very interesting. I recall also that Mr. Coldwell
was taken to San Francisco in 1945 and Mr. Blackmore was not. I stress the
point that these were judgments and decisions made by Mr. King and did not
have the sanctity of statutory decisions or constitutional decisions. They were
the result of his opinion arising out of the mind of one who really thought
those who were not in the government or the Official Opposition should just
be treated as independents.

But the time came when these courtesies had to be extended. Let us face
the fact that we are deciding on the courtesies to be extended to a group
other than the Official Opposition but we are not called upon to make a statu-
tory decision as to what is or is not an official political party in this country.

One of the quotations read, I think it was from Mr. King, was to the
effect that he did not want to see a lot of parties in the House of Commons.
We all agree to this. We do not want the French situation duplicated here, but
we cannot decide that by law. It depends on the people of Canada to decide
as to whom they send here. When people cross the floor in the life of a par-
liament—we had it happen to us—then the people back home take care of
them at the next election.

It has been suggested that the $4,000 creates a problem. I think that it
is a separate problem which we should decide after we have made the decision
- as to where people should sit. We may then say this is a problem to be re-
ferred to the Department of Justice or to Dr. Ollivier. However, I would
like to make the point, Mr. Chairman, that the introduction of this phrase
“leader of a party” in the bill which provided pay increases, and so on, does
not really help us here. We should keep in mind the actual wording of that
phrase. Nothing is said here of a recognized party; the reference is to a mem-
ber who is the leader of a party that has a recognized membership of 12 or
more persons in the House of Commons. It does not say that you become a
legal party because you have 12 or more members in the House of Commons.
I think the question of pay increases is a separate question altogether which
we will have to consider afterwards.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, at the steering committee meeting last
Thursday afternoon I suggested that the problem could be broken into two
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parts, one of which was, quite simply, that we are 17 and the largest of the
three groups and that therefore we should be moved up right away today;
that the others should be moved down and that then we will deal with the
other problem. That was extracted from Thursday afternoon’s meeting of the
steering committee. When we met again on Friday and had Mr. Gregoire in
attendance as observer with power to speak, some objection was expressed to
our dealing with this in two stages. As a matter of fact I took the initiative
in withdrawing the request I made the day before, and suggested that we deal
with the whole problem in its entirety. I now suggest we do that, and I
suggest we do three things: first, that we avoid the pitfall of trying to make
a decision as to what is an official party, second, that we ascertain how many
groups there are now in the House of Commons, and if we ascertain that
there are more than four—which was the case on August 2—that we then
proceed to make a recommendation as to their order of seating. We need not
be puritanical or take a holier than thou attitude, we need not be constitu-
tional or moralistic about it. We should just be plain, blunt people, members
of the House of Commons, who decide that on the basis of courtesy, and so
on, we think the order should be A, B, C or A, C, B, whichever we feel, in our
respected judgments, is the best.

The CuamrMAaN: We have reached twelve o’clock, and it seems to me from
all those who have mentioned their desire to speak, that we will be unable
to finish today. I would suggest that someone move the adjournment until
Wednesday morning at 9:30 in room 253 west. At that time we can move
along and go ahead for a couple of hours of work.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, why not until 1 o’clock?
(Text)

Mr. KNowLES: Wednesday is caucus day. If it cannot be today, why not
tomorrow?

The CHAIRMAN: Tomorrow we will not have the transcript of the pro-
ceedings.

Mr. KNowLEs: It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that with this situation we
should carry on as soon as possible.

(Translation)

Mr. DrouIN: I think that we could sit until one o’clock.
(Text)

Mr. KNowLES: Why not four a.m.?

The CHAIRMAN: We could sit from 9:30 to a quarter to eleven or from
nine if you wish.

Mr. KnowLEs: I think there will be criticism of us if we delay that long
in dealing with this problem.

The CHAIRMAN: It is not a question of delay. We will not finish even if
we go on today.

Mr. KNOWLES: You mentioned the transcript not being ready. Suppose
we were to go on now, you would not have the transcript. Is it necessary to
have the transcript? Surely we have made sufficient point in our remarks
to be remembered.

(Translation)
Mr. GréGorre: Mr. Chairman, I am a little surprised at your attitude and

I do mention it at this stage of our proceedings. We have been sitting since
10 o'clock. Now, the House committees often sit until one o’clock, and it is
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you who take advantage of the fact that it is twelve o’clock to move that we
adjourn while no one else has proposed such a motion. In short, it seems
that your intention is to delay these decisions as much as possible, just as
you did it the other day when you did not abide by two recommendations
made by the Committee.

Mr. DrouiN: Mr. Chairman, I wish to raise a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall not permit you to say that I did not abide by the
recommendations of the Committee.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Let me express my view—

The CHAIRMAN: The first recommendation was voiced but was dropped. I
therefore decided that it was out of order.

Mr. DrouIN: Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I rise on a question of privilege.

The CHAIRMAN: A point of order was raised before you rose on a question
of privilege.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Which one has the priority?

The CHAIRMAN: The point of order.

Mr. DrouIN: I can make it a question of privilege if you so desire.

If the honourable member for Lapointe wishes to continue to sit until one
o’clock, I think that the Committee can settle that question. But, in my opinion,
we have absolutely no right to insult the chairman in order to achieve your
purpose.

If the honourable member wishes the Committee to sit until one o’clock,
he has only to ask for the Committee’s approval and he can do it without insult-
ing the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: What is your decision? Do you want to sit until one o’clock.

(Text)
Mr. KNOWLES: Agreed.

(Translation)
Mr. DroUIN: Yes.
Mr. CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the majority?
Agreed.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I wish to point out to you that the second paragraph of
Beauchesne’s Rule 108 reads as follows:

(Text)
An accusation of partiality and discourtesy directed against the
Chairman of Ways and Means, was brought before the house as a matter
of privilege on the 19th of July, 1909. The member who had made the
accusation, acknowledged its impropriety and withdrew it.

(Translation)

Mr. DROUIN: Mr. Chairman, under the terms of the Beauchesne’s rule which
has just been quoted to us, I ask Mr. Grégoire to take back the words he has
spoken to the chairman.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I shall not take them back. I shall air my grievance to the
House as a question of privilege. Can it be proved that I am wrong, when I am
not being permitted to speak and to express my views.

The CHAIRMAN: You have already spoken and you will have the right to
make other comments, but some other members wish to speak before you do.
The others must therefore be given the opportunity to express their views but
afterwards you will have the right to bring up this subject again.
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Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, with regard to the question of privilege
raised by the honourable member for Lapointe, who maintains that he was not
permitted to go on with his remarks, I remember very well that at the time he
resumed his seat you asked him whether he had finished with his remarks and
he replied that he had.

Mr. GREGOIRE: There is a mistake there.

Mr. Chairman, I was not talking about the remarks I made at the beginning
of the meeting. When I mentioned partiality regarding the two recommenda-
tions of the Committee, you refused me then the right to speak, even before I
could state which one of the two recommendations I meant.

(Text)

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Moreau?

Mr. Moreau: Mr. Chairman, I would be very interested in hearing the
arguments presented.

Mr. Knowles made the point earlier that we were not here to decide what
constituted an official party and he indicated also that parties were not recog-
nized in the house, but it seems to me that the issue is not really a question of
how many groups we have.

By tradition in the house we do recognize certain parties and we do recog-
nize certain privileges to leaders of recognized political parties, and whether
we call them groups or parties does not seem to me to be too important. We do
have recognition in some way of parties or groups in our parliament and the
privilege is extended to the leaders.

I would like to come back to the problem raised at the initial opening of
the meeting. Mr. Gregoire, speaking for the Creditistes, was not applying for
recognition as a new party or a new group; he, if I understood him correctly—
and I listened carefully in both languages—did say that they had had a party
caucus and had changed leaders. It was on this basis, as I understood it, that
they were applying for these special privileges. It seems to me that this issue
has been lost in the shuffle of the argument as to what constitutes a group and
what does not.

I would now like this reconciled and I would like to ask Mr. Gregoire a
question on this. I think he is very desirous, very anxious to speak. I would
like to have his explanation in view of his opening remarks, the fact that they
had changed leaders and the letter of September 16 by Mr. Caouette in which
he says:

Since we have become a separate federal political party we will
greatly appreciate your usual kind co-operation.

He goes on to say:

Mr. Thompson remains the head of the Social Credit association of
Canada and I have become the head of the Ralliement des Creditistes
in the House of Commons.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we have not been asked by the group
that is applying for the special privileges to decide what constitutes a party or
a group. We have simply been asked, as Mr. Knowles pointed out, to take
sides in an issue to determine who is the actual leader of the Social Credit
party. I would like very much to hear Mr. Gregoire’s view, with your con-
currence, on the apparent conflict in points of view between him and his
leader, or at least between him and Mr. Caouette. I would like to hear Mr.
Caouette’s point of view on this matter.
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(Translation)

Mr. Drouin: Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that I had requested
leave to speak on the subject.

The CHAIRMAN: After Mr. Moreau, Mr. Drouin.

Mr. Drouin: Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Girouard said a moment ago, we are
here somewhat in the role of members of the jury. There are two parties in
the case: the Ralliement des Créditistes on one hand and the Social Credit
party on the other, the latter seeking recognition by the house. And I think
it would not be right that a jury should decide before the case has been heard.

However, with your permission, I should like to give you my impressions
following the varied evidence submitted to the Committee. Furthermore, I
would like to inform you of the quick investigation I have made with regard
to this matter.

Considering the contradictions that exist between Messrs. Grégoire’s and
Caouette’s letters concerning the situation of the Ralliement des Créditistes. ..

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, the contradictions
between the letters have been referred to many times.

Mr. Moreau asked a question a moment ago, and I tried to explain that
there were no contradictions. They are going to talk in this vein and they
will try...

The CHAIRMAN: There is no point of order there. You will be able to
speak to that later.

Mr. GREGOIRE: After everybody has spoken about contradictions that do
not exist.

The CHAIRMAN: Everybody has a right to speak.

Mr. DrouIiN: Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Knowles has pointed out, Messrs.
Grégoire and Caouette are agreed on the recognition of Mr. Caouette’s leader-
ship and authority as chief of the Ralliement des Créditistes’ party. So, as a
basis for our argument we shall consider Mr. Caouette’s letter which states:

Since September 1st, our movement has become a national group
known as the “Ralliement des créditistes”.

We therefore have a new group seeking recognition by the House of
Commons. And as Messrs. Knowles and Girouard have pointed out, there is
no provision in our constitution that enables us to recognize or define what
is a third party in the House of Commons.

However, since Confederation, certain facts have been recognized.

Certain precedents have been quoted, Mr. Beauchesne’s treatise has also
been quoted. But I believe all those quotations have become null and void
since July 30, 1963, date upon which we have had the first legal recognition
of third parties in the House of Commons.

The admission of third parties in the House of Commons prior to July 30,
1963 was due, as it has been pointed out, to the courtesy of the then Prime
Ministers or Speakers.

The proverbial courtesy of Prime Minister Mackenzie King was quoted,
an:ong others, to prove that certain parties were recognized and others were
not.

I respectfully submit that since July 30, 1963, that is since the adoption
of an Act to amend the Senate and House of Commons Act and the Members
of Parliament Retiring Allowances Act, there has been legal recognition.

In fact, Subsection (2) of Section 3 of the said Act reads as follows:

There shall be paid to each member of the House of Commons,
other than the Prime Minister or the Member occupying the recognized
position of Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons, who
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is the Leader of a party that has a recognized membership of twelve
or more persons in the House of Commons, an allowance at the rate
of $4,000.00 per annum in addition to the Sessional allowance payable
to such Member.

We must therefore ask ourselves whether this text of the Act applies to
Mr. Caouette and the members of his party or of his group, the Ralliement
des créditistes.

With regard to his recognized strength in the House of Commons, I think
it has been proven that Mr. Caouette exercises authority over at least twelve
persons.

But is he the chief of a party? He surely is, as Mr. Knowles pointed out
a moment ago, the chief of a group. But is he a Party Chief?

As it was pointed out a while ago, there is nothing in the Constitution
or in legislation prior to July 30, 1963 which can give us the definition of
a party.

That is why I have consulted two internationally known authorities,
namely the Quillet and Larousse dictionaries. And here is what Quillet says
about the word “party”:

Several persons united in opinion or interest as opposed to others
having a different opinion or interest.

As for Larousse, it defines the word “party” as follows:
A small body of troops dispatched on special service, etc.

I am quite sure that Larousse’s definition does not apply to a political
party, but I think Quillet’s is right.

At least until we find one which has the same authority and is specially
applying to a political party.

Mr. Chairman, does the Ralliement des Créditistes answer Quillet’s
definition?

Quillet specifies:

Several persons united in interest.

I think that the Ralliement des Créditistes, at least according to the
evidence given before the Committee since the opening of the meeting, I
think, say I, that the said group answers that definition.

It has been said that in order to be recognized at the House of Commons
a party had first to go through an election, at least a by-election if not a
general election.

But the provisions of Bill C-91 are not referring to any election; mention
is only made of the expression “party” and that is what we have to define.

I abstain for the time being from expressing my view on this matter. I shall

[Text]
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Cashin.

Mr. CasHiN: Mr. Chairman, I just have a few remarks to make in respect
of Mr. Knowles’ comments. He suggested to us that it was not parliament’s
business to decide what is a party and that rather our problem was to decide
how many groups are in the house. In the light of Mr. Knowles’ question of
Mr. Gregoire, I might be jumping the gun, but it seems to me that Mr. Knowles
neglected one point that I felt should have been a logical part of his speech.
Perhaps he did say it and I did not understand what he said.

It seems to me that the question is to decide what is a group. Is a group
formed after an election in the parliament the same as a group that has a
mandate from its electors? This might be irrelevant, but it seems to me in sub-
stituting the word “group” for the word “party” when used by Mr. Girouard,
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that it may be as Mr. Knowles said a matter of semantics, and I am inclined
to agree with him that there is a distinction.

Perhaps we should consider the question, or perhaps there should be some
comment on the question of what constitutes a group, and whether, in fact,
there are any differences between those groups now sitting in the house, and
one that is formed while parliament is still in session.

Mr. BREwIN: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cashin has just raised the point which I
think is the crucial one here. I do not believe we face a problem of such com-
plexity or difficulty as has been suggested. I think it is fairly straightforward.

First of all, I take it that all members of the committee intend to reject
from their mind any question of personalities or political privileges. If I could
conceive of myself being a Social Crediter, I think I might adhere to Mr.
Thompson rather than Mr. Caouette; but that has nothing whatever to do with
the problem facing us. It is strictly a question of what is the appropriate thing
to do in the circumstances. There is no dispute as to the facts. The facts are
that a group of 13 members have notified us in clearcut language in Mr.
Caouette’s letter that they have formed a separate group. There is no dispute
as to the numbers. There are 13 in the one group, leaving 11 in the group that
remains as adherents of the Social Credit group. The separateness of these two
groups is attested to by both sides. I think the question was very well put by
Mr. Knowles, that this is a question not of which of these are parties, whether
they are parties or not, but as to which are groups. I take it that members have
the right to decide what groups they want, both before and after elections, and
that they have the freedom to change from one party to another. That is for
them to decide. There have been numerous historical examples of that par-
ticular fact.

The one thing that is suggested here is—and I thought Mr. Girouard had
presented his case very forcefully, very clearly and very ably—that this one
separate group did not form as a group before the election, and that that group
cannot for that reason constitute a separate group entitled to recognition in the
house. I suggest that there is no precedent whatever. Mr. Girouard said that
definition was recognized. I have searched the definitions and I challenge
anyone to find a definition of a party or group which says they must have run
as a group, or have been recognized as a group at some prior time. With all due
respect to Mr. Girouard and others like him, I think that this is an importation
to fit the circumstances of the present situation. I would take it that it might
be possible that the Liberals and Conservatives could split into separate groups,
but if they chose to do that in the course of a parliament—five years—there
might be numerous permutations and combinations.

I think the position involved is have the members of parliament the right
to constitute and set themselves up into separate groups, and once they have
done so then the fact is beyond argument. Have they the right to be recog-
nized as such?

Mr. Moreau: What would you do regarding the extension of the privilege
to two party leaders in the house? For instance, if the Quebec caucus of the
Liberal party or the Ontario caucus of the Conservative party were to apply
for these privileges.

Mr. BRewin: I find it difficult to imagine these two historical parties adopt-
ing the position you suggest, Mr. Moreau, but if they did I would accord them
exactly the same rights and privileges as I suggest should be accorded now
to the members of the Social Credit party who put themselves into a separate
group by their own choice and will. It seems to me that is the crux of the
problem. It may be that their decision is unwise, but I say they have the
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freedom to constitute themselves into a separate group, if they so wish, and
if they do we have no right to bring in separate tests of that sort.

Mr. Knowles suggested two tests and that one or the other should be
adopted. The one test an historical test, the party which occupied its position
as such at an earlier date. The other test was which has the largest number
of members.

I suggest to the committee, Mr. Chairman, that the first test is not a
convenient or a satisfactory test.

As to historical seniority of groups as such, one could imagine a situation
in which, historically, the Conservative party might be reduced to a minority,
as was the case in 1921. It was the third party in the house but I do not think
they would claim any special privilege because they are older historically
than some other groups.

1 suggest we have a simple test and should answer a simple question:
Is this a separate group; does it represent more numbers of people than the
others? I think we should answer Mr. Knowles’ question by saying there are
five groups and they should be listed in seniority according to the numbers
that they undoubtedly have. I think that is the simple answer and the one
we should give on a matter of principle in this question.

(Translation)

Mr. MARTINEAU: I am going to reserve my place on your list, Mr. Chairman.
(Text)

Mr. PeENNELL: If I may interpose for a moment, Mr. Chairman, I should
like to state that there has been a lot of discussion regarding the fact that we
have groups rather than parties. With great respect I would invite your atten-
tion to the terms of reference of the Speaker of the House of Commons dated
September 30, at page 2, wherein he asks:

Have we a new party according to this definition and, if so, has this
party been recognized by the House?

To my mind this question is for the House of Commons to decide, and
I respectfully invite your attention to the fact that the question imposed upon
us for answer is, is there a new party? You may decide in the affirmative or
negatively and then go on from there, but I invite the attention of this com-
mittee regarding the terms of reference.

Mr. Lepoe: Mr. Chairman, I think the recommendation of the Speaker
to this committee in respect of the answer to be given is well founded. The
practice has been to allow the electorate to retain its democratic rights to
vote in such a way that it decides who will be elected to the House of Com-
mons as a pre-election recognized party. I think this is a democratic right that
we in the House of Commons should be very careful to avoid nullifying or
violating. I think we here must protect our electorate in regard to anything
we have before us.

One will recall that when an election has taken place at any time since
confederation there have been certain specific things placed before the voters
upon which they have voted. I think as responsible members of parliament
we should religiously avoid any violation of this rule.

I think we must go far beyond the point of view taken by the hon. member
for Winnipeg North Centre.

I would like you to remember that in the remarks of Mr. Knowles when
speaking in divisions he has never mentioned the Social Credit Party and a
group of independents. I think herein lies the situation which we must keep
in mind. That is, in the recommendations of Mr. King, which we have had

read to us, he was fully aware of the responsibility he had as Prime Minister
29508-9—3}
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at that particular time, namely, the responsibility of protecting the democratic
rights of the voters. I think he came to his decisions on the basis of this
premise, looking further than the House of Commons to those rights of the
electorate. If we believe in representation by population, the rights and
privileges of the electorate must be protected. When we begin splitting hairs
between political parties in the House of Commons and groups in the House
of Commons I think we will find ourselves in difficulty.

I am certain that the voters in any election have never voted with the idea
that we would be presented eventually within a five-year period of time with
20 parties in the House of Commons, having never had a chance to say a word
about it. The question which we, as responsible members of parliament, have
to answer, is whether or not this is the case.

A suggestion was made to me that put the thing from the sublime to the
ridiculous but that expresses the point very well, I think. In 1958 there were,
I think, 208 Conservatives elected to this House of Commons. If what we are
proposing here today through the arguments that are put out by some of the
members was in fact a realistic viewpoint, we could say that the 208 Con-
servatives could have divided themselves into 140 on the government side, and
68, shall we say, on the opposition side. This is putting it to a ridiculous extreme,
but I think we have to come back to the electorate, we have to come back
to the voter, and our responsibility here as members of the house is to keep
in mind those things we were sent here to do. I think it is time that we, not
only in this particular committee but in the House of Commons, took a closer
look at our total responsibilities to the nation of Canada.

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Chairman, I will follow the example of Mr. Drouin, if
I might, who said that we are acting here as jury and, without prejudging the
case, I will say a few words in particular, if I might, in answer to some of the
remarks of Mr. Knowles and Mr. Drouin. They would have us believe that
this is a relatively simple question, having no consequences beyond the seating
of a few members of the House of Commons. I would like to disagree very
strongly with that suggestion.

In order to make this argument more palatable, Mr. Knowles suggested
that what we were concerned with was not the definition by this committee of
a political party but merely the determination by this committee of whether
a new group had been formed. I would submit to the committee that Mr.
Knowles by that argument does not advance the case for us one whit because
all t:he argument does is to substitute the word “group” for “party”, still
lqavmg us with the same problem: Is parliament, is this committee to recog-
nize a new group for the purposes of parliament? So whether you use the
word “party” or whether you use the word “group”, the queston is still one
of recognition. Shall this new party, shall this new group be recognized for the
purposes of parliamentary procedure?

Nor is it, Mr. Chairman, merely a question of fact: Is there a new grouping
for the purposes of the House of Commons? Is there the fact of a new party?
Is there a new allegiance? Is there a new leader? I would submit very respect-
fully that this is not the question. The question is whether this new group,
with a new leader, with a new philosophy, should be recognized for the
purposes of parliament by this committee.

Therefore, I must confess I am a little confused still by the evidence
because so far as I am concerned Mr. Gregoire has not finished his case; I
find latent contradictions in the documents before this committee, particularly
the letter of September 9 signed by Mr. Gilles Gregoire and the letter of
September 16 signed by Mr. Caouette. Mr. Gregoire's argument seemed to
be that we had a new leader of a party. Mr. Caouette’s argument seems to
be that we have a new party. At the early stages of this hearing this morning
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I was not sure—and I gather from the questions of other members here that
they were not sure—whether the argument was that we have an old party
under new leadership or we have a new party, and until Mr. Gregoire satisfies
use as to that particular problem I doubt whether we can make a decision.

I do not think, therefore, that the committee can afford to be cavalier about
this decision because it is not a simple one that goes just to the seating in the
House of Commons. It affects the status of this new group—or alleged group,
because we do not want to prejudge the question. It affects the status of this
group in the House of Commons, not merely the physical features of where
they will sit or what offices they will occupy; it involves precedence in
debate; it involves recognition on orders of the day. It involves a whole
series of ramifications which this committee ought to consider before it sends
a recommendation to the full house.

I feel, Mr. Chairman, more or less like the father of Eugenie Grandet in
the novel of Balzac always being given the opportunity to think what I am
going to say while the translator is speaking. But in any event the problem,
as I say, goes beyond the main seating arrangements of this house. The
problem involves the parliamentary status of a new grouping and, more than
that, it involves the possibility, as Mr. Leboe has suggested, of fragmentation
of the House of Commons, because it is not beyond the realm of possibility
that during the course of this or subsequent parliaments existing parties
might split asunder and seek the same sort of recognition that is being
sought today.

With the greatest respect to my colleague and friend Mr. Drouin, I am
not convinced that the recent statute of the House of Commons recognizing
per incuriam the existence of a political party has any bearing on the partic-
ular problem before the committee. I say this because it will be up to the
comptroller of the treasury, in paying $4,000 to the leader of a political party
within the terms of that statute, to decide who gets the money. And since
that is a statute of parliament the proper forum of interpretation of that
particular question must be the Department of Justice, and it may be that
the comptroller of the treasury will have to refer that particular problem
to the deputy minister of Justice for an answer.

So with the greatest respect, that statute and the problem of the $4,000
are not properly a subject for discussion before this committee.

May I call it one o’clock, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MorReaU: On a point of procedure.

The CHAIRMAN: Before we close, we could call Mr. Ollivier and Mr.
Castonguay as witnesses if you think it will be necessary.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. NieLsen: Why would we call Mr. Castonguay? I can see the sense of
having Dr. Ollivier, but why Mr. Castonguay?

The CHAaRMAN: He is generally the one who interprets the electoral law,
and if you have questions to put he would be here.

Mr. NieLsen: With great respect, he would not interpret it in that area
at all.

Mr. Moreau: We are all anxious to get this decision as quickly as we can.
I notice that this room is wired for sound. If we could have the translator
sitting in the booth interpreting simultaneously it would speed up things one
hundred per cent.

The CHARMAN: Is it complete? I do not think it is. The wires are there
but I do not think they have completed the booths. Until they have done that

we have to go along with the translators in this way, from one language to
the other.
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Mr. KnNowLES: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the time for the next meet-
ing be left in the hands of the steering committee to decide, and that it be
held as soon as possible, because we do not know what developments might
occur.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I know that we have many committees meeting tomorrow

and that members of this committee may be members of other committees as
well.

(Translation)
Mr. GrREGOIRE: I propose four o’clock this afternoon.
The CHAIRMAN: It is impossible to sit while the House is sitting.

Mr. GREGOIRE: The same question was asked with regard to other com-
mittees and, after having been told that such a procedure was impossible, we
had a meeting. If such a thing were impossible for this Committee it would
also be impossible for all the committees of the House.

The CHAIRMAN: Such a motion should have been proposed earlier.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I propose it now, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: The committee now stands adjourned at the call of the
chair.
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APPENDIX “A"

House of Commons
Chambre des communes
Canada

le 30 Septembre 1963.

NOUS, soussignés, députés fédéraux duement élus représentants du
CREDIT SOCIAL par le “RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES” reconnaissons

comme notre seul chef, MONSIEUR REAL CAOUETTE, député pour la cir-
conscription de Villeneuve.

La définition d’un parti, telle qu’expliquée par I'Honorable Orateur de la
Chambre des Communes, est en tout point conforme a notre organisation et
nous réclamons notre place en Chambre et les priviléges attribués a notre
groupe de treize.

Notre convention annuelle de Granby a pris ces décisions alors que 1500
(Mille cing cents) délégués participaient aux délibérations.

Signé par

Gilles Grégoire, M.P.
C.-A. Gauthier, M.P.
Robert Beaulé, M.P.
Lucien Plourde, M.P.
Pierre-André Boutin, M.P.
Gérard Perron, M.P.
Gilbert Brodeur, M.P.
C.-E. Dionne, M.P.
Gérard Laprise, M.P.
Henry Latulippe,
L.-P.-Ant. Bélanger

Réal Caouette
Document déposé et lu en Comité des Privilége et élections

le 3 octobre 1963
(Translation)

September 30th, 1963.

WE, the undersigned, Members of Parliament in the federal government,
being elected as representatives of the SOCIAL CREDIT by the “RALLIE-
MENT DES CREDITISTES”, do hereby recognize as our sole leader, REAL
CAOUETTE, ESQUIRE, member for the Villeneuve riding.

The definition of a party, as explained by the Honourable Speaker of the
House of Commons, applies entirely in the case of our organization, and we

do claim our place in the House as well as the privileges attributed to our
group of thirteen.
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Our annual convention at Granby took those decisions while 1,500 (Fifteen
hundred) delegates were taking part in our discussions.

Signed by

Gilles Grégoire, M.P.

C. A. Gauthier, M.P.
Robert Beaulé, M.P.
Lucien Plourde, M.P.
Pierre André Boutin, M.P.
Gérard Perron, M.P.
Gilbert Rondeau, M.P.
C. E. Dionne, M.P.
Gérard Laprise, M.P.
Henry Latulippe, M.P.

L. P. Ant. Bélanger, M.P.

....................

Réal Caouette, M.P.

(Document read and tabled in French before the Committee on Privileges
and Elections, October 3, 1963.)
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APPENDIX “B"

Ottawa, le 9 septembre 1963.

Honorable Alan Macnaughton, Orateur,
A/S M. Léon J. Raymond, Greffier,
Chambre des Communes,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Monsieur 1’Orateur,

Je veux vous aviser par la présente, que le Parti du Crédit Social s’est
désigné un nouveau chef en la personne de Monsieur Réal Caouette, député
du comté de Villeneuve.

Des vingt-trois membres du Crédit Social, treize ont endossé cette décision;
en voici les noms: M. C. A. Gauthier (Roberval), M. Antoine Bélanger (Char-
levoix), M. Robert Beaulé (Québec-Est), M. Lucien Plourde (Québec-Ouest),
M. Henri Latulippe (Compton-Frontenac), M. Pierre-André Boutin (Dorches-
ter), M. Gérard Perron (Beauce), M. Gilbert Rondeau (Shefford), M. C.
Raymond Langlois (Mégantic), M. Charles-Eugéne Dionne (Kamouraska),
M. Gérard Laprise (Chapleau), M. Gilles Grégoire (Lapointe), M. Réal
Caouette (Villeneuve).

Cette décision a donc été reconnue par la majorité des députés.

Etant donné qu’un groupe de députés autre que ceux ci-haut mentionnés
ont décidé de se retirer du groupement, nous désirons une nouvelle redis-
tribution des bureaux, dont vous trouverez la liste ci-incluse.

Nous désirons vous souligner également, qu’étant donné que Monsieur
Réal Caouette, étant le chef du groupe le plus nombreux, il lui revient de
droit d’avoir un secrétaire exécutif et deux secrétaires.

En vertu de la nouvelle loi, c’est également Monsieur Caouette qui a
droit au $4,000.00 additionnel pour dépenses attribuées a tout chef de parti
qui compte au moins douze membres en Chambre.

Nous désirons vous aviser également, qu’il appartiendra a l'avenir 2
Monsieur Caouette de désigner les députés du Crédit Social qui feront partie
des différentes délégations du Parlement a ’étranger.

Nous aimerions également savoir a combien de députés nous avons droit
sur chaque comité de la Chambre des Communes et nous vous en ferons
parvenir une liste dés que possible.

Espérant que vous voudrez bien agir le plus vite possible a ce sujet,
nous demeurons,

Bien a vous,

Gilles Grégoire, M.P.,
House Leader.
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Translation follows.
Liste de la Redistribution des Bureaux

645-D—647-D .......ccc0000n M. Réal Caouette

R SR e e R e M. Gilbert Rondeau
B 4155 & ¢ w4 dia-e 8 Wou s M. Henri Latulippe
B R L s s e v s s M. Antoine Bélanger
L e R R SE T R SN AN ST M. Raymond Langlois
R B G s s i ke v g vie Gk M. Pierre-André Boutin
R e L R R e o M. Robert Beaulé
e R R P R M. Gilles Grégoire
o B R Gt o e SR M. Lucien Plourde
L R R e e M. Gérard Perron
e O S PR M. C. A. Gauthier
I e e Sor A e e M. Gérard Laprise
L T e e B S S M. Charles-Eugéne Dionne

OrTrawa, September 9, 1963.

Honourable Alan Macnaughton, Speaker,
c¢/o Mr. Leon J. Raymond, Clerk,
House of Commons,
Ottawa, Ontario.

Sir,

I wish to inform you by these presents that the Social Credit Party has
chosen a new leader in the person of Mr. Real Caouette, Member for Villeneuve.

Of the twenty-three members of the Social Credit Party, thirteen have
approved of this decision; they are Mr. C. A. Gauthier (Roberval), Mr. Antoine
Belanger (Charlevoix), Mr. Robert Beaule (Quebec East), Mr. Lucien Plourde
(Quebec West), Mr. Henri Latulippe (Compton Frontenac), Mr. Pierre Andre
Boutin (Dorchester), Mr. Gerard Perron (Beauce), Mr. Gilbert Rondeau
(Shefford), Mr. C. Raymond Langlois (Megantic), Mr. Charles Eugene Dionne
(Kamouraska), Mr. Gerard Laprise (Chapleau), Mr. Gilles Gregoire (La-
pointe), Mr. Real Caouette (Villeneuve),

The decision has therefore been recognized by the majority of the Members.

Since a group of Members other than those listed above have decided to

leave the party, we are asking that a new allotment of offices be made according
to the schedule annexed hereto.

May we also poin_t out that, since Mr. Caouette is the leader of the larger
of the two groups, he is entitled to an executive assistant and two secretaries.

Under the new Act, Mr. Caouette is also entitled to the $4,000 additional
allowance paid to every leader of a party that has a membership of twelve
or more persons in the House of Commons.

We also wish to inform you that, from now on Mr. Caouette will designate
the Members of the Social Credit Party who shall be included among the
various delegations of Members of Parliament travelling board.

) We would also like to know how many members of our group are en-
titled to sit on each Committee of the House; we would appreciate a list of
the membership of these Committees as early as possible.

Yours truly,

(Signed) Gilles Gregoire, M.P.
House Leader.
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ALLOTMENT OF OFFICES

GESDORTIY. . i . o v el ol e a BRSSPI et Mr. Real Caouette
BROE) . Lo, ol Shodes R e LA Mr. Gilbert Rondeau
15 SRR g SR xS Y e Mr. Henri Latulippe
1 b SRR U T s b K P el Mr. Antoine Belanger
BODEY :.. 5 «i7s o6 5. 75 e sae A o TeliN Rt Mr. Raymond Langlois
BT & s e i b o o S Mr. Pierre-Andre Boutin
BOOD. . ity Foa e BN Lk S PO Mr. Robert Beaule
BEY. . . s tiiid ot s o NP AN it Skl Tais SR Mr. Gilles Gregoire
BRI ikl o A R A T S Mr. Lucien Plourde
LR e I s e R S S S LT Mr. Gerard Perron
R e e R S e R Mr. C. A. Gauthier
R b e e s b U e TS prat e Mr. Gerard Laprise
BRI e 2 R L S s s BT 5 i Mr. Charles-Eugene Dionne

HOUSE OF COMMONS
CANADA

Robert N. Thompson Social Credit
Member for Red Deer National Leader

September 13, 1963.

The Honourable Alan Macnaughton,
Speaker,

House of Commons,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Mr. Speaker,

No doubt you are aware of my pending visit to Australia and New Zealand.
During my absence, Dr. Guy Marcoux will act as spokesman for the Party.
Dr. Marcoux has been re-instated in the National Association and is acting
as Chairman of the Quebec Members of Parliament who are remaining with
the National Party.

Mr. Jean-Louis Frenette, Party Whip, is presently attending the Inter-
Parliamentary Conference in Belgrade. In his absence, Mr. Bert Leboe is serv-
ing as Party Whip and has full authority to act in this position. Mr. Alex
Patterson continues as House Leader.

I realize that the separation of Mr. Réal Caouette and his followers from
the party poses several problems for you in the House. Their independent
stand is strictly a local action and in no way alters the position of the official
Social Credit Party, representative of the Social Credit Association of Canada.
I assure you, Mr. Speaker, of my confidence in your decisions and you may
count on the full co-operation of Messrs. Marcoux, Leboe and Patterson.

I will remain in Ottawa on the morning of September 30th.

Sincerely yours,

(signed) Robert N. Thompson, M.P.
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CHAMBRE DES COMMUNES
CANADA

Le 13 septembre 1963.

L’honorable Alan Macnaughton,
Orateur,

Chambre des communes,
Ottawa (Ontario)

Monsieur 1'Orateur,

Vous étes sans doute au courant de ma prochaine visite en Australie et
en Nouvelle-Zélande. Pendant mon absence, le docteur Guy Marcoux sera le
porte-parole du parti. Le docteur Marcoux a été réintégré dans 1'Association
nationale et agit a I'heure actuelle en qualité de président des députés de la
province de Québec qui restent dans le parti national.

M. Jean-Louis Frenette, whip du parti, assiste actuellement a la Confé-
rence interparlementaire de Belgrade. En son absence M. Bert Leboe est le
whip du parti et a pleine et entiére autorité pour agir en cette qualité. M. Alex
Patterson assume toujours les fonctions de leader du parti a la Chambre.

Je suis conscient de la gravité des divers problémes posés par la défec-
tion de M. Réal Caouette et de ses amis et de la difficulté pour vous d'y ap-
porter, en Chambre, une solution. Leur geste d’indiscipline n'offre qu'un
intérét local et ne saurait en aucune facon modifier la position officielle du
parti du Crédit social, qui représente I’Association canadienne du Crédit So-
cial. Pleinement confiant dans l'objectivité de vos décisions, je puis vous assurer

que MM. Marcoux, Leboe et Patterson vous accorderont leur entiére colla-
boration.

Je serai de retour a Ottawa le 30 septembre, au matin.

Je vous prie d’agréer, Monsieur 1’Orateur, 'expression de mes sentiments
distingués.

(Signature) Robert N. Thompson, député.

Ottawa, le 16 septembre 1963.

Honorable A.-L. Macnaughton, Orateur,
Chambre des Communes,
Ottawa, Ontario.

Monsieur 1'Orateur,

Faisant suite a la convention annuelle du Ralliement des Créditistes tenue
a Granby, Qué., les 31 aolit et 1° septembre derniers, j'ai le devoir de vous

informer que notre corps politique siégera dorénavant comme groupe distinct
aux Communes.

Depuis le 1" septembre, notre mouvement est devenu un groupe national
sous le vocable: «Ralliement des Créditistess.

La cm;lvention m’a choisi comme chef, et les douze députés dont les noms
suivent m’ont également choisi comme leur chef. Ces députés sont: C.-A.
Gauthier (Roberval), L.-P.-A. Bélanger (Charlevoix), Robert Beaulé
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(Québec-est), L. Plourde (Québec-ouest), Henri Latulippe (Compton-Fronte-
nac), Pierre-André Boutin (Dorchester), Gilbert Rondeau (Shefford), Gérard
Perron (Beauce), Raymond Langlois (Mégantic), Gilles Grégoire (Lapointe),
Charles-Eugéne Dionne (Kamouraska), Gérard Laprise (Chapleau).

Devenant ainsi un parti politique fédéral distinct, je vous saurais gré de
nous accorder votre habituelle bienveillante collaboration.

M. Thompson demeure le chef de I’Association Créditiste du Canada, et
je deviens le chef du Ralliement des Créditistes 4 la Chambre des Communes.

Je vous soumets humblement ces décisions adoptées lors de notre con-
vention annuelle, et j’espére qu’il vous sera facile, malgré le surcroit de travail
que cela comporte, de nous aider dans la répartition des siéges en chambre,
en tant que troisiéme groupe d’opposition de par le nombre de députés et aussi
dans la répartition des bureaux au parlement.

Me serait-il permis de suggérer que notre groupe puisse occuper le cor-

ridor actuel au sixiéme étage qui comprend exactement le nombre suffisant
de bureaux pour notre groupe de treize?

Je me dois également de vous informer qu’a l'occasion d’une prochaine
élection nationale, le Ralliement des Créditistes présentera des candidats dans
toutes les provinces canadiennes.

Espérant, monsieur 1’Orateur, recevoir 1’assurance que vous m’accorderez

tous les priviléges diis aux chefs des divers partis, je vous remercie et vous
prie de me croire,

Votre bien dévoué,

(signé) Réal Caouette, M.P.
Chef du Ralliement des Créditistes.

Ottawa, September 16, 1963.

Honourable A. L. Macnaughton, Speaker,
House of Commons,
Ottawa, Ont.

Sir,
Following the annual convention of the Ralliement des Creditistes, in
Granby, Quebec, on August 31 and September 1, 1963, it is my duty to inform

you that our political group will hereafter sit as a separate group in the
House of Commons.

Since September 1, our movement has become a national group known
under the following name: “Ralliement des Creditistes.”

The Convention has chosen me as the leader and the twelve following
Members have also chosen me as their leader: Mr. C. A. Gauthier (Roberval),
Mr. L. P. A. Belanger (Charlevoix), Mr. Robert Beaule (Quebec East), Mr. L.
Plourde (Quebec West), Mr. Henry Latulippe (Compton Frontenac), Mr. Pierre
Andre Boutin (Dorchester), Mr. Gilbert Rondeau (Shefford), Mr. Gerard
Perron (Beauce), Mr. Raymond Langlois (Megantic), Mr. Gilles Gregoire

(Lapointe), Mr. Charles Eugene Dionne (Kamouraska), Mr. Gerard Laprise
(Chapleau).

Since we have become a separate federal political party we will appreciate
greatly your usual kind co-operation.
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Mr. Thompson remains the head of Social Credit Association of Canada
and I become the head of the Ralliement des Creditistes in the House of
Commons.

I respectfully submit to you the decisions reached at our annual convention
and I hope that it will be possible for you, in spite of the additional work in-
volved, to assist us in the allotment of seats in the House, as we now constitute
the third largest Opposition Party, and also in the allotment of offices in
the Parliament Buildings.

May I suggest that our group could take the corridor which we now occupy
on the 6th floor and which comprises the exact number of rooms for our party
of thirteen Members.

I must also inform you that at the next general election, our party will
have candidates running in every Province of the country.

Trusting, Mr. Speaker, that I shall be given all the privileges granted
to the leaders of various parties, I thank you and remain

Yours truly,

(Signed) Real Caouette
Leader of the
Ralliement des Creditistes.

HOUSE OF COMMONS
Canada

Ottawa, Ontario,
September 18, 1963.

Hon. Alan A. Macnaughton,
Speaker,

House of Commons,
Ottawa.

Dear Mr. Speaker,

If we are both in Ottawa at the same time on a date prior to the re-opening
of Parliament, we could then discuss the subject matter of this letter. However,
in case you return to Ottawa when I am away, perhaps I should place before
you what I have in mind.

In view of recent developments it seems quite clear that the New
Democratic Party, with its 17 Members, is now the third largest group in the
House of Commons. As you know, it was contended both in 1962 and following
the election of 1963 that seating of the smaller parties had to be based on
their size. Since we are now the largest of the smaller parties we will expect
to be seated immediately next to the official opposition. I assume that the
details in connection with a new seating arrangement can be worked out with
the Sergent-at-Arms, but I understand that in the first place the decision on
the matter must be made by you. This is, therefore, to let you know that
I am anticipating your decision, and that I will be in touch with you about the
matter when we are both in Ottawa.

Thanking you for your attention, I am,

Sincerely yours,

(signed) Stanley H. Knowles,
Chief Whip, New Democratic Party.
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CHAMBRE DES COMMUNES
Canada

Ottawa (Ontario),
Le 18 septembre 1963.

L’honorable Alan A. Macnaughton,
Orateur,

Chambre des communes,

Ottawa.

Monsieur 1'Orateur,

Si nous nous trouvons a Ottawa a la méme époque, avant la réouverture
du Parlement, nous pourrons discuter de I'affaire qu’évoque cette correspon-
dance. Néanmoins, au cas ou vous regagneriez Ottawa en mon absence, il
m’apparait opportun de vous soumettre ce qui me vient a ’esprit.

A la suite des événements récents, il semble acquis que le Nouveau Parti
démocratique, qui compte 17 députés, soit maintenant le troisiéme parti, par
son importance, a la Chambre des communes. Comme vous vous le rappelez,
il avait été débattu, en 1962 et a la suite des élections de 1963, que I’attribution
des fauteuils & la Chambre aux petits partis dépendrait de leur importance
numérique. Comme nous formons maintenant le plus important des petits
partis, quant au nombre, il nous semble que nous devrions siéger immédiate-
ment aprés l'opposition officielle. Je présume que les détails que pose une
nouvelle attribution des fauteuils peuvent étre aisément surmontés avec l'aide
du Sergent d’armes; mais c’est a vous qu’incombe le principe d’une solution.
Ma correspondance n’a d’autre objet que celui de vous faire savoir que j’attends
votre décision et que, dés que nous serons ensemble & Ottawa, nous pourrons
nous entretenir de ce sujet.

Je vous prie d’agréer, monsieur 1’Orateur, avec mes remerciements,
I'expression de mes sentiments distingués.

(Signature) Stanley H. Knowles,
Whip en chef, Nouveau Parti démocratique.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

WEDNESDAY, October 9, 1963.

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections has the honour to
present the following as its

SECOND REPORT
Pursuant to the Order of Reference of September 30, 1963, ordering:

“That the matters raised in the statement made to the House this
day by Mr. Speaker be referred to the Standing Committee on Privileges
and Elections, and that the said Committee be instructed to report its
findings thereon to the House with all convenient speed,”

the Committee held four meetings to consider the said matters referred to it.

The Committee recommends:

1. That the New Democratic Party occupy the seats next to the official
Opposition on the left side of the Speaker.

2. That the members of the Social Credit Party occupy the seats next to
the New Democratic Party on the left side of the Speaker.

3. That the members of the group under the leadership of Mr. Caouette
occupy the seats on the left of the Social Credit Party.

4. That the question of the privileges to be enjoyed by the group under the
leadership of Mr. Réal Caouette be referred to the Parliamentary Counsel of the
House of Commons for study and report to the Speaker.

Respectfully submitted,

ALEXIS CARON,
Chairman.

50




e —

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

EVENING SITTING

MonDAY, October 7, 1963.
(3)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met this day at 8.33
o’clock p.m. Mr. Alexis Caron, Chairman, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Blouin, Brewin, Cameron (High Park), Caron,
Cashin, Chrétien, Doucett, Drouin, Dubé, Francis, Girouard, Grégoire, Knowles,
Leboe, Macquarrie, Martineau, Millar, Moreau, Nielsen, Pennell, Richard, Sauvé,
Turner, Woolliams.—(23)

In attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel.
Also in attendance a Parliamentary Interpreter, and interpreting,

The Clerk read the Order of Reference of this day authorizing the Committee
to sit while the House is sitting.

Mr. Turner asked the Chairman if English and French shorthand reporters
were available for this meeting. The Chairman answered in the affirmative.

Mr. Grégoire answered questions put to him by members of the Committee.

Mr. Girouard further explained the attitude of his party in connection with
the matters under discussion.

During the course of the discussion and being so requested, Mr. Grégoire
tabled a document called “LE RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES”. (See
Appendix “C” to this day’s proceedings).

Mr. Grégoire refusing to answer certain questions, Mr. Martineau raised
a point of order and the Chairman called upon Mr. Grégoire to answer the ques-
tions for the benefit of the Committee,

At 9.45 o'clock p.m. the French shorthand reporters were called for duty
on the floor of the House of Commons.

Thereupon, on motion of Mr, Chrétien, seconded by Mr. Dubé, it was agreed
that the Committee suspend its proceedings for fifteen minutes.

At 10.06 o’clock p.m. the Committee resumed after debate on the absence of
the French shorthand reporters.

Mr. Chrétien moved, seconded by Mr. Dubé, and it was resolved, that the
Committee adjourn until the following day at 9.30 o’clock a.m.

The question being put, the motion was carried. Yeas, 11; Nays, 8.

At 10.16 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned until Tuesday morning,
October 8th, at 9.30 o’clock a.m.

M. ROUSSIN,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TuESDAY, October 8, 1963.
(4)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met this day at 9.40
o’clock a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Brewin, Cameron (High Park),
Cashin, Caron, Chrétien, Doucett, Drouin, Dubé, Francis, Girouard, Grégoire,
Knowles, Leboe, Macquarrie, Martineau, Millar, Moreau, Nielsen, Pennell,
Richard, Sauvé, Turner, Webb.—(24).

In attendance: A Parliamentary Interpreter, and interpreting. Also in
attendance Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel.

The Chairman informed the Committee that no French shorthand reporter
was available.

On motion of Mr. Leboe, seconded by Mr. Brewin.

Resolved,—That notwithstanding the Resolution passed on October 3rd to
the effect that English and French shorthand reporters and interpreters attend
all regular meetings of this Committee, the Committee proceed, for the time
being, without a French shorthand reporter.

Mr. Turner suggested that since the interpretation into English of the
French discussion would be used, any Member who felt that the interpretation

was not accurate should interrupt the proceedings at that point and make a
correction.

Mr. Girouard rose on a question of privilege and asked the consent of the
Committee to withdraw the motion which he had made at the previous meeting.
(See meeting of Monday, October 7th).

The Committee agreed unanimously.

Mr. Girouard then tabled the following motion, which was seconded by
Mr. Leboe, namely:

Your Committee recommends the following:

1. That the New Democratic Party occupy the seats next to the official
Opposition on the left side of the Speaker.

2. That the members of the Social Credit Party occupy the seats next to
the New Democratic Party on the left side of the Speaker.

3. That the members of the group under the leadership of Mr. Caouette
occupy the seats on the left of the Social Credit Party.

4. That the question of the privileges to be enjoyed by the group under the

leadership of Mr. Caouette be referred to the Parliamentary Counsel of the House
for study and report.

Mr. Drouin further questioned Mr. Grégoire.

[ During the course of the discussions, Mr. Martineau and Mr. Turner raised
points of order to the effect that Mr. Grégoire was not a witness but a Member
of the Committee trying to inform the Committee.

After discussion, Mr. Knowles moved in amendment thereto, seconded by
Mr. Brewin,
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That all the words after the word “that” be deleted and the following words
be substituted therefor:

“this Committee recommends to the House that Members of the opposition
who belong to groups other than the Official Opposition be seated in the
House of Commons according to their numerical strength.”

Mr. Macquarrie expressed his regret at not having French shorthand
reporters and that the Committee on Privileges and Elections being one of the
senior Committees of the House should be given preference in such a case.

The question being put on Mr. Knowles’ amendment, it was resolved in the
negative. Yeas, 3; Nays, 19.

Miss Jewett, seconded by Mr. Knowles, moved in amendment that the
motion be amended by deleting paragraph four therefrom.

The question being put, the amendment was resolved in the negative.
Yeas, 8; Nays, 11.

The question being put on the main motion, it was resolved in the affirma-
tive. Yeas, 14; Nays, 8.

Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Knowles, moved that the Committee adjourn
to the call of the Chair.

The Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair at 12.01 noon.

M. ROUSSIN,
Clerk of the Committee.

WEDNESDAY, October 9th, 1963
(5)
The Standing Commitee on Privileges and Elections met, i1n camera, at 9.43
o’clock a.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Blouin, Brewin, Cameron (High
Park), Caron, Girouard, Grégoire, Knowles, Macquarrie, Nielsen, Pennell,
Richard, Turner and Woolliams—(14).

The Chairman read a draft report as follows:

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections has the honour to
present the following as its

Second Report

Pursuant to the Order of Reference of September 30th, 1963, ordering:

That the matter raised in the statement made to the House this
day by Mr. Speaker be referred to the Standing Committee on Privileges
and Elections, and that the said Committee be instructed to report its
findings thereon to the House with all convenient speed,

the Committee held four meetings to consider the said matters referred to it.

The Committee recommends:

1. That the New Democratic Party occupy the seats next to the official
Opposition on the left side of the Speaker.

2. That the members of the Social Credit Party occupy the seats next to
the New Democratic Party on the left side of the Speaker.
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3. That the members of the group under the leadership of Mr. Caouette
occupy the seats on the left of the Social Credit Party.

4. That the question of the privileges to be enjoyed by the group under
the leadership of Mr. Réal Caouette be referred to the Parliamentary Counsel
of the House of Commons for study and report to the Speaker.

A copy of the Committee’s Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence is attached
herewith.

After a short discussion, Mr. Cameron, seconded by Mr. Brewin, moved
that the draft report be adopted as the Committee’s Second Report to the
House. Carried on division.

The Chairman said that he would like to Table the Report as soon as
possible, and asked that it be concurred in when the Minutes of Proceedings

and Evidence are available in both languages. He suggested that the last
paragraph be deleted.

Mr. Cameron (High Park), seconded by Mr. Brewin.

Resolved,—That the draft report be adopted as amended and that the

Chairman present same to the House as the Committee’s Second Report.
Carried on division.

The Chairman thanked the members of the Committee and the Clerk for
their cooperation.

On motion of Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Macquarrie, it was

Resolved unanimously that the Committee thank the Parliamentary

Interpreter and the English and French shorthand reporters for their work
before the Committee.

Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Girouard, moved that the Committee adjourn
to the call of the Chair.

At 11.59 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. Roussin,
Clerk of the Committee
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EVIDENCE

MonpAY, October 7, 1963.
(Translation)
The CHAIRMAN: The meeting is now open. However, before discussions
begin, I would like to read this afternoon’s reference.

(Text)

The CommMITTEE CLERK: “Monday, October 7, 1963, ordered that the stand-

ing committee on privileges and elections be empowered to sit while the
House is sitting.”

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: May I say a word Mr. Chairman. I am told that the com-
mittee has to make a special request to obtain the services of French stenog-
raphers to record our discussions. It would therefore be advisable to submit
a request quickly in order to get extra stenographers.

The CHAIRMAN: We do have a French stenographer.

Mr. GirouarD: Can he take shorthand in both official languages?
The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

(Text)
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Turner.

Mr. TurNeErR: Mr. Chairman, before we adjourned this morning, I was
addressing myself to the arguments of Mr. Knowles and Mr. Brewin. Before
I go on, I am wondering whether in the transcript of these proceedings you
are going to have a French translation done at the same time as the English.

The CHAIRMAN: I think it is going to be bilingual.

Mr. TurNER: Contemporaneously.

Mr. GIrRoUARD: On a point of order.

Mr. TurNER: To resume the argument I was attempting to make—
Mr. N1eLseN: What was all that discussion?

The CHAIRMAN: The discussion was that we thought we had no reporter
taking French, and that it was only being taken in English, and then taken
from the translator; but I see we have a French reporter and an English
reporter, so everything is all right.

Mr. TurNER: That is a free translation.

Mr. Chairman, before the adjournment the argument to which 1 was
addressing myself, in answer to Messrs. Knowles and Brewin, was to the effect
that the question before the committee was not as simple as these two learned
gentlemen attempted to convince us it was. They said it was simply a matter
of fact, and if there was a new grouping in the House, then the seating
arrangement and the status of this new group should follow as a matter of fact.
My argument in answer to that was that it was not merely a question of
a factual arrangement, but a question of recognition of the new grouping
by this committee. If the committee decided there was a new grouping, the
house as a whole would then have to decide whether there be a new grouping
of sufficient size to justify a new seating arrangement and justify giving this
new group the privileges of the house, privilege of debate, privilege of
precedence, and so on. I tried to outline to the committee that the possibilities
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of recognition of a new grouping were wider than the immediate problem
of seating, because that could imply an eventual fragmentation of the House
of Commons.

I might say in passing that there is much to be said for the basis of the
motion of Mr. Girouard to the effect that a group of a party in the House of
Commons should not achieve recognition or status in the house unless they
receive prior recognition by the electorate. Indeed, Mr. Knowles used the
words “the people of Canada must decide”, and perhaps if you take those
words literally that is what this motion is trying to achieve; that unless the
people of Canada in a general election have returned a group to parliament
as a recognized party, then they should not receive status in the house.

Now, I also suggested that this committee was in a difficult position be-
cause in my submission, it was not clear as to what case Mr. Grégoire and
Mr. Caouette’s grouping was attempting to make before this committee. I
could not see from the documents which we had, and the conflict of the letters
of Mr. Grégoire of September 9 and Mr. Caouette of September 16, whether
Mr. Caouette and Mr. Grégoire and their group were arguing that the whole
Social Credit party was under new leadership, or whether there was a new
party called Ralliement des créditistes.

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, whether it might be in the interest of this
committee to pose a few questions to Mr. Grégoire. I have certain questions
in my mind, as other members of the committee might have also, which might
bring answers which could give us clarification of what we are dealing with.
with the consent of the Chair, the committee and Mr. Grégoire, I would like to
ask a few questions.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it agreed?

Some Hon. MEMBER: Agreed.

(Translation)

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Grégoire, in your letter of September 9, you mentioned
that Social Creditors appointed Mr. Réal Caouette as their new chief. Will you
kindly explain to the committee whether it is the new Social Credit party or
the old Social Credit party that has a new leader? Will you kindly clear this
point which raises doubt in everybody’s mind?

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I will be pleased to clarify those two letters. There are no
discrepancies between those two letters, either Mr. Caouette’s or mine. Both
letters state that we consider Réal Caouette as chief of the group. They also
mention two separate groups. Mr. Knowles was wondering this morning
whether there were two separate groups. That has been stated twice in my
letter. One paragraph states: “Since a group of members other than these have
decided to withdraw from the group, we are requesting a redistribution of
desks as per the enclosed list.”

Since they decided to withdraw from the group, it means that there is a
'second.separate group. It also stated that again in the following paragraph:
‘We wish to point out also that since Mr. Réal Caouette is heading the larger
group...” That implies two distinct groups.

As to .whether or not the Ralliement des créditistes is a new or an old
party, I wish to say that it has been registered with the Superior Court of
Moqtreal early in June 1958 and that it is only later on that it became
affiliated to the National Association of Canada.

.The Ralliement des créditistes having chosen a new leader means that a
section of the Social Credit party has withdrawn from the main group. The
majority group of 13 members decided, being the majority group, to be known
under tl'.lexr forn;er name, the Ralliement des créditistes, which means that
while still constituting the same Social Credit party, they have appointed

anotper leader, Réal Caouette, and regained their former name, that is the
Ralliement des créditistes.
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(Text)

Mr. NIeLseN: Mr. Chairman, I missed a portion of the translation when
the interpreter was mentioning something about the judge of a Superior Court.

The CHAIRMAN: It is just registered in the Superior Court, in a judgment.

Mr. N1erLseN: Then did the new group apply for membership in the Social
Credit party?

The CHAIRMAN: No.
Mr. WooLLiams: It is an ex party application.

The CHAIRMAN: They just applied to the Superior Court for the name and
that is all; they are registered in the Superior Court in Montreal.

Mr. NieLseN: Then Mr. Grégoire said they applied to join the Social
Credit party.

The CHAIRMAN: After that, yes, under the name of the Ralliement des
créditistes.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: The last distinction which can be made between the two
letters is that in mine I outlined the background of events leading to the split
and mentioned the way the break occurred and that we remained the major
group, while Mr. Caouette makes no mention of either that division or the
background leading to the split and considers only one fact: that our party is
distinet from the other group which has withdrawn. He makes no mention
of the history of events.

Mr. TurNER: So, Mr. Grégoire, you mean that you have revived the
Ralliement des crédististes to form that party? Is your party or group of a
provincial or national nature now?

Mr. GrEcoIire: I think this will answer one of the main questions asked by
many members of the committee who wonder if we should not have gone
through an election in order to be recognized as a party.

The Ralliement des créditistes never ceased to be in existence because
the National Association consists of ten members only, one for each province.
We were in the last election under the name of Ralliement des créditistes and,
furthermore, there has never been any membership cards of the national
party, only membership cards of the Ralliement des créditistes.

During the election campaign, all our expenses have been paid by cheques
signed: Ralliement des créditistes, by so and so, President, so and so, Treasurer.

And that at the county level as well as within the provincial organization
itself.

With the exception of certain special items, most of our publicity material
carried the following words: “Organisation du Ralliement des créditistes”,

I would compare the “Ralliement des créditistes” with the Liberal Federa-
tion of Canada and the Social Credit Party with the Liberal Party.

(Text)
An hon. MEMBER: It is quite different.

(Translation)

Mr. GrEcoIrRE: And that is the same as saying that, in the last election, our
organizers were doing their work as members of the “Ralliement des créditistes”,
as organizers for the ‘“Ralliement des créditistes”, with the help of committees
of the “Ralliement des crédistes” and that the ones who have left are the
organization, and a “Ralliement des créditistes” official organ; and, furthermore,
no Social Credit candidate in the Province of Quebec held a membership card
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for the National Association, any membership card held by a Social Credit
candidate in the Province of Quebec was a membership card for the “Ralliement
des créditistes”.

And that means that we have taken part in the election under the banner
of the “Ralliement des créditistes” and that the ones who have left are the
ones who now make up a new group.

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Grégoire, if I understand correctly, you have compared
the “Ralliement des créditistes” with the Liberal Federation of the Province of
Quebec; does that mean that the “Ralliement des créditistes” is a provincial
party?

Mr. GREGOIRE: No, that is only an example to show that one name desig-
nates the organization while the other merely designates a group of members
in the House.

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Grégoire, did you take part in the election campaign
under the leadership of Mr. Thompson himself, as a member of the “Ralliement
des créditistes”?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Thompson only paid one visit to the Province of
Quebec to talk to us about channeling the Matapédia River.

And he did not come to my county during the last campaign nor did he
come to any county in the Province of Quebec, except for the opening, as I
said a moment ago, and that was while we were conducting our campaign
and referring to Réal Caouette as the leader of the “Ralliement des créditistes™
and national deputy leader.

Now, I wish to add, with regard to the second part of the question, asking
whether we are a provincial party, that the constitution of the *“Ralliement
des créditistes” states that we are a political organization created for the
purpose of promoting the social credit doctrine and its application in the
federal field. That is stated in our constitution.

Mr. TUuRNER: You have said that you held a convention in Granby. What
was the original purpose of that convention, why hold a convention in Granby?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Every year we hold a convention of the Ralliement des
créditistes. This year, it was attended by some 600 official delegates, apart
from observers, an attendance of approximately 1,500 persons. Furthermore,
I would add that 35 persons from my own riding attended that convention,
10 of which were delegates, and 25, observers. I must also state that some
women’s groups and young people’s groups took part in the convention.

(Text)

Mr. NIELSEN: Before Mr. Turner, continues, I wonder whether we should
hear. some of the opinions and questions which other members may wish to
gsk in respect of certain subjects he is discussing, before he leaves the par-
ticular subject.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you not think perhaps it would be better if we
allowed Mr. Turner to continue and complete his questioning and then allow
someone else to proceed?

Mr. TurRNER: I might save some time.
(Translation)

Mr. TurNER: Then, Mr. Grégoire, at that convention, did you intend to
choose a new chief, to form a new party or to break from that party?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Turner, since our movement is a democratic move-
ment, we do not prepare everything in advance; however, at that time, the
delegates officially proposed resolutions which were unanimously adopted,
even by the delegates from ridings represented by members of Parliament
who refused to follow the line of action set by their organizers.
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Mr. TurNER: Then, can I say that the idea of electing a new leader or
separating from the Social Credit party or simultaneously creating those two
movements, was spontaneously decided at the convention?

Mr. GREGOIRE: It can be said that it was decided at the convention, but
it was probably not a spontaneous move, because for many weeks and even
months, in many ridings, we were told to get rid of a captain who was not
steering in the right direction.

Mr. TurNER: When the delegates were chosen to attend that convention,
they were not selected for the purpose of electing a new chief or forming a
new party?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Not necessarily ... but they were delegated by the orga-
nization of their riding to go to Granby in order to state and to make the
necessary arrangements for the purpose of establishing the best policy for
the future of the Social Credit party.

Mr. TUrRNER: Was that convention attended by delegates from outside
the province of Quebec?

(Text)

Mr. GREGOIRE: There were delegates from Ontario and New Brunswick but
they did not have the right to vote.

An hon. MEMBER: It is a democracy?

Mr. GrEcoIRe: They did not have the right to vote, not being members
of the Social Credit party of Quebec.

(Translation)

Mr. TURNER: You spoke about a caucus convened to choose a new leader.
Will you explain the character of that caucus? How was it convened, and what
were the other procedures connected with it?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Turner, I do not believe that all the details of that
caucus concern this committee; however, I will say that the caucus was held
at Granby during the annual convention and that the leader of the Social
Credit party of Canada was invited to attend. The invitation to attend that
caucus and his refusal to attend were published in the newspapers.

A resolution was introduced at that caucus, some members of Parliament
immediately expressed their opinion, some asked for time to think it over, and
others asked for the opportunity of meeting their constituents. It was agreed

that the answer would be conveyed to the chairman of the caucus a few days
after the meeting.

Mr. TurNER: Apart from Mr. Thompson, were other members of Parlia-
ment from outside the province of Quebec invited to the convention?

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Honestly, I could not say whether they were invited or not,
but I believe they were, although I could not say for sure. Mr. Leboe, who is
here, could tell us. Furthermore, we had a quorum.

(Text)
Mr. LeBoE: I was not invited.
(Translation)

Mr. TurNer: Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further to ask Mr. Grégoire.
Thank you, for the information you have given us Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. Chairman, I asked these questions with a view to informing and en-

lightening the Committee. Perhaps some other members would now like to
question Mr. Grégoire.
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(Text)

Mr. N1eLSEN: I have one or two questions concerning the court’s certifica-
tion and the events subsequent to that. Mr. Grégoire said that an application
was made to the Social Credit party, I would assume he meant the national So-
cial party.

The CHAIRMAN: He means the Ralliement des créditistes.

Mr. N1ELSEN: He means that they made an application to the national So-
cial Credit party. How was that application made? Is there any documentation
of it that Mr. Grégoire could produce? As an ancillary to that, was there accept-
ance of the application?

Mr. GREGOIRE: There is a copy of the registration of the Social Credit Ral-
liement of Quebec. Mr. Rondeau just went up to get it so that we will be able
to produce it in a few minutes.

As for the papers concerning the application of the Ralliement to the na-
tional association, I would not know if these papers are here. Our secretary
would have all these documents. I think, however, this was made at a kind of
convention or congress called by Mr. Solon Low in 1959 or 1960 who asked all
the groups at that time to meet together in Ottawa. I think it was one or two
years ago. Maybe Mr. Leboe could answer this. The groups were asked to get
together and form a national or federal party from all the provinces. I do not
think there were any letters of application made by us. It was a meeting where
we understood each other perfectly well.

Mr. N1eLSEN: Could Mr. Grégoire produce as evidence for the committee to
consider any affidavits as to the individual allegiances of the members who pur-
port to follow Mr. Caouette?

The CHAIRMAN: It is not an affidavit; it is a letter stating that they want to
adhere to Mr. Caouette’s party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is signed personally by 12 people. Mr. Raymond Langlois
was not here last week. This was signed in September. He is now back in the
house and I saw him sitting there before I came here. It would be quite easy to
have him come so as to ascertain his support. We have 12 signatures here.

Mr. NIeLseN: Is this part of the evidence before the committee?

The CHAIRMAN: It is part of the evidence before the committee, but I must
state that this is just a declaration; it is not addressed to anybody.

Mr. RicHARD: Is this just a copy that you have also?

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is a photostat.

Mr. NIELSEN: I have two more questions, Mr. Chairman. In respect of the
Granby convention, did that convention pass resolutions which would form
what is commonly known as a political platform?

Mr. GREGOIRE: The Social Credit platform was established four or five years
ago, and every year a few resolutions were added to the platform at each
convention. Our platform is well known and it has been explained in the house.
I think our platform is in fact the Social Credit platform for monetary reform.
I will give a copy to Mr. Drouin.

(Translation)

The CHAIRMAN: Would it be possible to have that document for the
Committee?

Mr. GrEGoReE: Well, I do not think registration copy comes under the
jurisdiction of the Committee. We are registered. This is a trade name and
not an incorporation. Besides, to my knowledge, no political party is incor-
porated. This is only a trade name establishing that on June 3, 1958, we
registered the name “Ralliement des créditistes”, which is an official name.
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Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. The witness is
explaining a document in his possession. If he wishes to refer to it, I believe
it is clearly established, that in order to refer to a document the latter
must be produced.

Mr. CaronN: You are quite right.

Mr. Drouin: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the registration of the “Rallie-
ment des créditistes” should be produced before the Committee and published
as an appendix. ’

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I have the document here. Anyone wishing
to consult it will be able to do so. However, in the presence of members of
other political parties, I do not think it is any use referring to it, as it is pos-
sible that neither the Liberals nor the Progressive Conservatives have a
registered trade name.

Besides, this document only serves to prove that this registration was
made as early as 1958.

Mr. MARTINEAU: The witness himself started to talk about the document
and he extracts the parts that suit him. It seems to me that he should comply
with the instructions given by the chairman.

(Text)

Mr. WooLrLiams: I think it is true that we have none with a big red seal.
The CHAIRMAN: There is a big red seal on it.

(Translation)

The CHAIRMAN: ...I would point out to Mr. Grégoire. ..
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman...

The CHAIRMAN: I should like to point out to you, before pou proceed
any further, that we have the right to be acquainted with the document now
that you have quoted certain parts of it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I shall have a photostat made and shall send
them to you.

The CrHAIRMAN: I should like to have the original document immediately.
In any case we must have this document right now; we shall have photostat
copies made and return the original to you afterwards.

Mr. GRrEGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I should like to mention here that I got
in touch with our friend, Mr. Raymond Langlois, who was the thirteenth
Social Credit member to sign the document concerning the Ralliement des
créditistes.

(Text)

Mr. GriEcoIre: I would like to ask the other group to produce theirs.

Mr. NieLsen: I have one more question. Getting back to the so-called
Granby convention—Mr. Grégoire will forgive me if I do not understand
his party’s platform—at which, I assume from his answer, certain political
resolutions were passed, I wonder whether (a) he considers those resolutions
as part of the national Social Credit’s platform, and (b) whether or not his

Granby resolutions differ in any respect from the national Social Credit
platform.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, as far as the monetary reform and the
economic system of both groups are concerned I think the platform is almost
the same and that we can say it is the same; but on the other points, for
example, on the subject of nuclear arms, there is a difference. On the sub-
ject of workers’ charter, for example, the national association of Canada
want individual contracts between each individual employee and employer;
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we are for collective agreements. Then especially on the problems of bi-
lingualism and biculturalism there is a big difference, as is evident from some
of the statements of Premier Manning and a statement, which I do not have
here, made by the member for Red Deer at the last executive meeting, in
which he asked us to confine all our talks on bilingualism or on nationalism—
French Canadian problems—to the provincial level and not the federal level.

Mr. NIELSEN: Just one more point, and I promise it will be the last.
Could Mr. Grégoire tel us in regard to those party and platform differences
what he feels to be the difference between the group following Mr. Thompson
and the group following Mr. Caouette in regard to wheat sales to China and
Russia?

Mr. GREGOIRE: The problems of the farmers of Quebec and Ontario and
the maritimes are not the same as those of the farmers in the western prov-
inces. We never did include in our platform as the Social Credit Rally any
specific point on those matters.

(Translation)
Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Grégoire some questions?
- The CHAIRMAN: Well, Mr. Francis has already asked for permission to
0 so.
Mr. Francis: Trés bien, monsieur le président.
The CHAIRMAN: Bien.

M;. MARTINEAU: Mr. Grégoire, you mentioned that during the election
campaign your Deputy Leader was Mr. Réal Caouette. Whom did you re-
cognize as national leader at that time?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Our National Leader was Mr. Robert Thompson, before the
election and our National Deputy Leader and provincial leader of the Rallie-
ment des créditistes, at the federal level of course, was Mr. Réal Caouette.
Afterwards, however, in view of the fact that in British Columbia Mr. Bennett
succeeded in having 35 of his members elected to the Provincial Legislature
while only two of our members represented us in the Federal government,
that in Alberta Mr. Manning had 61 members elected to the Provincial Legisla-
ture while only two of our members were elected in the Federal government,
that in the Province of Quebec, Réal Caouette had 20 members elected in
the Federal government, I would therefore say that Réal Caouette is a leader
while Robert Thompson is not. Under such circumstances we make the
decisions which are called for.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Is it not true that during the election campaign—

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Martineau, would you kindly wait until that part has
been translated?

Mr. MARTINEAU: Yes, I am sorry.

Is it ngt true, Mr. Grégoire, that during the election campaign Mr. Caouette
made no distinction of that kind and that you unanimously recognized Robert
Thompson as your national leader?

Mr. GrEGOIRE: That is true, but is it not also a fact that the Liberals replaced
Mr.. Saint-Laurent' by Mr. Pearson as their leader in 1958, I believe; and I
believe that a certain Mr. Diefenbaker also replaced a certain Mr. Drew between
elections.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Grégoire, does the Social Credit party have a national
constitution governing its activities?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes, we have a national constitution.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Does that constitution provide any means, any procedure
for electing a new national leader?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes, that is mentioned in the constitution.
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Mr. MARTINEAU: Was that procedure for electing a new leader followed
when Mr. Thompson was elected as the leader?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I humbly submit that we cannot go into
details, that someone cannot come here and ask for explanations, no, but if you
insist on an answer, it is not because I object to giving those answers—

Mr. MARTINEAU: Well—

Mr. GrREGOIRE: —but I do not think this is of any concern in the matter we
are discussing at present.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, it seems to me that
if the witness would just answer the questions asked we could get through this
inquiry very quickly. On the other hand, it is not up to the witnesses but to the
committee to decide whether or not these questions are important in helping
the members of the Committee to arrive at a decision. So, with your per-
mission, Mr. Chairman, I shall proceed—

The CHAIRMAN: On the point of order?

Mr. Drouin: Mr. Chairman, on the point of order that has just been raised,
I humbly submit that we have to study a matter that has been referred to us
by the House following a statement by the Speaker. I think we would be going
beyond the limits set by Mr. Knowles’ motion referring the matter to the com-
mittee for study, if we went into the details of the organization of political
parties.

I think we are going too far and that we are unduly prolonging the debate
by going into details about the constitution of various political parties in-
volved at the present time.

I think our work consists in examining the matter submitted to us by
the House of Commons, where there are various political parties, and we have
to determine how these groups are to be recognized by the Speaker in the
House and by all the Members in the House.

We do not have to determine whether such or such a political party was
regularly constituted or not, or whether such or such a political party has
observed the rules it set itself in the past. I think that if we get onto that
ground we are going too far.

Mr. MaRTINEAU: Mr. Grégoire, does your constitution provide a pro-
cedure for removing its leader from office?

Mr. Drouin: I respectfully submit, Mr. Chairman, that before this line
of questioning goes any further, you should settle the point of order submitted
to you.

(Text)
Mr. GirouARD: I respectfully submit that we have to decide on the point of
order which was raised before the question was put.

(Translation)

The CuamrMAN: I think that is a pertinent question. The President asked
us whether it is a political party or just a group of separatists. I think Mr.
Martineau is right.

Mr. GriEcomre: Mr. Chairman, I do not have the constitution in front of
me but I am sure that in this connection Mr. Martineau has sufficient experience
in politics and political parties to know what is happening.

Mr. MarTINEAU: Might I ask the witness whether at the Granby conven-
tion, when Mr. Caouette was appointed as leader of a certain group, the
procedure established in the constitution of the Social Credit party was fol-
lowed to select a new leader?

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Yes, certainly, according to the rules of the Ralliement des
créditistes’ constitution.
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Mr. MARTINEAU: But I was referring to the national Social Credit party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: The Granby convention was a convention of the Rallie-
ment des créditistes and not a convention of the National Association of
Canada.

Mr. MARTINEAU: You mentioned, Mr. Grégoire, the last electoral campaign
and the program you submitted to the electors of the province of Quebec.
Was that program the same as the national program of the Social Credit party?

Mr. GREGOIRE: As far as the platform adopted in 1961 at our national
convention, it was. Only—and we were allowed to do that—on another pro-
gram printed by the Western group, there were a number of items that had
never been accepted by the National Association of Canada, especially the
item concerning nuclear arms and the item about the charter of the workers
of Canada.

Mr. MARTINEAU: During the last electoral campaign, did you inform the
public about the differences of views and programs existing between the two
movements?

Mr. GREGOIRE: It can be said that we did, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Réal Caouette
was saying, for instance: “If Robert Thompson wants nuclear arms, Réal
Caouette doesn’t want any and neither Robert Thompson nor anybody else
will be able to convince him to be in favor of them”.

Mr. MARTINEAU: During the electoral campaign were there any candidates
who simply said: Vote Social Credit without making any distinction?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes, sir, because Social Credit is not a political party; it is
a monetary system.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Is your objective to remove Mr. Thompson from the
leadership of the national movement to replace him by Mr. Caouette?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Certainly. And those who want to follow Mr. Thompson and
leave the party may do as they please.

Mr. MarTINEAU: As for the “Créditiste” members who, after the last
general election, signed a statement in which they were pledging their support
to the Liberal party, are they now Caouettists or Thompsonites?

Mr. GREGOIRE: I am sure everybody here can realize what attitude the
member for Pontiac-Témiscamingue is taking in asking that question, but I
will answer the question just the same and say that they belong to the Caouette
group and are really representatives of their electors in the House of Commons,
as they have not been elected by the sole ballot of the returning officer of their
constituency.

The CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Interpreter. I think the terms used by
the member for Lapointe cannot be accepted by the Committee, because—

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, you have not declared out of the order the
question asked by the member for Pontiac-Témiscamingue. You know, how-
ever, that his question is not more in order than my answer and you have
accepted his question before I gave my answer.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, because his question was pertinent as it affected the
matter which is at present discussed by this Committee, whilst your answer
is expressed in terms of an offensive nature which cannot be used in this
Committee or in the House.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I have a last question to ask. It is related to the answer
of the honourable member. If the members mentioned are followers of Mr.
Caouette, why did Mr. Caouette disapprove of their act of adhesion to the
Liberal party?

Mr. GREGOIRE: I am not aware that Mr. Caouette ever made a statement
to that effect.
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Mr. CHrRETIEN: I would like to direct a few questions to Mr. Girouard, who
seems to represent another section of Social Credit. Mr. Girouard, are you a
member of the Social Credit party?

Mr. GIROUARD: I am a member who, as a candidate, told the voters during
the general election: Vote Social Credit. I was elected and consider myself as
a member of the Social Credit party.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Mr. Girouard, are you a member of the ‘“Ralliement des
créditistes”?

Mr. GIRouARD: I am a member of the Quebec Association or Organization
which is called “Ralliement des créditistes”.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Who is the national leader of Social Credit?

Mr. GIrouARD: In 1961, at a national convention attended by Messrs. Thomp-
son, Caouette, Marcoux, Grégoire and many others, Mr. Thompson was elected
national leader of the Social Credit party; in that capacity, he campaigned in
the 1962 and 1963 elections, and he was always considered as the national
Social Credit leader. Therefore, he is my chief.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Mr. Girouard, at that convention, was Mr. Thompson chosen
according to democratic methods?

Mr. GirouARrD: The best way to find out if a convention was democratic or
not is by analysing subsequent reactions. Since Mr. Thompson was chosen in
1961 and since there were no reactions from that date until 1963, I believe that
he was unanimously accepted and that the convention was democratic.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Since that time was he removed from office, from the national
party?

Mr. GirouarD: No; to my knowledge the Social Credit party never dis-
missed Mr. Thompson as leader of that party.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Can you tell us who is the Deputy Leader of the Social
Credit at the present time?

Mr. GiIrRoUARD: About 15 days ago, Mr. Caouette wrote me and I addressed

my reply to: “Mr. Réal Caouette, Deputy National Leader of the Social Credit
'party."

Mr. CHRETIEN: Mr. Girouard, did you attend the Granby convention held
in August?

Mr. GirouAarD: Yes, sir, I attended that convention.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Were you an official delegate?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, sir, I was an official delegate.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Did you vote? It was said a while ago that Mr. Caouette
was elected unanimously. Did you vote on that question as an official delegate?

Mr. Grouarp: No; I did not vote on that motion because I stated—not in
public, as I did not want to offend anyone—but I told Mr. Caouette and many
others, during the following months that I considered that motion was uncon-
stitutional and that it could not be voted upon.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Was that a Social Credit or a “Ralliement des créditistes”
convention?

Mr. Girouarp: It was a “Ralliement des créditistes” convention and its
purpose was mainly to discuss financial organization and to set up a kind
of study group to publicize Social Credit—solely a provincial organization.

Mr. CHRETIEN: In the brief sent for the convention, was anything said
about choosing a new party leader?

Mr. GREGOIRE: There was definitely nothing to that effect, absolutely
nothing.
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Mr. CHRETIEN: Was there any question of forming a new political party
at the convention?

Mr. GIrRoUuARD: No, there was no question about that either. I think there
was a suggestion to the effect that we might perhaps consider the possibility
of forming a provincial party.

Mr. CHRETIEN: If members for western constituencies like Mr. Leboe,
Mr. Thompson and others had been present at the convention, in your opinion,
would they have had the right to vote?

Mr. GIROUARD: Definitely not. Besides, observers from Ontario were
mentioned just now; they did not have the right to vote. It was purely a
provincial convention, and only members of the Parliament were entitled to
vote.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Mr. Girouard, is there any ideological difference between
the Ralliement des créditistes and the Social Credit party in the matter of
bilingualism and other important issues with which the party is concerned
at present?

Mr. Girouarp: If there are any such differences, they are fairly recent
since, on the Atwater marketplace, just before the 1963 election, Mr. Caouette
stated that there was no difference of opinion between Mr. Thompson and him.

Mr. CHRETIEN: How would you comment on the statement made by Mr.
Caouette during the political campaign, concerning the ideological difference
between Mr. Thompson and Mr. Caouette, a statement in which he summed
up that difference by saying that one of them like his potatoes mashed while
the other favoured French-fried?

Mr. GirouaArp: If we were in Court, Mr. Attorney, I would object and

_ say that one must not give a personal opinion while answering a question

in Court, but seeing that this is not the case I can tell you that it was simply
a typical Caouette quip.

Mr. CHRETIEN: So far as you know, did registered candidates for the
Social Credit Party in the recent electoral campaign run as members of the
Ralliement des créditistes or as members of the national Social Credit Party?

Mr. GIROUARD: I think our leaflets read: “Vote Social Credit—With Social
Credit there is nothing to loose; it is an established fact that there is nothing
to loose with Social Credit” or “It is proved, there is nothing to loose with
“les créditistes”.

Mr. CHRETIEN: Thank you, Mr. Girouard.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dubé—

Mr. DuBE: Mr. Chairman, I should ask Mr. Grégoire only two questions.

Mr. Grégoire, I should like to refer to the Granby convention; that is the
crucial point.

Had Mr. Thompson agreed to come to the convention that had been
organized—

The CHAIRMAN: I beg your pardon, Mr. Dubé. I believe someone has
come to fetch the French reporter as his services are required in the House.
We shall then have to wait about fifteen minutes before we can proceed.

Mr. CHRETIEN (Interpretation): I will move a 15 minute adjournment.

Note: From this stage of the proceedings on, there being no French short-
hand reporters, their presence having been requested on the floor of the
House, the English Text appears as well as the interpretation of the French
proceedings.

Mr. WooLLIaAmMs: Mr. Chairman, how long do we intend to sit tonight?

decid’l;he CHAIRMAN: Personally, I have no idea on that; it is up to you to
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Mr. WoorLrLiams: If we adjourn at 10 o’clock, which is 15 minutes from
now, I think it would be superfluous to wait. However, if the committee wants
to sit all night I am willing. I wonder if you were going to adjourn at 10
o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN: It is up to the committee to decide whether they want to
keep on going until 11 or 11.30; it is not up to me to decide that question.

At the moment there is a motion that we should adjourn for 15 minutes.

Mr. Dust (Interpretation): I will second that motion.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Chrétien and seconded by Mr.
Dubé that we should adjourn for 15 minutes. All in favour of that motion,

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall adjourn for 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): I feel, gentlemen, with regret that I must
ask you to adjourn as we have no French shorthand reporter. We also have
adopted a resolution requiring us to have a French shorthand reporter in
attendance. Therefore, as I say, with regret, I must ask you to adjourn until
tomorrow morning.

An hon. MEMBER (Interpretation): With regard to this motion for adjourn-
ment, I should like the committee to take note of the fact that there is a lack
of bilingual staff demonstrated by this shortage.

The CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): In answer to that I might say that we had
a French shorthand reporter until 9.45. The conclusion reached by the honor-
able member is not justifiable.

(Text)
The CHAIRMAN: We have a motion for an adjournment before us.

Mr. Drouin: With respect, Mr. Chairman, I did not hear the motion for
adjournment. Who put the motion?

The CHAIRMAN: It was put by Mr. Chrétien.

Mr. DrouIn: If that is the case I did not hear it, Mr. Chairman, and you
must be the only member of the committee who did hear it. I spoke before the
motion was put.

An hon. MEMBER (Interpretation): I for my part would move that we

continue with only the English reporters by availing ourselves of the interpreta-
tion service, if he so desires.

(Text)

The CHAIRMAN: It was moved by Mr. Sauvé, seconded by Mr. Grégoire that
an English and French shorthand reporter and an interpreter should attend all
the regular meetings of the committee.

) An hon. MEMBER (Interpretation): I respectfully submit that if the com-
mittee adopted one resolution with regard to the procedure it is quite free to
adopt another resolution with regard to procedure.

An hon. MEMBER (Interpretation): On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. I
moved the adjournment of the committee. I cannot say, however, if I did so
before Mr. Drouin began to speak or not. However, I did move the adjournment.

(Text)

Mr. NieLseN: Mr. Chairman, I did not hear the hon. member’s motion
for adjournment, but if the French speaking members of the committee are
willing to accept the interpreter’s interpretation and if he himself is willing
to stay, I can see no reason why we should not follow the desire of the
House of Commons and sit until the matter is resolved.
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The CHAIRMAN: I still wonder whether the House of Commons would
accept that procedure in view of the fact that a motion has been made that
we have a French and English reporter in attendance. There is a question
of principle involved here that we can hardly put aside.

Mr. BREwWIN: First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to second the motion
of Mr. Drouin and I should like to speak to this point of order. We have been
asked by the House of Commons to complete this matter as soon as possible.
The difficulty that you have referred to is not a serious impediment to the
carrying out of our duties. I am rather surprised to hear the Chairman speak
in this way without having any motion that I could hear from any member
of this committee.

I suggest Mr. Chairman, that we should proceed and do what we have
been required to do by the House of Commons.

Mr. GIRouARrD: Put the question.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the desire of the committee to continue?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall we continue without a French reporter?
Some hon. MEMBERS: No.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): I think with all due deference to Mr. Drouin,
he put the matter in a wrong context. You simply explained to this com-
mittee that the French stenographer was not available and that a resolution
having been passed that we must have a French and English reporter present
at all our meetings, we should not reverse ourselves and proceed in a way
contradictory to that resolution. With due respect I think the motion to
adjourn is in order.

Mr. KNowLES: Mr. Chairman, cannot this committee deal now with a
resolution notwithstanding the provisions of an earlier resolution and at
least for this evening’s session get along without a French reporter? Certainly
we do not wish to interfere with the tasks that are placed before us by the
House of Commons as a result of a technicality unless of course there is
strong objection to our proceeding without a French reporter.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: I am quite surprised to hear one of the leading members
of the N.D.P. party speak in such a manner. The English people believe in

biculturism and we certainly agree with the suggestion that we should have
a French reporter and interpreter.

(Interpretation)

Mr._ CHRETIEN: On the point of order, I had moved the adjournment and
the motion was seconded by the member for Lapointe who is very interested

in a quick conclusion to this matter.
(Translation):

An hon. MEMBER: I am all in favor of bilingualism and biculturalism but
I think in the circumstances I would support the motion made by Mr. Drouin,
seconded by Mr. Brewin as well as that point taken by Mr. Knowles to the

effect that we should continue tonight without the services of a French short-
hand reporter.

Mr. WoorLiams: Let us have a vote.

The CHAIRMAN: Those in favor of carrying on this evening please stand?
Those against please rise.

Adjournment is in order.

Mr. KNowLES: What was the vote?
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The CHAIRMAN: The vote was 11 against and 8 in favor.

The CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): We will adjourn now until 9.30 to-
morrow morning to meet in room 371 of the west block.

Tuespay, October 8, 1963.

[Note: There being no French shorthand reporters available, the English
text appears as well as the interpretation of the French
proceedings.]

The CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): Ladies and gentlemen, it is now twenty
minutes to ten and I think we should start. However, before I do so, I would
like to say that it appears that Mr. Grégoire has made a statement for radio
this morning, and before we go any further, I would like to ask that the tape
of that statement be produced for the committee. I might add that we do not
have with us again this morning the services of a French-speaking reporter.
There are only three French-speaking reporters while there are four com-
mittees sitting simultaneously. We have done our best. But I think at this time
a resolution would be in order from somebody so that we may continue with
an English-speaking shorthand reporter who will take down what is said in
English and also the interpretation from the French, so that we may have
an official report in both languages. I believe a resolution accordingly has been
prepared by the clerk of the Committee.

(Text)
The CLERK OF THE CommiITTEE: Mr. Chairman, it would read:

Notwithstanding the resolution passed on October 3 to the fact that
English and French speaking reporters attend all regular meetings of
the committee it is now moved and seconded that we proceed for the
time being without a French-speaking reporter.

Mr. LEBoE: I so move, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GIROUARD (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask on a
point of order, if the member for Lapointe has any objection, so that later it
will not be raised through the newspapers and the radio.

Mr. GREGOTRE: The member for Labelle knows full well that if I have any
objections to make I will make them, and if I do not make them, then—

(Text)

Mr. BRewIN: I second the motion, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GirouARrD (Interpretation): I would like now to give notice that I am
withdrawing the motion which I introduced yesterday, to be replaced by the
following, which has the same seconder.

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, since the record is being
translated from French into English through the interpreter, I would think that
anybody who is not satisfied with the translation as it goes on must make his
wishes known at the time; otherwise we will accept the translation in the En-
glish record.

The CrAaIRMAN: Thank you.

) Mr. GirouarD (Interpretation): Your committee recommends the follow-
ing:

1. That the New Democratic party be seated next to the Official Opposition,
to the left of Mr. Speaker.

2. That the Social Credit party be seated next to the NDP, to the left of
Mr. Speaker.
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. 3. That the group led by Mr. Caouette be seated to the left of the Social
Credit party.
4. That the question of privileges to be extended to Mr. Caouette’s group
be submitted to the legal adviser, the Law Clerk of the House of Commons,
who will report on same to Mr. Speaker.

This is moved by Mr. Girouard and seconded by Mr. Leboe.

This is by way of explanation, and I may say that this arrangement would
meet both tests suggested by Mr. Knowles with regard to precedence which can
be invoked: and it meets the test in respect of seniority as it was in the session
from 1935 to 1940. As for the test in numbers is concerned, it also meets that
test because after the election, in which the Social Credit party had 24 seats,
Mr. Caouette’s party had no members whatever. But perhaps I should correct
that by saying Mr. Caouette’s group.

I might add that as far as this matter of privileges is concerned, if I sug-
gest that it be referred to the Law Clerk of the House of Commons for a deci-
sion, it is not done to enable us to escape our responsibility, but because I feel
that all points of view have been expressed here, and that it would be much
better to have recourse to legal advice in this connection. All parties repre-
sented here have given their views and opinions, and think that this is the best
procedure to be followed.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Dubé.

Mr. DuBk (Interpretation): At adjournment time last night I had begun to
question Mr. Grégoire, and with your permission I would like to continue at this
time. My first question is this: If Mr. Thompson had been invited to attend the
Granby convention, would he have accepted?

The CHAIRMAN: Would he have had the right to vote?

Mr. GREGOIRE: In caucus, yes.

Mr. DuBt: Would he have had the right to vote at the election of a leader
which took place that evening?

Mr. GREGOIRE: In the caucus, yes.

Mr. DuBk: But I mean at the election of a leader?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

Mr. Dust: But Mr. Grégoire told us last night that delegates from other
provinces would not have had the right to vote at that convention.

Mr. GREGOIRE: At the convention, no, but at the caucus, yes.

Mr. Dusk: Was the leader elected at the convention or at the caucus?

Mr. GREGOIRE: In the caucus. The convention suggested names, but they

were only suggestions, while the election was made in the caucus. It was for a
parliamentary leader.

(Text)

'Mr. LEBOE: Might I state at this time that the caucus did not elect our
natlona} leader. He was elected at the convention. It has been the practice that
the natxona_l leader who is elected at the convention will automatically sit as
the leader in the House of Commons, and the question was never brought up
in our caucus at any time. I thought I might as well clear this point up right
now because we might otherwise spend hours on it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Might I add that it was an emergency situation. The leader
did not want to call a convention, and because of that the members themselves

decided on their own responsibility to appoint a new leader exactly as it should
be done in such an emergency situation.
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Mr. DuBt (Interpretation): When Mr. Grégoire went to the other provinces
during the election campaign, was he under the banner of the Social Credit
party, or under that of the Ralliement des créditistes?

Mr. GrEcoIRE: Under the Social Credit party.

Mr. Dusg: That is all.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Knowles.

(Text)

Mr. KxowLES: Mr. Chairman, I have some questions, first of all, to Mr.
Grégoire. May I ask: despite any confusion or inconsistency that we may have
that existed yesterday morning, is it not clear that so far as the House of Com-
mons is concerned your group, and the Thompson group, are two separate and
distinet entities who have no dealings with each other.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

Mr. KNowLES: Therefore, this committee need not concern itself with the
qguestion whether or not Mr. Caouette is leader of the Social Créditistes, but only
with the fact that there are two separate groups.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

Mr. KNowLES: Is it not also a fact that that when the House of Commons
assembled after the April 8th election—when it assembled in May—the Social
Credit group under the leadership of Mr. Thompson was recognized as a group
in the House of Commons? I gather that you, sir, took part in the election in
that caucus which produced the house leader, the whip, the deputy whip, and
all that?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

Mr. KNowLES: So it is clear, Mr. Grégoire, that the Social Credit group
under Mr. Thompson has already been recognized in the House of Commons,
and it is clear that we now have two separatists groups, Mr. Thompson’'s
group, and yours, so that what is now before this committee—I am trying to
narrow the issue to the simplest one possible, despite my friend’s assertion that

it is not that simple—is your request that your group be recognized as a
group in the House of Commons.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I think at this moment I should raise a point of order.
I think Mr. Knowles knows what he is doing now is not asking questions of
fact of the witness but rather arguing a case. Mr. Grégoire is in the position
of a witness when he is being asked questions.

Mr. KNowLES: No, he is a member of this committee.

Mr. MARTINEAU: When he is asked a question he testifies as a witness.
There is no doubt about that. I do not object to what Mr. Knowles has said,
but he must not put words into the mouth of the witness. If he wants to put
them as his own point of view, that is all right.

Mr. KnowLEs: I suggest that my questions are far more relevant to the
issue before us than those that were asked last night.

The CHarrMAN: I think it is just about the same thing as last night;
Mr. Grégoire was questioned and he answered, and Mr. Girouard was ques-
tioned, and he answered. I do not see much difference between the two.

Mr. KnowLEs: Might I point out that earlier in this session, twenty-four
hours ago, we were at the point where we did not quite know what Mr.
Grégoire’s group was asking for and that it was his answers to my questions
which helped to clear the air, I submit.

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I do not object to the
questions continuing, because Mr. Grégoire is not, technically, a witness
before the committee, although he has been treated as a witness at this hearing.
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But surely Mr. Knowles is putting words into his mouth and is leading him.
I realize it is very difficult to put words into the mouth of Mr. Grégoire, but
that is exactly what Mr. Knowles is doing. I draw that to the attention of the
committee, just as Mr. Martineau has done.

Mr. KNowLES: The line of questions I wished to put to Mr. Grégoire has
just about been completed, and I think the committee should be grateful for
the fact that it was those questions and the answers thereto which have
cleared the air so that we now know what is before this committee, namely,
not the question whether Mr. Caouette or Mr. Thompson is leader of the Social
Credit party, but rather the question that Mr. Grégoire and his group are
asking that his group be recognized.

I wonder, since we are all members of the committee, whether I might
ask a question of Mr. Turner? To his knowledge did the Liberal party ever
have to present to a parliamentary committee proof that Mr. Pearson was
properly elected as leader of the Liberal party?

Mr. TURNER: The Liberal party had its beginnings at confederation and
nobody has ever questioned it.

Mr. KNOoWLES: But you have not answered my question.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I may ask Mr. Martineau whether the Con-
servative party has had to prove to parliament that Mr. Diefenbaker was
properly elected as leader of the Conservative party?

Mr. MARTINEAU: No, because it was obvious to the whole country.

Mr. KNnowLEs: The point of my question must be obvious. We have accepted
as obvious that Mr. Pearson is the leader of the group because the group says
he is. Mr. Diefenbaker is the leader of his group, Mr. Douglas is our leader,
and Mr. Thompson is recognized even by Mr. Grégoire as the leader of the
Social Credit party, yet, look at what we came to last night, all the goings
on at Granby. We had no questions from anyone about the other matter.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it was my intention to move an amendment to the
motion that Mr. Girouard put before the committee yesterday. When I drafted
it, I realized that some point of order might be raised about it, and I was
going to object to a point of order. I thought that if I put the amendment
before the committee, it would present to the committee an alternative proposi-
tion, but I now find Mr. Girouard has changed his motion, so that the very
words I propose as an amendment are now in order. I would therefore like
to move—and since a seconder seems to be called for, Mr. Brewin is seconder—
the following amendment. I mention that seconder under protest because the
rules do not require a seconder in committee.

The CHAIRMAN: That is correct.

Mr. KnowLES: I move that all the words after the word “that” be deleted
and the following words be subsituted therefor:

T‘h.is committee recommends to the house that members of the
opposition who belong to groups other than the official opposition be
seated in the House of Commons according to their numerical strength.

.I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that that amendment is more in order to the
motion that is now before the committee that it might have been to yesterday’s
motion. Yesterday’s motion stated the general principle; this morning’s motion
by Mr. Girouard actually proposes a seating arrangement in the House of
Commons. Therefore, my amendment is proper because it alters that seating
arrangement. Although we did not consult on this, Mr. Girouard and I have
presented the committee with the choice which this committee has to make,
that is the seating order to be: New Democrats, Social Crediters, Ralliement
des créditistes, or New Democrats, Ralliement des créditistes and Social
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Crediters. Is this to be on the basis of precedence and seniority or on the basis
of numerical strength? I submit that because the recent decisions have been
on the basis of numerical strength, that that should now apply. In other words,
Mr. Chairman, a vote on these two propositions that are before the committee
could result in our being in a position to make a report to the House of
Commons this afternoon. If my amendment carries, that proposal is one recom-
mendation. If it is defeated, if Mr. Girouard’s motion is carried, it would be
another recommendation. At least we could make that first report in this way,
and I think it is desirable we do this so as to keep faith with the recommenda-
tion of the house.

Both Mr. Girouard and I have left out in the wording of the motion any
reference to the $4,000. Quite frankly, I think this is proper. I agree with
Mr. Turner who said yesterday that this should be left to the comptroller of
the treasury who should properly wrestle with this problem. Even though
Mr. Speaker mentioned it in his statement, we are not called upon to give an
answer to every line of Mr. Speaker’s statement. Our reference is on the
matters referred to us.

Both Mr. Girouard and I have left out of our wording any use of the
word “recognition”. I think this is correct. I need not repeat my speech of
yesterday, but I think the question of recognition or official status and
so on is something that is nation-wide and that we should not be concerned
with. What we are concerned with is the seating arrangements, and our motions
deal with that, and let the consequences be what they may.

I have left out of my amendment what was in Mr. Girouard’s motion,
namely, the question of privileges to be accorded to the followers of Mr.
Caouette. He would refer this to Dr. Ollivier for study. Mr. Girouard may
be a former student of Dr. Ollivier, but I am an old friend of his and I would
not want to put that on his doorstep. But, more seriously, I think this is a
matter for the House of Commons. The $4,000 is a legal matter, an interpreta-
tion of a statute. Let that go to whoever wants to interpret that statute.
However, the question of whether Mr. Caouette is recognized on his round
of statements and in the order of speeches, is a House of Commons matter and
I think we are obligated as a committee to make a recommendation to Mr.
Speaker.

My suggestion is that we should not refer that to Dr. Ollivier but leave it
implied in the fact that we seat three groups in this order, and that Mr. Speaker
seat those groups in that order.

Mr. MARTINEAU: On a point of order, would Mr. Knowles tell us if he is
proposing this as an amendment to Mr. Girouard’s motion or is this a new
motion?

Mr. KNowLES: I propose it as an amendment to Mr. Girouard’s motion.
Mr. MarTINEAU: The way it was read, it would appear to be a new motion.

Mr. KnowLEs: I said all the words after the word “that” be struck out and
the following be substituted therefor. His motion proposes the seating arrange-
ment A, B, C plus something else. My motion is that it be A, C, B.

Mr. N1eLsen: My point of order has to do with this. There are two motions
before the committee now and one amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: One motion, as the first one was withdrawn.

Mr. N1eLseN: As I understand the rules, there must be unanimous consent
of the committee before a motion may be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: There was no objection at the time.

: Mr. NIELSEN: I was here when Mr. Girouard put the second motion and I
did not hear you, sir, put the question to the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Seeing that nobody was objecting, I just let it go.
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Mr. N1eLseEN: Before you proceed, perhaps I should say that I also intend
to put forward an alternative proposal when I have heard a little bit more.
I say that so that everyone may know that we do not have only two alternatives
to consider.

The Vice CHAIRMAN (Mr. Pennell): With all respect to Mr. Knowles, does
your amendment that members be seated according to numerical strength
assume that we are recognizing the Caouette group as a distinct group? At the
moment we have not decided whether there are two or three groups.

Mr. KNOowWLES: The motion by Mr. Girouard refers to three groups.
Mr. Girouarp: Two parties and a group.

Mr. KNowLES: Surely a group is a generic term including them. As an
amendment I propose that these groups in the opposition other than the official
opposition be seated according to numerical strength. By implication I refer
to the same three collections to which Mr. Girouard refers in his motion.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a few words to the
amendment put forward by Mr. Knowles and to some of his comments. Like Mr.
Knowles I certainly would prefer if the work of the committee were circum-
scribed by stating whether or not there exists a new group in the House of
Commons and where that particular group or those groups should be seated.
However, it so happens that Mr. Speaker has referred more and larger things
to this committee. He has stated at the end of his reference:

For these reasons I am of the opinion that the interests of the house,
of members and of all parties will best be served if the questions raised
by the honorable members for Lapointe, Red Deer, Villeneuve and Win-
nipeg North Centre in the various letters addressed to me were referred
at this time to the proper committee for consideration and report so as to
bring about a solution thereto.

Well, Mr. Chairman, one of the questions mentioned in those letters, and
particularly in the letter of Gilles Grégoire, member for Lapointe, is this one.
He states:

. Under the new act, Mr. Caouette is also entitled to the $4,000 addi-
tional allowance paid to every leader of a party that has a membership
of twelve or more persons in the House of Commons.

Thert_efore, }}e is assuming that Mr. Caouette now heads a new party. That
is how this p'artxcular paragraph of the letter was interpreted by Mr. Speaker,
because he himself stated this in his reference.

Profounq con§titutiona1 questions arise; for example, can a group of
members which did not exist as a party at the time of the election of a

parliament be recognized as a party before it has submitted itself to the
electorate?

So the committee is seized with that question, and that was the reason for
the line of guestlonmg put last night to Mr. Grégoire. It was not clear at the
outset of his exposition whether or not he was taking the attitude that Mr.
Thompson had been d_eposed by this new group and that Mr. Caouette was now
the leader of .the national Socred party. That was not clear. If you look back
to the transcript you will see that at some stage of his testimony Mr. Grégoire
more'or less assumed that Mr. Caouette had replaced Mr. Thompson. So the
questioning had to bring out that point.

1 believe._ Mr. Chairman, after the questioning, Mr. Grégoire did backtrack
from that position, and that he then admitted that his group had not substituted
itself for the national Social Credit party but that it had always had an
autonomous existence other than just being a wing or an integral part of the
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national group. To back that assertion the member for Lapointe, Mr. Grégoi.re,
produced, after some hesitation, a document which was filed in the superior
court at Montreal. He said that his group, Ralliement des créditistes, is indeed
a party that existed before the 1962 and 1963 elections because they were
registered as such in the superior court of Montreal under the name Ralliement
des créditistes. He said “we have the document”. The document was produced.
Now, it is very interesting, Mr. Chairman, to read from that document because
the document is headed “Ralliement des créditistes” and it is signed by one
Gilbert Rondeau, present member of parliament. At that time he was not a
member of parliament. He declared he was living at St. Césaire, Rouville
county, that his business was that of an accountant, and it gives details as
regards his matrimonial status.

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Martineau is a good lawyer as I can judge from his points
of order this morning. He knows that a document produced before the committee
speaks for itself, and perhaps he would let the document speak for itself and
allow us to get on with the hearing.

Mr. MARTINEAU (Interpretation): The document does speak for itself. That
document is a part of the committee’s file. I simply wish to read it and I think
I can interpret it and give my opinion as to what the document means. With
your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read paragraph 5 of this docu-
ment: I do intend to carry on business alone in the Montreal said district as
well as in the province of Quebec under the form and style of Ralliement des
créditistes.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. Mr,
Martineau, being a lawyer, has every reason for knowing what registration
in the superior court is. We are here only to decide on one point. What Mr.
Martineau, who is a lawyer, is attempting to do at this time is to give a show
here in front of the committee. We are here to decide one point, and I suggest
that we return to the point under discussion instead of making a whole show
around what is a registration form and a request for a name and style. Mr.
Martineau knows full well what this means.

Mr. MARTINEAU: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. I think this question
is very pertinent. I did not invent or bring this document before this com-
mittee. Mr. Grégoire brought it yesterday and he brought it in an attempt
to prove that his Ralliement existed as a party before 1958. This proves not
that the Ralliement des créditistes was a political party before 1958, it merely
proves that one Gilbert Rondeau, then an accountant and now a member of
parliament, was in business under the name of Ralliement des créditistes.
The document goes on to say, “the kind of business...”

Mr. GrEGOIRE: He is coming back to the document, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I am on a point of order because I am explaining why
I am referring to this document, No. 6 says that the kind of business will be the
purchase, the sale of brochures, pamphlets and newspapers as well as other
media of publicity. In other words, Ralliement des créditistes is not a political
party, it is simply a publicity agency, and this is set out by a registration,
and there is no proof before the committee that that registration has ever
been annulled. I think Mr. Rondeau would have a point in instituting action
against the Créditistes for using a trade name that he has already registered.

I have one more point. No. 8 says that he is still doing business under this
firm.

Now, Mr. Chairman, to sum up, I am inclined to agree with my colleague,
Mr. Knowles, in a lot of what he has said. I think it is probably impossible
for this committee to decide what is a political party, and so on, and that we
might reach more concrete results if we circumscribe our work and just state
whether or not there is a new group, a fragmentation of the Social Credit
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group into two groups, and where they should be seated. We might possibly
report to the Speaker as regards whether or not a political party that has not
received the baptism of fire by submitting itself to the electorate should be
recognized for the purposes of bill C-91. We may report that we cannot reach
any decision on that, and I think it would be logical. This would be beyond
our scope. We will have to say that there is a fragmentation of the Social
Credit group. However, to my mind, that fragmentation means that there
still exists the national Social Credit group on one side and on the other
side a group which calls itself Ralliement des créditistes. As far as privileges
of the house are concerned, they can merely be considered as a number of in-
dependents who have chosen to go along together.

Miss JEWETT: Mr. Chairman, I think that if we are going to have another
motion or amendment perhaps it would be as well to hear it fairly soon.
There are a few more mathematical permutations and combinations of the
seating order. However, perhaps before we do that we might ask Mr. Girouard
if it would be possible to separate clause 4 from the other three clauses. It
seems to me, from the discussion we have been having, that we are now agreed
to try to settle two things; first of all the seating order, and secondly the
question of privileges in the house. I would like to say a word about both
of these, and I do think they are separate and might be discussed separately.
For myself, after hearing the discussion, and unless I hear more than that, I
am in agreement with Mr. Girouard’s seating order but not entirely with
what he says in paragraph 4. I would prefer Mr. Knowles’ feelings on that.
I would think, first of all, that the seating order he proposes is the most
logical and realistic on several grounds. There is a general agreement that the
group under Mr. Caouette has separated itself from the main Social Credit
party of Canada and that it is therefore in a sense a breakaway group. It
seems to me that if there is any breakaway group from any political party
in the House of Commons between elections, even if it numbered 16 people,
it should go to the foot of the table, so to speak. They are the newest and
they are a breakaway group. Their break has taken place between elections.
They have not presented themselves to the electorate, and even if, say 60
Conservatives broke away, I would think it only logical and reasonable that
they should be placed after the other political parties. This is not a case that
can be decided entirely on either set of precedents because neither is entirely
applicable. A similar case occurred in 1926 and this issue of the seating arrange-
ment did not arise because the breakaway group continued to sit in the same
caucus.

Mr.. GREGOIRE: May I ask a question? How can you explain that after
a yotg in the caucus the majority is the one that separates instead from the
minority?

Miss JEWETT: They are still a breakaway group, whatever their size.

Mr._GRtGOIRE: What was mentioned in the first letter was that the majority
has. c‘lecxded on one point and the minority, not being pleased with the
decision, separated. How can you expect them to prove that the majority is
separating?

Miss JEWETT: After all the discussion, obviously there are two angles.
Yqu have one, and the other part of the party has another. I do not suppose
this 1S ever going to be reconciled, but after listening to all the evidence I
heard it seems to me, and to the general public judging from the newspaper
reports and elsewhere, that even though you had two more people you were
the breakaway group and you broke away from the Social Credit party.
It seems to me that is all we have to know. Whatever its numbers, it should
be in the last place.

I might go on with my other point, and then I will be glad to answer
questions because I think the two points are related. My second point is that,
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in my mind at any rate, and I think in the minds of many other people,
the group under Mr. Caouette is a pretty well organized group. It is, I
think, a little more than a bunch of independents. They set up their own
leader, their own whip and their own house leader, I suppose. They have
become a fairly well organized group. It seems to me therefore that they
should be, and indeed are very likely to be, accorded certain rights and
privileges in the House of Commons as a reasonably sized and organized group.
1 would argue, for example, as to whether they should be invited to speak
on the usual round of speeches, time consuming though this is, in the address
in reply and so on. I do not think there are any rules for us to go on
concerning this. There have been cases in Canadian history where a political
party was not allowed to have its leader speak on these occasions. Mr.
Girouard quoted the Bloc Populaire which was a political party after 1945,
whatever the case before, and yet in the address in reply to the speech from
the throne Mr. Raymond was not invited to speak by the Speaker even though
they were a party. I suppose there were other cases where one was a fairly
well organized group with a leader recognized by the members and was not
allowed to speak. There are no firm rules on this.

I think that to be realistic, practical and fair we should treat the mem-
bers of parliament under Mr. Caouette’s leadership as an organized group and
they should therefore be allowed to speak in turn and to enjoy certain of
the other privileges in the house.

Mr. GrREGOIRE: I have one question for Miss Jewett. If I understood your
idea well it is that we should be recognized as a well organized group and a
well organized party. The only difference between your point of view and Mr.
Knowles’ would be that you would prefer the idea of seniority instead of the
one based on numerical strength. Would that be the difference between you and

Miss JEWETT: Substantially, although it is not exactly the same as our two
earlier precedents. It is true that it is mostly on historical grounds that I
suggested the seating arrangements. On the other hand, to look forward, Mr.
Caouette mentioned that he hopes that at the next general election his party
will have candidates running in every province of the country. This incidentally
is a concession that it is the electorate that constitutes the parties. Supposing
you did that and got 100 seats, even though you are an offshoot of the original
Social Credit party, you yould then have come to the electorate as a
political party and would be seated strictly in accordance to your numbers.
This would be done on a numerical basis. This, however, is a case of a break-
away group in the midst of a session of the House of Commons and in between
two elections.

If I might just say then, in case there is any doubt, I feel that I would
personally like to see clause 4 taken out of Mr. Girouard’s motion and the first
three clauses remain, while clause 4 would be dealt with in a separate motion
or amendment concerning the question of privileges.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): May I put a question to Miss Jewett?

The CrHAIRMAN: I had given the floor to Mr. Girouard.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): What I would like to do is to put a question
to Miss Jewett so as to clarify the matter. Yesterday evening, when questions
were being put to me, the questioners were allowed to put twelve questions and
to go on with their questioning indefinitely until they were through.

Mr. Turner: I would suggest that perhaps, with your permission, for the
sake of maintaining some consecutive reasoning in the committee, Mr. Grégoire
should be allowed to finish his questioning of Miss Jewett.

Mr. MoreAau: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, surely Miss Jewett has
not got the status of a witness which Mr. Grégoire assumed in this hearing.
I think that unless she wishes to answer these questions she need not. She is
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only expressing an opinion and she is not giving any evidence. I do not think
she should be interrogated in this way at all.

The CHATRMAN: The main reason for this is that she thought the fourth
paragraph of this amendment should be taken out. She would then accept the
motion. The mover of the motion wants to say something. We could then go
back to Mr. Grégoire. If Miss Jewett does not wish to answer Mr. Grégoire’s
questions, she has the right to refuse.

Mr. MoOREAU (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, on this point of order, we
have an amendment on the floor. This is the amendment by Mr. Knowles, and
it seems to me that Mr. Girouard has no business at this point to deal with the
point made by Miss Jewett as to the striking out of clause 4 of his motion.

Mr. KNowLES: Where are we getting to?
The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready to vote on the amendment right away?

Mr. MACQUARRIE: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I will not keep the committee
long. I am always brief. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity,
as ex-chairman of the committee on procedure in parliament, to congratulate
you in that seat and to wish you well. I remember the days when we went over
the Elections Act day in and day out. We were a very quiet group. No members
of the fourth estate showed up, which indicates the high seriousness of the
times.

The reference to the lack of a French reporter this morning prompted me
to think that this committee, being in fact the senior committee in the House of
Commons, should not be without the necessary equipage, but I will not make a
point of this.

I would like to say, since we have some latitude and I think you are right
in allowing latitude, that you might discuss both the amendment and the mo-
tion, to use an expression I heard in a certain corner of the house, by saying “a
plague on both”. I do not think either Mr. Girouard or Mr. Knowles, or both
together, have exhausted the possibilities with which this committee may deal
on the subject before it. I am a little concerned, indeed I am deeply concerned,
with the dangers in the course upon which we might be embarking if we
through our deliberations seek to legitimize a great many things which in this
parliament and in other parliaments have been irregular and ad hoc through
usual channels. Perhaps, our deliberations will not be too illuminating to post-
erity but they will be available. I may say these are not precedents but to some
degree they will stand as precedents. It is for this reason that I am a little con-
cerned about taking the course suggested by either of the honorable gentlemen.
The house of course, through this committee, in the initial stages is the judge of
the election and return of its own members. We have traditionally exercised that
judgment over the election process. The document of our chief electoral officer
is the document upon which we can function most efficiently and in line with
our proper procedure as the senior committee.

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I am neither speaking for a party
nor for a group, and that I would say to Mr. Turner that I do belong to a party
which is even older than confederation, and to Mr. Grégoire, that it has had
some experience in changing names. But this matter is a serious one. I think
that is going back to what happened on election day and to the official docu-
ments of election. Last night, at great length, we went back to conventions.

This morning we are going back to meetings which took place before the
third last election. But could we not project ourselves forward following this
same procedure? Cohesion surely is a necessary ingredient of a party. Should
we look forward and ask Mr. Grégoire and Mr. Girouard as to their intentions
to remain in this group? We can see the almost ridiculous possibilities in such a
situation, although they are not impossible.
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Mr. Leboe mentioned things yesterday which in terms of a party—the ones
he used as examples—are incredably impossible. We are dealing with a great
many issues here which strike me as not being of a kind upon which this com-
mittee should be placing for all time and before this parliament and in this re-
ference, statements and guidance which will become more firmly embedded in
the practices of parliament. How are offices assigned? Does the House of Com-
mons really find itself seized with that question?

Seating arrangement is a difficult question. The British, as in many ways,
are so much wiser. They do not have desks, so there would not be such a prob-
lem with them. I have often been curious about seating arrangements, because
I have found myself in all but one of the corners of the house as I moved
around. I can only take it that someone at the centre of things does not like me.

I am very concerned about the danger of our making more brittle these
procedures and thereby affecting the harmonious relationship which must, in
a type of parliament such as ours, be flexible. I shudder to think that if at some
future date 2, 3, 6, 8 or 10 defectors from a party might call upon the Speaker,
and in turn he would call upon this committee to decide where they should sit
and where their offices should be. I wonder what could happen if a certain party
changed its leader, when a parliamentary group representing that party chose
another leader. Who would notify the Speaker? How does the Speaker find out?
For example, how did he find out that Mr. Douglas was to take the office which
goes, I presume, to the leader of that particular group.

These things happen. There are many things which go on behind the
Speaker’s chair. I think it would be hard upon us, because it would be extremely
difficult to make a judgment without reaching back and without producing,
apparently, affidavits.

This is a process which causes me concern, not because I believe that frag-
menting parliament is dangerous, and that this country is indeed in trouble if
it does not return to a two party system. That is not the problem which we are
gathered together to attempt to solve. We are assembled to look at a situation
and to try to find the best way we can to avoid any action or recommendation
which would make more difficult the functioning of this and future parliaments.
I suggest it is a cause for fear, in that it might harden our attitude, and I speak
in terms of texture rather than in terms of sentiment, when I say that a hard line
taken on this question might result in making more trouble, because it might
bring before future parliaments problems which might cause many, many meet-
ings of committee sessions.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, we cannot go on day after day wondering where
so and so is going to sit. The idea that the solutions are not sufficient goes to the
danger and implication there might be for future interpretation and future
reference, and I wonder if an arrangement for the seating of these people can-
not be handled through the usual channels? I do not think we can possibly go
back to Granby and back to Edmonton, and all these places to sort out the very,
very intricate process of conventions and separations.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Cashin.

Mr. CasHIN: Mr. Chairman, I shall be brief, which is not my custom. I had
some things I would like to say but I feel everything pertinent has been said.
I think we should resolve this matter or make an attempt to resolve it, and I
would like to have the committee now vote on the amendment and on the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: There is a motion that the question be now put.

Mr. NieLsen: I did not hear the motion, but I have a suggestion. I have
not yet spoken, and contrary to what you said to Mr. Girouard, the views
of those who support our party in the committee have only now been known

by Mr. Macquarrie and perhaps by implication from the remarks of Mr.
Martineau.
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I would like to make one or two points in regard to the motion and the
amendment put by Mr. Knowles. I feel that the reference from the House of
Commons has been overlooked in the motion itself—I mean the reference by
the house to the committee has been overlooked in the motion itself and in
the amendment, and without intending offence to Mr. Knowles, it seems to
me that the axe he is grinding here and that his party is grinding in this
committee and in the house is to move up his position in the house which
will perhaps give them precedence and privileges over the Social Credit Party
which is involved in this unfortunate incident, and perhaps be helpful to the
NDP party.

Mr. KNowLEs: I know there is no offence intended, but I wonder if
Mr. Nielsen wants to recognize the fact that I did propose in the steering
committee—and as reported here on the first day that we met—that we take
that step first of all, and that I withdrew it of my own initiative in the interest
of solving the problem. I am sure that the honorable member means no offence,
but there is no arguing about our position.

Mr. NI1eLseN: I certainly intended no offence and I certainly impute no
motives to Mr. Knowles. It is a simple conclusion I have reached, and it seems
to me that your party does stand to benefit if this committee comes up with
some arrangements with regard to seating such as that suggested in the motion.
As I understand it, the reference to the house deals with a fairly complicated
and complex constitutional problem, as has been pointed out by Mr. Martineau,
and it is not a simple matter.

If we had had more notice of the motion which was introduced in the
house which referred the matter to the committee, I am sure that I would
have had second thoughts about the propriety of sending it to the committee,
because it does seem to me that in that respect we have been saddled with
something that should not have been shunted off on us in the first place.

As pointed out by Mr. Macquarrie, I think we feel it undesirable to sur-
round ourselves with precedents which might injure or harden, as Mr. Mac-
quarrie put it, the operations of the House of Commons in future.

I think that is what we would be doing if we made any decisions as to
who should be seated where, or on what basis they should be seated in the
house, whether upon numerical superiority or upon seniority. We believe that
this is housekeeping, which has always in the past been carried out by officials
charged with the responsibility in the house, and I feel we should not have
been saddled with this in the first place. I do not think that our committee
should go back with any recommendation concerning seating.

I am not going to suggest for a moment, Mr. Chairman, that the reason
that this committee is saddled with the responsibility of determining this
reference is just that the government is in an embarrassing position and has
taken this way out of it; but it does seem to me that if one thing has emerged
from the evidence that we have heard today and at our previous sittings, it
is that the Social Credit party remains intact. I think we can take it even
from the remarks of Mr. Knowles that there has been no disturbance of
the skeleton—if I may call it that—of the Social Credit party, although the
fabric of the party may have been somewhat disturbed by what I think we
can conclude is a split.

We heard Mr. Grégoire and Mr. Drouin say that despite the separation,
the followers of Mr. Caouette are still members of the Social Credit party.
It seems to me that we have to accept what Mr. Grégoire says on this score,
and we have had no denial from the Social Credit party that the policies of
Mr. Caouette are not still in fact the policies of the Social Credit party.

Mr. Turner in his remarks suggested that Mr. Caouette’s followers had
broken away with a new philosophy. On the other hand, we have had Mr.
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Grégoire say that there has been no new philosophy insofar as the group
that follows Mr. Caouette is concerned.

Mr. TurNER: On a point of order, I just asked if there was a new phil-
osophy and in reply Mr. Grégoire said there was no substantial difference.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Not with respect to monetary forms but in respect of other
things.

Mr. N1eLsEN: From this I conclude, anyway, Mr. Chairman, that there is
no basic difference between the philosophy of the Caouette followers and
that of the Thompson followers. Mr. Drouin pointed out in his argument
that a group can be formed within a political party, and that this does not
disturb the party itself. With that proposition I would agree.

Mr. DroulN: That is your proposition; it is not mine.

Mr. NieLseN: This is what I understood Mr. Drouin to say: That a group
could be formed within a political party. I think he is right there, and I think
that is what has happened here. I advance these observations in support of
the proposition that the Social Credit party remains intact, and this has to
do with the reference that the committee has from the House of Commons.
It is a very perplexing problem which the Speaker put to the committee,
as was pointed out by Mr. Martineau: “Whether a political party can be

formed and recognized as a party after the house commenced its sittings after
an election.”

Mr. Leboe takes a position that is in support of the original motion, that
a split in the democratic ranks would be brought about if the committee did
not classify the little group of Caouette followers as independents. But I
cannot agree with this proposition. It seems to me that the Social Credit
party as a result of events which have occurred, has some house cleaning to
do, and I do not think this committee should stick its nose into internal affairs
of the Social Credit party and attempt to determine what the results are

going to be as a consequence of internal differences that have occurred within
the Social Credit party itself.

Mr. Ni1eLsen: It seems to me that the reference given to the committee
by the Speaker and by the house was whether or not the constitutional problem
of a formation of a new political party could occur or could have been decided
by the committee. I think even Mr. Knowles has said, when he was discussing
the party versus the group, that he does not believe that the committee’s
responsibility is to decide whether or not a new political party has been formed
as a result of the Caouette followers leaving the Thompson followers in the
Social Credit party, as has in fact happened. So it seems once that question
has been decided, the residual questions of seating and of the $4,000 indemnity
are questions of a mechanical nature which should be decided in the normal
course.

I have said that in the past, as I understand it, the seating arrangements
have always been cared for by the officials of the house. I agree with Mr. Turner
that the question of the $4,000 indemnity should be referred to the proper
authority, whether it is the treasury official or the Department of Justice. I
suppose treasury would ask for an opinion from the Department of Justice.
But certainly this committee should not decide whether Mr. Thompson or Mr.
Caouette should receive the $4,000, no more than they should be called upon
to decide the seating arrangements which, throughout the years, have been
determined by the officials of the house.

I think that our reply to the House of Commons should be that we should

not meddle in the internal affairs of the Social Credit party. It is their mess and

they should clean it up themselves. If they cannot do so, that is their hard luck.
29510-5—3}
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In support of those points, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make the fol-
lowing proposal. I think that what I will do is to propose this as a separate
motion so that Mr. Knowles’ amendment can be dealt with first and then Mr.
Girouard’s motion. My motion would be taken third. It will read as follows:

It being apparent that the reference of the house to this committee is
one concerning the internal differences between at least two factions
within the Social Credit party, these differences should be resolved by
the Social Credit party, and when resolved the Speaker informed since
he has the responsibility of seating arrangements in the house, and that
the matter of the $4,000 leader’s indemnity be determined by the proper
authority.

The CHAIRMAN: I think you could propose this later on because we should
first consider the original motion and an amendment to it.

Mr. NIELSEN: May I finish my remarks? I have one point to make.
The CHAIRMAN: Please proceed.

Mr. NIELSEN: My motion is seconded by Mr. Macquarrie. I just want to make
the following point, in anticipation of what other members of the committee
might say. I do not feel that by accepting this proposal the committee will be
charged with having abdicated its responsibility. We have been charged with
determining whether or not a political party can be formed when the house is
sitting. We have heard evidence through several meetings and through several
hours’ deliberations which have clarified somewhat my thinking on it to the point
where I can conclude that the matter is one of internal differences within the
Social Credit party. This fact was not clear to me when we started because of
the lack of understanding which I had concerning the Granby convention, the
caucus, and so on, which was referred to by Mr. Grégoire. After hearing all this,
I am satisfied that the Social Credit party still exists in fact. As far as I am
c_oncerned there is no evidence that can be called evidence to support the proposi-
tlop that. any new political party has come into existence. All I can see is internal
strife within a political party and as such it is something which this committee
should not meddle with, and indeed I doubt whether it has the power to do so.
If we start' on this premise, then perhaps we are on the road to very serious
trogble. This is why I say that this motion satisfies the reference to us by simply
saying that the Social Credit party is intact and that the differences within that
party should be determined by the party. When that has occurred, the Speaker
can be informed and the usual normal practice of seating can be determined
by the officials of the house.

Mr. BREWIN: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether
at this stage you propose to rule on whether this motion by Mr. Nielsen is in
order or not. My submission is that it would be clearly out of order.

mad;rhe CHAIRMAN: This is not a motion. This is notice that a motion will be

Mr. BREWIN: I will give notice that I will ask to have it ruled out of order.
_ Mr. Droun (Interpretation): May I ask a brief question? Does Mr. Nielsen
intend to put this motion on his own behalf or on behalf of his group?
(Text)

Mr.. NIELSEN: I might take refuge in the point of order raised by Mr. Moreau,
yvho.objected to members of this committee standing as witnesses. The motion
is mine.

Mr. MOREAU: You take refuge in the fifth amendment, I understand.

Mr. TURNER: I will yield the floor briefly to Mr. Francis.

Mr. Francis: It seems to me there are three things. The first is one on which
we are all agreed, that is that the committee cannot deal with the questions of
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the recognition of a party and of the indemnity of $4,000. By the terms of the
statute this is related to political parties and I understand that all members
of the committee have agreed it is beyond our terms of reference.

There are two other points which I personally feel should be dealt with
by motions, and I propose to move that the question be put as to whether we
should deal with the question of seating in the house and other privileges
extended to groups. The position of Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Macquarrie, as I under-
stand it, is that these are not proper matters to be decided by this committee.
They should be decided in the usual fashion by the decision of the Speaker and
of the officials of the house. I cannot accept that in view of the Speaker’s
expressed reference to the committee. In the circumstances, I move that the
original motion be read and the amendment in question be put.

The CHAIRMAN: Please write down your motion and get a seconder for it.

Mr. KNnowLEs: I am anxious that we get to the voting but I should like to
say that Beauchesne states that a motion for the previous question is not admitted
in the committee of the whole or any select committee of the house.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on the amendment? I will
read the amendment, moved by Mr. Knowles and seconded by Mr. Brewin, “all
words after the word ‘that’ be deleted and the following words be substituted
therefor. This committee recommends to the house that members of the opposi-
tion who belong to groups other than the official opposition be seated in the
House of Commons according to their numerical strength.”

All those in favour will please rise? Those against? Three members for
the motion; 19 members against. I declare the amendment lost.

Miss JEWETT: Mr. Chairman, I would like to move an amendment to the
main motion in view of the fact that clause 4 might more appropriately be
dealt with separately. I would like to move that Mr. Girouard’s motion be
amended by deleting clause 4 therefrom. This is seconded by Mr. Knowles.

Mr. GIROUARD (Interpretation): Can I speak on the amendment?

(Text)
Mr. Francis: Can the motion be read?
The CHAIRMAN: I will now read the proposal and the amendment.

Your committee recommends the following changes in the seating
arrangements for parties in the house:
(1) That the New Democratic party be seated next to the official opposi-
tion, to the left of Mr. Speaker. ’

(2) That the Social Credit party be seated next to the New Democratic
party, to the left of Mr. Speaker.

(3) That the group under the leadership of Mr. Caouette be seated to
the left of the Social Credit party and

(4) That the matter of those privileges to be extended to Mr. Caouette’s
group be submitted to the law clerk of the House of Commons who
will report upon same to Mr. Speaker.

It was suggested that the last clause be deleted.
Mr. KnowLEs: Dr. Ollivier should get the $4,000.

The CrHAIRMAN: It is moved by Miss Jewett, seconded by Mr. Knowles,
that the motion be amended by deleting paragraph 4.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. I submit that this
motion is out of order because the committee will then be deciding which is the
official party of the Social Credit, and I do not think it is the problem of this
committee to decide which one is the official Social Credit party.
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There is a majority of 13 which says that we are the official party, and a
minority of 12 which says that they are. This committee would be saying which
one is the official Social Credit party. I think it is completely out of order. It is
against democratic principles to have other parties decide for our party. I do
not see how you can vote on a motion in such terms.

Mr. KNowLES: Are you talking about the motion or the amendment?

Mr. GREGOIRE: The main motion.

Mr. DrouIN (Interpretation): With regard to that point of order, I submit
that the point of order has been resolved for us by Mr. Caouette himself in
his letter of September 16.

Since September 1, our movement has become a national group
known under the following name: “Ralliement des créditistes”.

Further he says:

Mr. Thompson remains the head of the Social Credit Association of
Canada and I become the head of the Ralliement des créditistes in the
House of Commons.

The CHAIRMAN: We will return to this point later. I believe we are all out
of order at this point. The question is on the amendment, and the amendment
calls for the deletion of paragraph 4.

Mr. GIROUARD (Interpretation): With regard to paragraph 4, I believe that
by voting on the amendment we are meeting the request of Mr. Speaker to
come to a decision with regard to the seating arrangements in the house. The
seating arrangement we suggest is for one party to be seated in one position
and another party in another position.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready to vote on the amendment?

(Text)

Mr. N1eLseN: I would like to speak on a point of order. I am in doubt as
to whether or not we can make proposals to the house on the matter of the
$4,000, this being one of the privileges.

The CHAIRMAN: There is nothing in the amendment concerning the $4,000.

Mr. N1eLsen: This was in paragraph 4.

Mr. GIROUARD (Interpretation): I should like to add that my proposal
would meet the points made by Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Macquarrie with regard
to the extension of privileges to such and such a group in the house, which
would be resolved by the proper authorities behind the Speaker’s chair, as they
have said.

The CHAIRMAN: The only thing we have is that the motion be amended by
deleting part 4 therefrom.

Those in favour of the amendment please rise. Eight in favour. Those
against? Eleven against. The amendment is defeated.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman I would like to speak on a
point of order concerning the motion. Mr. Caouette, in his letter, says that
Mr. Thompson remains the head of the Social Credit Association of Canada
while Mr. Caouette is head of the Ralliement des créditistes. I submit that
there is no contradiction there. In the first quoted paragraph it is said that we
have formed a national group called Ralliement des créditistes; whereas a
little further down it is noted that Mr. Thompson remains the leader of the
Social Credit Association and Mr. Caouette is the leader of the Ralliement.

The CHAIRMAN: That is not a point of order, Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): I am coming to that. If we are concerned
with the official recognition of a party, you have the answer to that. This
clearly shows that there is no contradiction between these two paragraphs.
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Mr. Drouin: May I put a question?

Mr. N1eLseN: I want to make one observation here. The very wording of
this motion contains an implication that would lead this committee to make a
decision as to what is a political party and what is not. That is what I have
been saying we should avoid. What the resolution says is that you are creating
two political parties.

Mr. DrRoUIN (Interpretation): What is the name of your alleged party,
Mr. Grégoire?

Mr. GREGOIRE: The Social Credit party.

(Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I will appeal your decision to accept this
motion by declaring it in order. I will appeal it in the House of Commons.

The CHAIRMAN: You cannot appeal my decision in the House of Com-
mons. It has been decided by several speakers that these matters are decided
in committee.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): I will therefore appeal your ruling to
the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I have called the motion in order. I believe you have
understood me. I have called it in order because it appears to me to be in
conformity with Mr. Speaker’s request. Mr. Grégoire has appealed this decision.
Those in favour of maintaining the chairman’s ruling will please rise. Twenty-
one in favour. Those against? One against.

Thos in favour of the motion moved by Mr. Girouard? Twelve in favour.
Those against? Eight against. I declare the amendment accepted.

Mr. KnowLEs: I assume a report on this will be made to the house this
afternoon?

The CHAIRMAN: We cannot make it this afternoon because before we make
the report we have to have the transcript of the reporters and this may take
two or three days. We can make a report but nobody will be able to discuss it
in the house. If you wish to have it this afternoon, it can be brought to the
house this afternoon but no discussion will be allowed.

Mr. N1eLseN: The committee having decided in favour of Mr. Girouard’s
motion, it would be pointless to make mine and I wish to withdraw it.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there unanimous consent that Mr. Nielsen withdraw his
motion?

Mr. DrouiN: He never moved it.

Mr. Knowles: I just wish to reserve the right to discuss the matter if it
is up in the House of Commons. The decision finally taken by the House of
Common is, I believe, one we should all accept.

The CHAIRMAN: The meeting is adjourned.

The committee adjourned.
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APPENDIX C

( Translation)
No. 110 PS

SUPERIOR COURT

District of Montreal
TRADE NAMES
“LE RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES”

AFFIDAVIT OF TRADE NAME
Certified Copy

CANADA SUPERIOR COURT
PROVINCE OF QUEBEC Trade Names
DISTRICT OF MONTREAL

No. 110 PS

“RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES”

I, the undersigned, Gilbert Rondeau, accountant, having my domicile and
residence at St. Césaire, Rouville County, P.Q., do hereby state as follows:

(1) I have my domicile and residence at St. Césaire, Rouville County,
District of St. Hyacinthe, Province of Quebec;

(2) I work as an accountant;

(3) I am of age and am married to Monique Viens, who is also of age
and still living; I was not previously married.

(4) I was married under separate estate, in compliance with a marriage
contract, drawn up by Mr. Maurice Cloutier, notary, who at that time was
practising at St. Ours, Richelieu County and now has his office at Sorel,
District of Richelieu, the said marriage contract having been drawn up
approximately two weeks before I was married on August 16, 1952;

(5) I intend to go into business on my own in Montreal, the district
of that name, and in the province of Quebec under the trade name of

“RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES";
(6) The type of business I shall engage in will be the purchase and

sale of Créditiste leaflets, brochures and newspapers, together with all other
publicity means and media;

(7) My main place of business or registered office will be at Pont Viau,
Laval County and District of Montreal, at No. 482 Cousineau Street;

(8) I shall be doing business on my own under the said trade name.
In witness whereof I have set my hand at Montreal on June 3, 1958.

(SGD.) GILBERT RONDEAU
Certified copy Vol. 110 PS

Deposited and registered at the office
of the Protonotary for the District of
Montreal on June 4, 1958

(sgd.) Paul Pelletier
Deputy Protonotary
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Ne 110 PS
COUR SUPERIEURE
District de Montréal
RAISONS SOCIALES

«LE RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES»
DECLARATION DE RAISON SOCIALE

Copie authentique

CANADA COUR SUPERIEURE
PROVINCE DE QUEBEC Raisons Sociales
DISTRICT DE MONTREAL

Ne¢ 110 PS

«RALLIEMENT DES CREDITISTES»

Je soussigné, Gilbert Rondeau, comptable, ayant mon domicile et ma ré-
sidence a St-Césaire, comté de Rouville, P.Q., déclare ce qui suit:

(1) J’ai mon domicile et ma résidence a St-Césaire, comté de Rouville,
district de St-Hyacinthe, province de Québec;

(2) Jexerce le métier de comptable;

(3) Je suis d’ige majeur et marié en premiéres noces avec Monique
Viens, d’age majeur elle aussi, laquelle vit encore;

(4) Je suis marié sous le régime matrimonial de la séparation de biens,
en vertu d’un contrat de mariage passé devant Me Maurice Cloutier, notaire,
pratiquant alors a St-Ours, comté de Richelieu, et maintenant a Sorel, district
de Richelieu, le dit contrat de mariage ayant été passé quelque deux semaines
avant le jour de mon mariage le 16 aolt 1952;

(5) J’entends faire affaires seul a Montréal, dit district, ainsi que dans
la province de Québec, sous les nom et raison sociale de «<\RALLIEMENT DES
CREDITISTES>;

(6) Le genre d’affaires sera l'achat, la vente, de feuillets, brochures
et journaux créditistes, ainsi que de tous autres moyens ou médiums de pu-
blicité;

(7) Ma principale place d’affaires ou siége social sera a Pont-Viau, comté
de Laval et district de Montréal, au n° 482 de la rue Cousineau;

(8) Je fais affaires seul sous cette raison sociale.

En foi de quoi j’ai signé a Montréal, le 3 juin 1958.

(SIGNE) GILBERT RONDEAU
Copie Conforme Vol. 110 PS
Déposée et enregistrée au bureau du Proto-
notaire du district de Montréal, le 4 juin 1958.
Paul Pelletier,
Député Protonotaire.
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PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

Chairman: Mr. Alexis Caron

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 3

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1963

Respecting
CANADA ELECTIONS ACT

WITNESS:
Mr. Nelson Castonguay, Chief Electoral Officer for Canada

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.RS.C,
QUEEN’'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS
Chairman: Mr. Alexis Caron

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Larry T. Pennell

and Messrs.
- *Blouin, Howard, Nielsen,

- * Brown, Jewett (Miss), * Olson,
Cameron (High Park), Leboe, Paul
Cashin, Macquarrie, Richard,

- Chrétien, Martineau, * Rideout,

- Doucett, Millar, Sauvé, -
- Drouin, Monteith, Turner,
~ *Fisher, More, Webb,
' Moreau, Woolliams—29.
(Quorum 10)

M. Roussin,
Clerk of the Committee.

* Replaces Mr. Francis on October 24, 1963.
* Replaces Mr. Brown on November 6, 1963.
*“ Replaces Mr. Dubé on November 6, 1963.
* Replaces Mr. Brewin on November 6, 1963.




ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House of Commons,
FripAay, Ocober 11, 1963.

Ordered,—That the subject matter of Bill C-26, An Act to amend the
Canada Elections Act (Advance Polls), be referred to the Standing Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections.

TuespAy, October 22, 1963.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Brown be substituted for that of Mr.
Blouin on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

THURSDAY, October 24, 1963.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Blouin be substituted for that of Mr.
Francis on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

WEDNESDAY, November 6, 1963.

Ordered,—That the question of Raymond Spencer Rodgers’ right to use
the facilities of the Press Gallery be referred for quick study and a report
back to the House on its merits by the Standing Committee on Privileges
and Elections.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Greene, Rideout, and Fisher, be
substituted for those of Messrs. Brown, Dubé, and Brewin respectively on the
Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

WEeDNESDAY, November 6, 1963.
Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Olson be substituted for that of Mr.
Girouard on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

Tuespay, October 15, 1963.
The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections has the honour to
present its
THIRD REPORT

A copy of the printed minutes of Proceedings and Evidence (Issues Nos.
1 and 2) is tabled herewith in both languages.

Respectfully submitted,
ALEXIS CARON,

Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 7, 1963.
(6)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10:07 o’clock
a.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Cameron (High Park), Caron,
Chrétien, Drouin, Fisher, Green, Knowles, Macquarrie, Millar, More, Moreau,
Olson, Paul, Pennell, Richard, Rideout, Turner, Webb and Woolliams—(20).

In attendance: Mr. Greg Connelley, President of the Canadian Parliamen-
tary Press Gallery.

And also Messrs. N. J. Castonguay, Chef Electoral Officer; E. A. Anglin,
Q.C., Assistant Chief Electoral Officers, and G. Fournier, Administrative Officer,
of the Chief Electoral Officer’s office. Also a Parliamentary Interpreter and
interpreting.

In opening the meetings, The Chairman informed the Committee that
two matters had been referred to it by the House:

1. The Canada Elections Act.
2. The question of Raymond Spencer Rodgers.

The Chairman added that since the Press Gallery representative was not
ready to proceed now with the question concerning Mr. Rodgers, it might be
better to study the Canada Elections Act first and consider the case of Mr.
Rodgers at a later date.

Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Chrétien, moved that the Committee study
now the question of Mr. Rodgers’ rights and privileges. After debate thereon,
and by unanimous consent, the above motion was withdrawn.

On motion of Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Pennell,

Resolved, That the questions relating to Mr. Rodgers’ rights and privileges
be considered by the Committee on November 25th and subsequent days.
The Committee agreed.

The Chairman then asked the Clerk to read the Orders of Reference in
respect of the Canada Elections Act and Bill C-26, “Canada Elections Act”.

Mr. Castonguay, Chief Electoral Officers, gave explanations relating to the
recommendations dealing with the Canada Elections Act and he had distributed
to the Members of the Committee documents relevant to his proposed amend-
ments to the Act.

After discussion about the availability of Committee rooms equipped for
simultaneous interpretation, the Chairman assured the Committee that he
would look into that matter.

At 11:45 o’clock a.m., the Committee adjourned until Tuesday, November
12th, at 10:00 o’clock a.m.

M. Roussin,

Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

THURSDAY, November 7, 1963.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. I think we should start
now.

Yesterday when the committee met to decide what we should do today,
we intended to go ahead with what was said by the house yesterday with
regard to the press gallery. However, I was received by the president of the
press gallery who told me that his association was not ready to proceed because
they had to have a meeting of the committee to decide what they wanted to
present to this committee in defence of their principle and point of view in
this matter. We therefore called Mr. Castonguay to submit to the committee
what he has prepared as an amendment to the Election Act. This, I believe,
will take the morning, and then we might take a week off in order to study
it more thoroughly before starting again with our study of the electoral law.

Mr. FisHER: Purely as information, did you find out from the press gallery
when they would be ready to proceed?

The CHAIRMAN: They are not ready at the present time, and the president
is going with the defence committee delegation to Europe to visit the army
bases there. Therefore they may not be ready to present their case for two or
three weeks.

Mr. FisHER: This is not good enough. This was referred to the committee
for quick despatch. If the press gallery feels it is involved in this matter, surely
someone can be delegated to come before the committee. Why should this be
delayed any longer?

Mr. MoReAU: I agree.

The CHaRMAN: I will ask the chairman of the press gallery to express
his point of view.

Mr. G. CoNNELLEY (Chairman, Press Gallery Association): The matter
has been referred to the committee. It is a matter of very great importance to
the press gallery and to parliament as a whole. We need considerable time to
study all the factors relating to the matter.

It is necessary for us to have an executive meeting and then to call a general
meeting to find out the will of the association in this matter. All this will take
time. In addition, as the chairman has mentioned, I will be away for two
weeks, and I think it is important and not unreasonable to ask the courtesy of
this committee in this matter so that I may be present when it is dealt with.
Surely that is a_question of elementary justice. I do not think the question of
urgency suggested by Mr. Fisher is so great that any harm will be done to
anyone by a delay of two or three weeks. I would ask the indulgence of the
committee in this regard.

Mr. Moreau: How long has this matter been under consideration by the
members of the press gallery? I have heard a figure of two and one-half years.
I would like to know whether or not this matter has been under consideration
for such a length of time.

Mr. CoNNELLEY: I think the figure of two and one-half years is not a
correct one. I think that refers to Mr. Rodgers’ initial appearance in the gallery
when he applied for membership and was accepted. He was a member until a
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little more than a year ago. You will recall, of course, that a petition was made
by him to this same committee last February. The proceedings died when par-
liament was dissolved. There has been nothing before us in respect to Mr.
Rodgers since then. We have had no communication in this matter since then.

Mr. MoReAU: You say the matter was before the committee last February?
Would it not be reasonable to expect that the executive of the press gallery
would have taken a position at that time and that the position now would be
substantially the same?

Mr. CoNNELLEY: That I could not say because the executive has changed
since last February. Moreover, I am certainly not in a position to say what
will be the will of the general meeting; they may change their minds now. In
the usual democratic process, we must hold a meeting to find out what they
want to do.

Mr. FisHer: I would like to move that this committee recommend to the
house that the Sergeant-at-Arms ensure the right to the use of blues, mail
services and press releases, and a seat in the gallery over the house for Mr.
Rodgers until the committee has a¥ opportunity to hear the matter fully.

The CHAIRMAN: Are we in such a hurry?

Mr. WooLriams: That is a motion. I do not think the chairman can rule
out a motion.

The CHAIRMAN: I am merely questioning. I have a right to question. The
matter can be put to a vote after that.

Mr. FisHErR: May I read the motion again? The intent of the motion is of
course to see that this man has at least the use of the physical facilities, and
this certainly will not make him a member of the press gallery association.

My motion is that this committee recommend to the house that the
Sergeant-at-Arms ensure the right to the use of blues, mail services and press
releases, and a seat in the gallery over the house for Mr. Rodgers until the
committee has an opportunity to hear the matter fully. This means a seat in the
Gallery where the newsmen sit.

Mr. CHRETIEN: I second the motion that Mr. Rodgers have the right to use

the gallery, the blues and have all the rights afforded to the press gallery until
the case has been heard.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Cameron has asked me whether I would give an explana-
tion of my motion.

Mr. Connelley, the president of the press gallery, has informed us tl_xat the
press gallery is not prepared to go ahead at the present time and that it may

be three weeks, perhaps longer, before they are ready because of the circum-
stances involved.

We feel the intent of the motion of the house is quick despatch of this

~matter. The provision of the use of these physical facilities does not enter into

the question of the relationship of Mr. Rodgers with the press gallery a_ssocia-
tion. My motion is a temporary expedient to take care of the period until such
time as we can hear the case fully.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): It seems to me that we are prejudging the

~ case by taking this action.

The CHAIRMAN: I think it was ruled out of order yesterday in the house.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): If you afterwards decide that he is not
entitled to the privileges, you then have to reverse yourself.

Mr. OLsoN: Yesterday the house accepted the motion moved by Mr. Fisher
that this matter be referred to the committee for quick study. The injustice of
the matter is that it has been going on for well over a year, during which

e &t e
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time a man has been deprived of rights and privileges paid for by the public
for the benefit of the press gallery. This matter of delay is merely a matter
of ruling in favour of one of the parties against the other. If there is to be
further delay it should not be without the liberties and privileges that are
afforded by the facilities.

Mr. CameroN (High Park): I would approve the resolution if we were
to give it immediate consideration; but in this case we are putting the cart
before the horse, which I do not approve.

Mr. FisHEr: The blues are the transcripts that are provided to anyone
in the press gallery; mail service is simply the right to have a spot there;
and a seat in the gallery is just a seat there instead of in the diplomatic gallery,
where Mr. Rodgers is at the present time. This does not give Mr. Rodgers
a right to a desk in the gallery. It does not force him upon the press gallery
membership in any way.

Mr. Orson: He should have access to the press releases too.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: In elementary justice, in all court cases there is generally
an interim order made so the matter can proceed until there is a hearing
without doing any harm, and in that regard I think the effect of this motion
would be to carry out the principles of temporary justice.

Mr. CameronN (High Park): You are talking about interim injunctions.
This is a mandatory order.

Mr. WooLLIaMs: The interim order is to create a harmless situation until
the matter is brought to court.

1 feel no harm could arise as a result of this motion.

Mr. CoNNELLEY: May I speak again, Mr. Chairman? It seems to me, with
respect, that Mr. Olson is certainly prejudging this issue. He has found the
press gallery at fault. He has not heard any evidence from us at all in this
matter. The proposal Mr. Fisher has put forward would give Mr. Rodgers
privileges that he is not presently enjoying, although he has a mail service
and a seat in the diplomatic gallery and so on. I think to force Mr. Rodgers
on the gallery, as this would certainly do, would be to prejudge the issue and
I think it only reasonable that the committee should hear our side. You people
have not heard anything from the press gallery. You assume everything that
Mr. Rodgers has told you is correct. Surely you should hear from us first.

Mr. MAcQUARRIE: What are the privileges envisaged by Mr. Fisher’s motion
which Mr. Rodgers does not now enjoy on an ad hoc basis?

Mr. FisHErR: My motion is to give him the right to have a set of blues put
in a slot, to have press releases put in a slot, and also to go in and sit in the
gallery where the rest of the press sit. That is the extent of the privilege.

Mr. PENNELL: Without trying to prejudge the matter, it seems to me that
the old maxim “justice delayed is justice denied” is applicable. If it was delayed
a week, I do not think it would do any harm. May I put forward this sugges-
tion? I do not think this matter should be delayed interminably, but a week
would certainly give the press gallery ample time to organize whatever
they want to put forward to the committee, so I suggest it be delayed a week.
This short week would not be too hard on Mr. Rodgers considering the long
time he has been excluded.

It was my understanding when we dealt with this matter before that there
was some question of our authority. I was a new member at the time, but that
was my understanding of the conclusions we reached.

Mr. FisHER: It is not a case of one week.

Mr. PENNELL: That is the suggestion I make. They surely should have one
week in order to get their case prepared, and that would remove any objec-
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tion. If we were to deal with the matter in the way suggested by the motion
now, we would be put in a rather embarrassing position if when we heard the
evidence we decided he had to leave.

Mr. FisHEr: I will withdraw my motion if it is understood that we will
deal with the matter in one week.

Mr. PENNELL: I suggest it be dealt with peremptorarily in one week, and
then no one can suggest they have been short-circuited.

Mr. CHRETIEN: I withdraw my seconding of Mr. Fisher’s motion.

Mr. CoNNELLEY: We appreciate the gesture implicit in the suggestion put
forward by Mr. Pennell, but it would still mean that I would be unable to
attend. If you could hear the matter in two weeks, the defence committee
would be back in Canada. They will be back on November 24. If you could
meet on the 25th or the 26th this would be most appreciated.

Mr. OLsoN: A point has been raised in regard to our authority. I would
like to point out that this matter has been addressed to this committee by the
house; and that gives us authority.

Mr. PENNELL: I did not agree with the finding before, but that was the
understanding I had. I am not saying they reached the right conclusion; I
merely point out that this may be raised again in the course of this hearing.

Miss JEWETT: Would Mr. Fisher be willing to withdraw his motion if the
meeting could be held and the chairman of the press gallery could be present
on November 25.

Mr. FisHER: Have we permission to sit when the house is sitting?
The CHAIRMAN: We have the right; we are authorized by the house.

Mr. Orson: I would like to ask one question. Is there a report from the
committee that considered this matter last session?

T}§e CHAIRMAN: We have no report from the committee. Unless the house
authorizes us to obtain copies of the proceedings last year, we cannot use that.
We have to study it all over again.

Mr. FisHERr: Is it the general agreement of the committee, including the
chairman, that if we need we can go right ahead on November 25 and the days
following in order to clear up this matter?

The CHAIRMAN: If that is the will of the committee. It is the committee who
decide.

Mr. F1sHER: Is that the general understanding?

‘The CHAIRMAN: Is that the general understanding? Does the committee
wish to commence on November 25 and carry on until the matter is disposed of?

Mr. DrouiN: D’accord.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that agreed?

Agreed.

Mr. KNowLES: We should have another motion to the effect that we will
deal with this matter on November 25.

Mr. FisHER: I move that this matter be dealt with on November 25.

Mr. PENNELL: It will be peremptory on the 25th? I will second that.

The CHATRMAN: Is it agreed that we will make the study on the 25th?

Mr. FisHER: On the 25th and any subsequent days that may be necessary.

Agreed. h

Mr. PENNELL: I understand that is a Monday. I am not trying to delay
the matter at all; I merely point out that it is a Monday.

The CHAIRMAN: We will read the order of the house on this.

The CLERK: There are two more orders of reference before the committee.
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On July 26, it was ordered that the standing committee on privileges and
elections be empowered to study the Canada Elections Act and settle amend-
ments thereto suggested by the chief executive officer and to report to the
house such proposals relating to the said act as the committee may deem to be
advisable.

Friday, October 11, 1963, ordered that the subject matter of Bill C-26, an
act to amend the Canada Elections Act, be referred to the standing committee
on privileges and elections.

The CHAIRMAN: (French)

(Interpretation): Mr. Leduc’s motion which was approved by the com-
mittee, refers the matter which deals in fact with the subject matter to be
dealt with by Mr. Castonguay. It could be dealt with at the same time, so
there might be a point in waiting until we are through with Mr. Castonguay,
then we can be dealing with Mr. Leduc’s motion at one and the same time,
because it would be incorporated in Mr. Castonguay’s evidence.

Mr. MacQuARRIE: What was the agenda item which you had in mind
when you called the meeting for today?

The CHAIRMAN: The electoral act, but there came up the matter of Mr.
Rodger’s, and we decided to deal with it first and get rid of it and then go
ahead with the Canada Elections Act. But as we have done today, we have just
set it back to the 25th, so we shall have to start with the Canada Elections Act
and ask Mr. Castonguay to give us his point of view on this matter.

Mr. MacqQuarrie: This is fine. I was interested because I just got my notice
before the house sat.

The CHAIRMAN: We had a meeting of the steering committee when we
decided that we could deal with this tomorrow if the other item came up today.
So it is coming up today and we will be free to study it, tomorrow as well as
over Sunday and Monday. Those of you who so wish may have a chance to
study the question. I shall now ask Mr. Castonguay to address the committee.

Mr. N. J. CastoNGUAY (Chief Electoral Officer): Mr. Chairman, and mem-
bers of the committee, since the committee on privileges and elections met in
1960 there is no new information. We had two general elections, and the Can-
ada Elections Act has been put to two tests. Therefore I have a rather
voluminous bill for you to consider, not only because of the two tests which
the Canada Elections Act received in the last two general elections, but also
because in 1960 I gave an undertaking to the committee that I would, with
the legistlative section of the Department of Justice, review the penalty and
offences provisions of the Canada Elections Act to bring them more in line
with the revision of the Criminal Code and also to remove some of the pro-
visions which were of the informer character. The committee did some review-
ing in 1960, and I gave evidence at the time that it might take six months to
make a comprehensive and detailed study so that the committee would have
something before it to consider. This was an informal undertaking and you
will find the discussion in Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence No. 15 for
Thursday, May 26, 1960.

In this bill I have also incorporated a review of the penalty and offences
sections together with my recommendations or proposals. I have prepared, as
I have done in the past, a kit, an envelope for you with a draft bill which I
have prepared in both French and English, with explanatory notes. These will
embody all my recommendations of specific amendments which I included in

my report to the Speaker after the 1962 general election and the 1963 general
election.
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I also have in this envelope a mimeographed copy of my reports to the
Speaker in 1962 and 1963, and I have an office consolidation of the Canada
Elections Act. In addition I have the Canadian forces voting rules for the
assistance of the members.

(Interpretation given in French)

I also wish to submit for the consideration of the committee all the sugges-
tions and representations which I have received in my office since the committee
met last in 1960. These are suggestions or representations which have been made
with respect to changes in the Canada Elections Act and I have here the original
copies for the committee.

(Interpretation given in French)

Mr. WoorLiams: I have one question to ask: are these changes going to be

merely amendments to the act, or does it mean changing the whole act?
The CHAIRMAN: I think it would depend on the length and the importance

of the changes. If there are to be many, then we might as well get a new act.
But if there are just a few, we might leave the act as it is.

Mr. PENNELL: Mr. Chairman, in the past, as I understand it—and maybe
Mr. MacQuarrie would correct me if I am wrong—MTr. Castonguay went through
the act section by section, and then the committee looked at any suggested
changes. These are just administrative changes which Mr. Castonguay has put
together, and it may be that we, as members of the committee—if there are
sections upon which he does not touch—might wish to present them, and I
presume we would follow the same procedure. I believe Mr. MacQuarrie will
vouch that this method worked very effectively last time when we went through
the act section by section.

Mr. MACQUARRIE: Yes, that is right; we went through it section by section.
and line by line.

Mr. PENNELL: I may be taking up a lot of time as a new member, but I
have one further observation to make following which I shall be silent. From
my perusal of the minutes of the last time this committee sat it seems to me
there was a lot of time taken up in discussion about permanent lists. It seems
to me that if you are going to make administrative changes in the present act,
th.es; permanent lists would throw the present act and amendments out the
window.

I think we should make up our minds whether we want to deal with
permanent lists at this time, or to deal just with administrative or other changes
in the present act, and to set aside permanent lists, because I understand it
would be a major operation, and it would throw out most of the present act.
This is what they resolved to do last time the committee met. They decided at
that time that it would perhaps be premature to go into all these changes of a
permanent list until amendments to the present act could be made. I would
respectfully suggest that we determine the question and that Mr. Castonguay
express himself on the question of permanent lists at this time. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee that Mr. Castonguay make
known to us his views on permanent lists or not?

Agreed.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: Well, Mr. Chairman, I have previously given evidence
on permanent lists. This evidence I find is rather substantiated by my visit to
Australia and New Zealand recently. The evidence I gave stands up very well
in so far as the observations and study I was able to make in my very short trip..
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Many members do not realize that we have had a permanent list here. Up
until 1919 the list employed at the most recent federal election was used, and
there was provision then to amend it after a federal election and to revise it.

In 1934 parliament adopted the franchise act which was in the form of a
permanent list. The master list was compiled in October 1934, and there was a
period of revision in June, 1935, for the election to be held in October. After
the election the members of all parties unanimously decided that the list was
not satisfactory and they reverted back to the old method of compiling lists.

One of the points I wish to bring to your attention is that in my observations
in Australia, the great difficulty with all the permanent lists, not only across
Australia but everywhere else where they have them, was that of keeping
them up to date. In Australia you have compulsory registration. In addition to
that there is an annual review made house to house in metropolitan areas. In
rural areas they have a system of bringing the list up to date. They have list
of electors numbering approximately 6 million. It may be astounding to the
committee to know that the number of changes of address in a year, the number
of operations required to put on the list the names of electors who have reached
the age of 21, the number of operations required to remove the names of persons
who died amounted to 1,600,000 changes a year.

It may be of interest to know that with our family allowance here in
Canada there are two-and-one-half million accounts, and there are 600,000
changes of address per year on account of family allowances. This statistic
is very reliable, because, as every member knows, if an envelope containing
a cheque for family allowance is misdelivered to a house, even though the
addressee is living, the envelope must be sent back to the regional office, in
order to correct the master list at the regional office in connection with such
a change of address. So this is a fairly accurate statistic.

Now there are people who believe that with advanced enumerators and
these machines, this is a very simple process. I thoroughly agree with them,
but we know that it has not been so easy after all because you have to feed
these machines with information of changes, and there is no machine I know
of or any device I know of that will feed this machine from each dwelling. It
has to be obtained by enumerators, or reviewing officers, or some such means.

Most of the successful systems I have observed which have permanent
lists are decentralized to the extent that they have a permanent returning
officer, and permanent assistants to the returning officer. The returning officer
has office space in the electoral district on a continuing basis of approximately
800 square feet. He has power to appoint other enumerators or reviewing
officers, and he does canvasses annually, with one full review once a year,
each dwelling, to ascertain whether the people are still living there who are
on the list, and that they compare with the list of the year before.

In Australia you have a chief electoral officer, a commonwealth electoral
officer, who is responsible for the election in each state, and you have a
permanent returning officer, who has assistants. And in metropolitan areas
the returning officer has power to appoint reviewing officers.

With compulsory features in Australia you would expect that there would
not be many changes picked up on review. But I have obtained some figures
from one of the electoral districts that may be of interest to the committee.
This concerns an electoral district of approximately 39,000 electors.

Mr. Chairman, in each electoral district the returning officer’s responsi-
bility is to divide the electoral district into subdivisions and, in Australia, the
subdivisions will contain between 2,000 to 12,000 electors. Once a year a review-
ing officer—and, I am speaking now of metropolitan areas; this is urban—will
arrange a walk, which means a reviewing officer will be given a street and a-
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card. These are the habitation cards and, as you will note, there is an address
for each dwelling and the people living in it. This information was inserted
there the previous year.

These reviewing officers will do a street and, when they come back, they
give this back to the returning officer. These reviewing officers have no author-
ity to strike off or to add a name; they merely find out whether the people
who are on these cards still reside there or whether there are new persons
who have moved into these houses.

According to law in Australia you must register within 21 days if you
have changed your place of residence, sc if you have moved from one electoral
district to another within 21 days of the time you reach the new electoral
district you must register in the new electoral district.

When the cards come back to the reviewing officer he sends a nice letter
to the elector concerned. This is a form letter and it is a notification to a person
who is alleged to have failed to comply with the regulations of section 42 (2)
of the commonwealth electoral act. It is addressed, as I said, to the elector,
and it reads as follows:

Regulation 18.
Form 14
COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA

The Commonwealth Electoral Act.

State of NEW SOUTH WALES. Electoral Division of

NOTIFICATION TO A PERSON ALLEGED TO HAVE FAILED TO COMPLY
WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 42 (2) OF THE
COMMONWEALTH ELECTORAL ACT

..........................

You are hereby notified that it would appear that on the..........
you were entitled to have your name placed on the Electoral Roll
fox_' the Subdivision of.......... and that your name was not on the
salq Roll upon the expiration of twenty-one days from the date upon
which you became so entitled to have it placed on the said Roll; and
1 dq therefore allege that you have contravened the provisions of
S_eqtlon 42 (2) of the Commonwealth Electoral Act. (NOTE: The pro-
visions of the said section are set out on the back hereof.) \

A contravention of the section mentioned is punishable under the
Commonwealth Electoral Act by a penalty of Ten shillings for a first

offence and not less than Ten shillings and not more than Two pounds
for any subsequent offence.

You have the option of having the alleged contravention dealt with
by the Commonwealth Electoral Officer for the State (thus avoiding
costs of Court) or by a Court of Summary Jurisdiction.
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If you desire to have the matter dealt with by the Commonwealth
Electoral Officer, you must fill in and sign, in the presence of a witness,
who must be an elector or a person qualified to be an elector of the
Commonwealth, the form of consent at the foot of this form and send
it or deliver it to me so as to reach me not later than the............

If you desire to answer the allegation you may send or deliver
to me, so as to reach me not later than the lastmentioned date, a
declaration in the form printed on the back of the form of consent
setting out any facts relevant to the matter.

If your answer be accepted as a satisfactory reply to the allegation,
no further action will be taken, and no further notice will be sent
to you.

If it be decided to proceed with the case and you have forwarded
within the specified time your consent to the matter being dealt with
by the Commonwealth Electoral Officer, your declaration will be con-
sidered by him. If you have not consented within the specified time to
the matter being dealt with by the Commonwealth Electoral Officer
your declaration (if any) will be forwarded to the Court by which your
case is to be dealt with.

.............................................................

Divisional Returning Officer for the above-named Division.
R Address—

This form is sent to each elector and is picked up on the review by the
reviewing officers.

Now, I asked if there were any statistics in Australia showing how many
names of electors are picked up in this manner, and I asked that an average
district be given. They gave me the statistics for the electoral district of
Brisbane in the state of Queensland. This electoral district has 39,172 electors
and they found 2,021 had not registered within the 21 days. They received
1,387 replies to this form which I read out to you. 634 did not answer in
the prescribed time. Another notice was sent. Now, out of the 2,021, 1,300
consented to be dealt with by the commonwealth electoral officer instead
of the courts; 869 were withdrawn because of a valid reason for not registering
in the proper time; 431 persons were not valid and only the commonwealth
electoral officer could deal with them. 431 were given to the commonwealth
electoral officer for him to deal with and he assessed a minimum penalty of
10 shillings on 428 electors and withdrew three. He did not fine three of
them. 400 paid; one was remitted; two written off; 25 revoked; 198 summonses
were issued to be dealt with by the courts, and there were 160 convictions
obtained, none dismissed, 20 withdrawn, 14 were extended for service, and
not heard four.

Now, bearing in mind this is compulsory registration and this is an
electoral district with 39,172 electors, and bearing in mind you have a certain
number of electors who will automatically register—and, this does not mean
all do—although I have not the figures as to the actual changes that year
there were 2,000 picked up by the reviewing officers, and how many volun-
tarily regxstered within the 21 day period I do not know.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: Another factor I looked into, and a very important ono.
was that of cost.

I pointed out to you there is a permanent chief electoral officer, a common-
wealth electoral officer, a permanent returning officer and his assistant. The
29512-1—2
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total permanent staff, which is selected and appointed by the public service
commission, which is similar to our civil service commission, is 319 employees.
Their salaries per year run to £415,170 which, in our Canadian funds, would be
$998,900—and, that is for 122 electoral districts. This is the permanent staff.

The reviewing officers are paid, and the estimate of the cost of the review-
ing officers, who are casual employees and who are selected by the returning
officer—and they may number from one to four—average per electoral district—
and, this is urban—is £50,000. The cost of electoral agents for the rural
district amounts to £ 3,000, which would be $7,800 and, with the £50,000 this
would amount to about $100,000 in Canadian funds. That is the cost.

If I may point out, this does not include the cost of printing or taking the
vote; these costs are strictly for the permanent staff and the reviewing officers
to bring the list up to date.

I pointed out to you that they have 122 electoral districts. I visited at least
seven or eight of these and noted that returning officers’ offices contained 800
square feet. The commonwealth electoral officer’s office would contain about
3,000 square feet of office space. So, this gives you a picture of the cost in
Australia, and this is quite a factor.

The INTERPRETER: The question asked by Mr. Paul was:

Mr. Castonguay, could you give us an approximate idea of the cost
of the preparation of the list for our federal election in Canada?

Mr. Castonguay’s reply was:
Including the paying of the enumerators, including printing costs
involved and the revision of the voters list for each federal election the
total cost would be in the vicinity of $8 million.

The INTERPRETER: The question put by Mr. Drouin was:

Have you made any calculation as to the costs which would be
involved in Canada in preparation of a permanent list?

Mr. Castonguay replied:
There has been no actual total survey made of that matter.

The INTERPRETER: Mr. Castonguay said:

Well, I have not, as I said, made a detailed study of the cost involved;
however, I can give you my own ideas on the subject. It depends on how many
revisions we would have to bring to the list. In Australia they have compulsory
registration and yet they feel it necessary to have a once a year revision of
the electoral list.

Here in Canada, without compulsory registration, I feel we would need
two revisions, especially for urban centres, one in the spring and one in the
fall; in cities where moves take place in May and September we would need
one probably in May and in September.

However, if we did have compulsory registration and if the act in Canada

did provide for such registration I think we could get away with one revision
a year.

Mr. CasTONGUAY: There are other aids to keep the list up to date.

I recently attended an electoral administration conference in Pittsburgh.
In attendance at that conference were 20 electoral officers and 20 professors
of political science. It was a three day seminar and we had the opportunity
of discussing permanent lists with all the administrators of elections in the
various states. In the case of one state, whenever a person notifies a post office
of a change of address, a duplicate copy of that notice comes to the registrar
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and the registrar is alerted to the fact that the elector has moved. He then
will send someone to that address to see if it is a temporary or permanent
move. Now, this is an aid. It would depend on the number of major aids other
than a house to house canvass which parliament would require in order to
keep the list up to date.

There is another aid that I found in the United States, and this seems to
be generally practised. If after an election it is found that an elector has not
voted at the last two elections, he is then notified by registered mail that he
has been put on a suspended list and that he can no longer vote unless he
reapplies for registration.

Mr. KnowLEs: That is a good system.

Mr. CasToNGUAaY: I found in Los Angeles this was being used. The electoral
officer told me that they remove up to 24 per cent of the roll after polling
day, which means on polling day 24 per cent of the list is obsolete. The cost of
such an aid in Canada would be hard to estimate.

If parliament should comply with my views that we need two annual
revisions, I would say they would cost at least $4 million each per year.

Mr. DrouiN (Interpretation): Does this mean it costs as much today to
provide for a complete revision?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: Therefore you have two revisions a year which could
cost a minimum of $4 million. In Australia for 122 electoral districts the cost
is $120 million, and we have far more. Our annual cost of permanent staff
alone would be in the neighbourhood of $2.5 million. I do not know what the
cost of rental of all these premises would be but it would be substantial. The
offices I saw in Australia were not little shacks away in a corner, they were
right on the main stream. These offices were good offices and were equipped.
I think most members will realize what the cost would be for office space of
800 feet in the center of the city, on an annual basis.

Mr. Chairman, if I may condense all this, it would seem to me first you
havg to establish the master list. It would mean that each elector would have
to sign an application card rather than using our present electoral system
whereby the enumerator goes to the door and obtains the information from
the elector or janitor or anyone who answers the door. It would require in this
country that we establish a master list, which would mean each elector would

have to sign an application to register on the list of electors. The initial cost
of that would be $10 million.

Currently I have a staff of 18 in my office, but this would mean increasing
the permanent staff to at least 700 employees. The salaries in Australia are
low, and I am not suggesting that I should be brought down to the same salary
as the chief electoral officer in Australia, which is $9,000. The salaries of the
other staff are proportionate. However, you can add another one-third to the
Australian salaries and you will be closer to the Canadian pay rates.

; The next cost would be that of printing the lists. In Australia they are
printed annually and given to all the parties. The cost of this is considerable,

Mr. DrRoOUIN (Interpretation): Did you say $1 million or $2 million for the
salaries in Australia?

Mr. CasTtoNGUAY: I have said $1 million in Australia but I have raised it
to $2} million because they have 122 districts whereas we have 263, so that is
the minimum figure. We would have to have the returning officer, clerks and
so on, in each electoral district of this country, so the basic minimum is
$2} million and because of the difference in salary rates this figure would
probably have to be increased.

29512-1—23
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Mr. GREENE: Mr. Castonguay, is the registration and list produced thereby
used for other purposes, such as national registration, economic purposes and
$0 on?

Mr. CasTONGUAY: It is purely for electoral purposes.

Mr. GREENE: Is there any good reason why it is used for this purpose only?

" 'Mr. CasToNGUAY: It has been found that where other purposes are
dttached to election lists the situation has not been satisfactory. In Australia it
is purely for electoral purposes and there are no side benefits.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): Is this used in municipal jurisdictions as well
as national?

Mr. CASTONGUAY: In Australia they are used only for commonwealth pur-
poses, for national elections, but there are four states which share joint rolls
with the federal roll. It is not used at municipal level; it is used only at the
state level and the commonwealth level.

Mr. MoRre: Mr. Chairman, I wonder whether I might ask you if it would

not save time and be to the benefit of the committee and Mr. Castonguay if
we asked him to give us a written report of this information. We would then
be able to study the report and ask questions on the basis of the report before
we make up our minds. It is very interesting to sit here, but it seems to me
that it is a great waste of time and I can foresee long sessions without accom-
plishment. If we had a brief report from Mr. Castonguay on what he found
in Australia, then we would be able to study it and decide on the basis of that
what questions we want to ask him. I think it would be a much more efficient
manner of getting at the problem.
_ ... Mr. Moreau: There is a second problem, a very real one. This committee
will hold long meetings I think, and quite a number of them, resulting in a
very heavy work load for members of this committee. It seems to me that we
should be meeting in a room where we have simultaneous translation facilities,
which would cut the time in half. I feel it is essential. I do not know how the
other members feel, but I happen to understand both languages and it is rather
tiresome to have to listen to every statement twice, whether it is in English
or French originally. Surely the next meeting should be held in a room which
offers simultaneous interpretation facilities.

Mr. CHRETIEN: I agree.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: As far as the suggestion of a report is concerned, in
order to do justice to such a report I would need four or five months. It would
not be fair to ask me to make a report on my observations in Australia in a
very short period of time. However, I do have here memoranda from the chief
electoral officer of Australia which show the details in brief form. For me to
prepare a report and put down my views would take considerable time. My
primary mission, of course, to Australia was not with regard to the permanent
list, it was to make a study of the distribution. I only looked at the permanent
list as a sideline; I was dealing with the electoral offices of the commonwealth.
Naturally I considered the electoral list, but I did not make a study in depth
of that list. I did make a study in depth as to the methods of distribution.

Any further observations and views I have on the Australian situation
would take only four or five minutes of your time.

I think what interests the committee particularly at this stage are the
costs of implementing a permanent system or continuous system of electoral
rolls. Let us say that the initial costs would be $10 million minimum to establish
the master list. The annual cost would be a minimum of $8 million a year for
‘revision of the list. That figure would be for two revisions a year if parliament
agreed to two revisions. Another cost would be the permanent salaries of
approximately 700 civil servants, which would be a minimum of $24 million.
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We can therefore see that we have a known expense of $10 million a year
minimum. The other expenses are such that I cannot give you an estimate;
they include the cost of offices in each electoral district and the cost of print-
ing a list.

It seems to me, although I may be completely wrong on this, that there
are three reasons why we may want to institute a continuous electoral roll.
I am not necessarily giving my reasons in the order of importance. I would
say the first consideration is that there has been a feeling in recent years that
the period between elections should be shortened, and we cannot shorten it
with our present system. If this desire is real then we must adopt continuous
electoral rolls.

A second reason would be provision of additional facilities for electors to
vote—the absentee voting method. Parliament in 1960 opened up advance
polls to everyone. The first election in which electors had this privilege was
I think 1962. We had approximately 98,000 voting at advanced polls. In the
last election it dropped down to 85,000. Parliament has not found a solution yet
which will give persons a right of voting who are sick, who because of business
have to be absent from home and so on.

Excuse me for using the Australian figures but they are the only figures
which are detailed. In Australia 10 per cent of the electorate vote through
absentee methods and through advanced polls. These are necessary in Australia
because compulsory voting is the system there. Not only do they have com-
pulsory registration but they have compulsory voting, and therefore it is neces-
sary to have absentee voting facilities for the electors.

The third reason would be that this system would give additional uni-
formity and possibly then the permanent list would be enticing to provincial
governments who may wish to have joint rolls with us, giving a joint roll
for two levels of government. This would not represent.a saving in cost but
it would bring about uniformity. I have heard it expressed quite often in the
last few years that there is duplication of enumeration. We have had many
elections, both provincial and federal, in the last few years and people have
asked why a joint roll could not be instituted at least at two levels of gov-
ernment, federal and provincial. If continuous rolls came in to being the possi-
bility of some provincial participation might arise.

That is all the evidence I wish to give but I would be glad to answer any
questions that are raised.

In all my discussions with the New Zealand, Australian and United States
electoral officers, I do not think there has been evidence that if a permanent
list is instituted that list will be any more accurate on polling day than the
present type of list. If it is the hope of the committee that the list will be
more accurate on polling day, I think it is a very false hope. Our list on polling
day is as accurate as the permanent lists on polling day. This is the view I have
formed from my discussions. The present lists may not be as accurate in the
sense that the occupation is as accurately recorded as it would be on a per-
manent list, but in other ways our present system is as accurate. One of the
great criticisms offered of the permanent list in 1955 was the fact that we
had a closed list in the rural areas. Those of you who represent rural con-
stituencies will know that there is a voucher system which allows an elector
to vote in a rural area. With the permanent list there is no system which allows
anyone in the world to vote if his name is not on the list. It is inoperable if
you allow this. If the feeling of the committee is that it would be desirable
to have a permanent list in order that it will be more accurate, I think they
are under a false impression because it would not be any more accurate than
the present list. My predecessor told me that the great fiasco of 1935 was
caused by a closed list in rural areas.
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When someone had moved into the district or had moved out of the district,
no one was notified, and no one was notified of any deaths. The list closed in
June and the election was held in October, and no one in the urban or rural
areas could vote unless ther names were on the list. The true reason why that
list failed was that parliament bought half a system; they bought the title
but not the working parts. The working parts are an annual revision in the
urban areas on a house to house basis, and if you do not have that then you
will run into the same problem as you ran into in 1935.

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Castonguay for his
opinions respecting some of the partial lists being used by at least one and
perhaps more of the provinces. There is substantial cost to the federal govern-
ment to set up machinery to do this. I realize it is not a complete list, but it
does provide protection. A partial list does give protection to the elector that
he will not be left off the list if he is not at home when the enumerator calls.
Moreover, in urban areas they compile it not only for per capita capital grants,
but also for other reasons.

As far as any discussion concerning permanent list boundaries, and those
of polling subdivisions for a permanent list go, it would be essential that a
permanent list be compiled contemporaneously. In some of the municipalities
they may hold annual elections while in others they may hold them less often.
With a municipality which has the machinery set up and which is providing for
the cost of compiling a complete list, they would be calling at every address or
home each year. Would this be acceptable for the purposes of federal elections?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: We had this experience prior to 1920, when for federal
elections use was made of the list employed at the most recent provincial
election, plus a system of reviewing the list for our federal election. But it did
not prove to be too satisfactory, because it was found that the most recent
federal or provincial election might have been held from 14 months to two
vears before, and the list would prove to be obsolete. So it would seem to me
that it would only be possible to have a combined roll at two levels of govern-
ment. It is all right to say that you can get a computer program and machine
to turn out lists for municipal, provincial, or federal use. But the information
has to be obtained by enumerators. And if you ask the enumerators to find
out the qualifications for three election rolls, all the residence qualifications and
so on, this asking for too much. Right now they have difficulty in ascertaining
qualifications for a federal election. But if you throw on top of that these other
things, it would be difficult. However, in getting a joint list, for instance, as in
Australia, the costs are pretty well absorbed by the federal government. There
you have that joint list, and you have these four states who have agreed to use
the list, and there is no cost to them. But they have also accepted the qualifica-
tions for the federal elections in the commonwealth.

There would have to be some understanding with the provinces, if the
provinces were to have uniformity in the qualifications of electors. For example,
we have four provinces where the voting age is not uniform. In the province
of Quebec it is 18, in Saskatchewan, it is 18, in Alberta, it is 19, and British
Columbia it is 19. Then we have six other provinces where the voting age is
21. Some of the provinces require residence of up to two years in the province
in order to be able to vote provincially. Municipally there are some municipali-
ties, which allow only certain electors to vote such as property holders. My own
view, not to enlarge too much on this, is that it is possible to have a joint list
at two levels, the federal government and the provincial government, providing
you can obtain uniformity in the matter of qualifications and rules of residence,
‘while the other arrangements could be worked out.

Mr. Ouson: Have any of the provinces standardized their qualifications?
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Mr. CASTONGUAY: None that I know of, and I keep in very close touch with
the chief electoral officers of the provinces. Some of them feel it would be
desirable, but they cannot speak for their governments. They merely say that
it would be a very good idea.

Mr. Moreau: Mr. Castonguay indicated that there were two annual
revisions likely possible in view of the fact that we did not have satisfactory
registration. I wondered if one of those revisions might be substituted for in
post office changes of address, information supplied by telephone companies,
by the hydro people, and so on, who could inform the returning officer about
changes.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: I was invited to Colombia in South America to help
them with their electoral problems. They had a permanent list. You may
remember the Pan-American riots and the deaths during those three days,
which reached a total of some 2,000 to 8,000. In Colombia following a death
burial must be made within 24 hours, and you must obtain permission from
a notary for such burial. The notary, in turn, is supposed to inform the
registrar so that he may remove the card. The Pan-American riots took place
in May or June of 1949. Bogota has a population of 500,000. The registrar
was informed that there were approximately 25 deaths in May, 34 deaths in
June, and maybe about 27 deaths in July. It was never higher than 34. With
a city of 500,000, you would have expected the average death rate to be about
50 per month; yet it was never higher than 30. So when you get people
from other departments, for instance, in vital statistics, supplying this informa-
tion, it is never too accurate. There is also the feeling that this in an aid
whereby to keep your list up to date. There has been a feeling in the committee
before that mail carriers might help and that this would be sort of going along
with their work.

They tried this idea in Australia but abandoned it in 1947. The union of
letter carriers was not satisfied, the postal department was not satisfied and
the electoral officers were not satisfied with the arrangement. I have the
correspondence here. They abandoned this idea. The letter carrier would say
that he was not sufficiently remunerated, and secondly that he had enough
to do to deliver the mail, and that he would not be stopping at each house
necessarily, and that he could not do this work along with his mail deliveries
unless he were given time off.

In so far as the electoral people are concerned, they had asked the letter
carrier to do the work. The letter carriers said that they would have to do it
in their time, and this was not satisfactory. I am generalizing.

Mr. Moreavu: I was not suggesting that this is the best way to keep the
list up to date, but only as an aid in that you would have a permanent return-
ing officer who could collect the change of address cards from the post office,
who could be informed by the hydro people of any change of occupancy and
so on, and who could be informed by the telephone companies and similar
agencies of any change in their lists. While this information would be volun-
tarily given, it would not necessarily be complete.

Mr. CastoNGcuay: Your suggestion is good in so far as it includes changes
of address received from the post office. But to ask the hydro or telephone
people to do it is another matter. They have a mass of commercial listing
changes, and they would have to read through it all in order to provide
information and it would become so cumbersome that the thing would just
crumble. I think the only aid, other than a house to house canvass which
would be effective would be the changes of address provided by the municipal
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departments. Then you would have uniformity. But to ask telephone directories,
Might's Directories, or any utility service to inform you—it would completely
crumble.

Miss JEWETT: Mr. Chairman, it is now the hour of adjournment, so I shall
save my questions for the next meeting.
~ The CHAIRMAN: Have you a question on the permanent list? I remember
once in 1935 in the province of Quebec they had a permanent list, and I know
that my name was on it at three different places. It is true that I had moved
several times, but they had never corrected it. So we had too many people on
it, that is, more than we should have had.

Mr. KNowLES: Did you vote the same way each time?

The CHAIRMAN: No. I was too well known to do that.

Miss JEWETT: When is the next meeting?

The CHAIRMAN: We looked at the list. To save time we should meet in
a place where there are translation facilities. The room in question is in use
on Thursday and Friday mornings, but we could sit in the afternoon or
evening. We could not use these places except on Tuesday. We might sit on
Tuesday and be ready to go to work because we have a lot to do. We might
have to sit two or three times a day, if you do not object. We may sit Tuesday
morning in room 308 with the translation facilities, and Thursday afternoon
and evening, and we might sit on Friday afternoon or Friday evening while
the house is in session. But it is up to you to decide. I will ask the steering
committee to deal with it.

Mr. Mogre: Surely we would not sit Thursday evening and Friday evening
while the estimates are going through!

The CHAIRMAN: It is up to you to decide. We have to do something.

Miss JEWETT: It looks like next Tuesday.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuespay, November 12, 1963.
(7

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.10 o’clock
a.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Cameron (High Park), Caron,
Chrétien, Drouin, Howard, Macquarrie, More, Moreau, Olson, Peters, Richard,
Turner.—(13).

In attendance: Mr. R. Spencer Rodgers, correspondent for the St. Cath-
arines Standard.

Also, a Parliamentary Interpreter and interpreting.

The Chairman opened the meeting and informed the Committee that on
account of special reasons, Mr. Rodgers had expressed the wish to be heard
this morning.

After discussion, on motion of Mr. Howard, seconded by Mr. Chrétien.
Resolved,—That Mr. Rodgers be heard today.

After the question being put, the motion was agreed to, on division.
Thereupon, the Chairman invited Mr. Rodgers to address the Committee.
By leave of the Committee, Mr. Fisher questioned the witness.

Mr. Olson raised a point of order and proceeded to quote from last year’s
Committee proceedings relating to Mr. Rodgers. -

The Chairman expressed doubt that this could be done on the grounds that
those Proceedings had not been referred to the Committee.

After discussion, the Committee agreed to allow Members to quote from
last year’s Evidence.

Mr. Rodgers undertook to file with the Clerk, as requested, a copy of his
application to the Press Gallery, the refusal thereof, and a copy of a Court
Order dated August 8, 1962.

Thereupon, the Committee agreed to hear Mr. Castonguay, the Chief Elec-
toral Officer, at the next meeting, and a representative of the Canadian Parlia-
mentary Press Gallery on Thursday morning.

Members of the Committee expressed the wish that they be informed in
advance of the topic to be considered at subsequent meetings.

At 11.00 o’clock a.m., the bells ringing for the opening of today’s meeting
of the House, on motion of Mr. More, seconded by Mr. Moreau, the Committee
adjourned until 3.00 p.m. this day.

AFTERNOON SITTING (8)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met this day at
3.25 o’clock p.m. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.
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Members present: Messrs. Cameron (High Park), Caron, Drouin, Greene,
Howard, Macquarrie, More, Moreau, Pennell, Peters, Richard, Rochon, Turner.
—(13).

In attendance: Messrs. N. J. Castonguay, Chief Electoral Officer; E. A.
Anglin, Q.C., Assistant Chief Electoral Officer, and G. Fournier, Administrative
Officer, of the Chief Electoral Officer’s office. Also a Parliamentary Interpreter
and interpreting.

In his opening remarks the Chairman reported that the Subcommittee on
Agenda and Procedure had decided to recommend that the first item to be con-
sidered should be the establishment of a permanent list of voters. A discussion
followed.

Mr. Turner then tabled the following motion:

Whereas this Committee does not feel that it has sufficient evidence
to enable it to decide whether to recommend a permanent list of electors.

Moved by Mr. Turner, seconded by Mr. Drouin,

That the question of a permanent electors list be postponed for the
purpose of the present revision of the Canada Elections Act,

That a study be undertaken under the chairmanship of the Chief
Electoral Officer for the preparation of a full report on the question of a
permanent electors list and of a method of absentee voting, stating the
arguments for and against the adoption of a permanent list; and

That the Committee recommend to the Government that it approach
the Governments of the provinces with a view to participating in such a
study and to canvass the possibility of a joint permanent electors list.

After discussion, Mr. More, seconded by Mr. Cameron, moved in amend-
ment thereto: ?
That the Committee proceed to deal with the proposed amendments
to the Canada Elections Act on the basis of the present Act and that any
further references in the motion be deleted.

The question being put on Mr. More's amendment, it was resolved in the
negative. Yeas, 3; Nays, 6.

Thereupon, the question being put on the main motion, it was resolved in
the affirmative. Yeas, 6; Nays, 4.

The Chairman then suggested that the Committee proceed with the con-
sideration of the draft amendments to The Canada Elections Act, as proposed
by the Chief Electoral Officer.

Mr. Castonguay was questioned and he tabled with his draft amendments
a list of suggestions and the correspondence received pertaining to The Canada
Elections Act. (The said list is printed as Appendix “A” to today’s Evidence).

The witness read a letter dated May 4, 1962, from Justice Frédéric Dorion.
The Committee proceeded to its section by section consideration of the Act.
On Section 1.

Adopted without amendment,

On Section 2.

Allowed to stand, except the following which was adopted on motion of
Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Richard:
(1) Subparagraph (a) of paragraph (13) on section 2 of the Canada
Elections Act is repealed and the following substituted therefor:
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(a) in relation to any place or territory within the judicial districts
of Quebec or Montreal in the Province of Quebec, the judge
from time to time performing the duties of Chief Justice of the
Superior Court, or the Associate Chief Justice, as the case may
be, each acting for the district in which he resides, or such other
judge as may be assigned by the said Chief Justice or Associate
Chief Justice to perform the duties in this Act required to be
performed by the judge;

(2) Subparagraph (d) of paragraph (13) of section 2 of the said Act

is repealed and the following substituted therefor:

(d) in relation to the electoral district of Yukon, the person exercis-
ing from time to time the jurisdiction of the judge of the Ter-
ritorial court of the Yukon Territory and in relation to the
electoral district of Northwest Territories, the person exercising
from time to time the jurisdiction of the judge of the Territorial
court of the Northwest Territories;

On Section 3.
Adopted.

On Section 4.
Adopted.

On Section 5.
Adopted as amended. Amendment follows.

Subsection (2) of section 5 of the said Act is repealed and the fol-

lowing substituted therefor:

(2) If during the course of any election it transpires that insuf-
ficient time has been allowed or insufficient election officers or poll-
ing stations have been provided for the execution of any of the
purposes of this Act, by reason of the operation of any provision of
this Act or of any mistake or miscalculation or of any unforeseen
emergency, the Chief Electoral Officer may, notwithstanding any-
thing in this Act, extend the time for doing any act or acts, increase
the number of election officers, including revising officers, who shall,
however, be appointed by the appropriate ex officio revising officer,
who have been appointed for the performance of any duty, or in-
crease the number of polling stations, and, generally, the Chief
Electoral Officer may adapt the provisions of this Act to the execu-
tion of its intent; but in the exercise of this discretion no nomination
paper shall be received by a returning officer after two o’clock in
the afternoon on nomination day and no votes shall be cast before or
after the hours fixed in this Act for the opening and closing of the
poll on the ordinary polling day or on the days on which the advance
poll is held.

On Section 6.
Adopted.

On Section 7.
Allowed to stand and to be considered together with Section 33.

On Section 8.
After debate thereon, Mr. Howard moved, seconded by Mr. Turner,
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That Mr. Castonguay prepare a draft amendment to Section 8, subsection
(1) for the next meeting.

And the Committee’s consideration continuing, the examination of the
witness was interrupted at 4.50 o’clock p.m., and the Committee adjourned until
Thursday, November 14, at 10.00 o’clock a.m.

M. Roussin,
Clerk of the Committee.

y—-




EVIDENCE

Tuespay, November 12, 1963

The CHAIRMAN: Miss Jewett and gentlemen, I see a quorum. Will you give
me your attention please and we will begin our meeting.

You will remember that we adjourned the hearing of Mr. Rodgers’ case
until November 25. However, Mr. Rodgers has visited almost all of us and told
us why he felt he was unjustly treated. I think perhaps we should hear from
Mr. Rodgers today before we come to any conclusion. Is it the wish of this
committee to hear from Mr. Rodgers at this time?

Mr. OLsoN: I move that we hear him now, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CaMERON (High Park): Mr. Chairman, would it be proper for us to
hear from Mr. Rodgers at this time in view of the fact there is no representa-
tive present from the press gallery?

The CHAIRMAN: I agree that the representative from the press gallery
should be present at this hearing. I was informed that there may or may not
be a representative here.

Mr. CaMERON (High Park): Is there any objection voiced on behalf of the
press gallery?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: If the executive of the press gallery wish to present some
objection to this committee I am quite prepared to hear that objection.

Mr. CaMmeERON (High Park): I have no objection to hearing from Mr.
Rodgers at this time, but I do raise a point of order. I am not sure that we
should follow this course. Normally the parties to both sides of a case are
in attendance.

The CHAIRMAN: You are right in that regard.

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, in this case both parties have been informed,
which is more than happened in respect of our last meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: I instructed someone to inform both parties to this case
before the last meeting. Unfortunately that individual was in contact with
only one party to this case.

Mr. MOREAU: Mr. Chairman, at our last meeting we agreed that we would
consider this case on November 25, and it seems to me that we are reversing
our position at this stage. I do not have any particular objection, but I point
out that we decided to consider this situation on November 25.

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, we made that decision without informing Mr.
Rodgers. Therefore we have no idea whether that date is convenient to him.

The CHAIRMAN: It was my understanding at our last meeting that Mr.
Rodgers had been informed of this fact. I learned the following morning that
he had not been informed.

Mr. CaMErRON (High Park): Mr. Chairman, Mr. Rodgers is present at
this time. Perhaps he can tell us whether he can attend on November 25.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the consensus of this committee that we hear Mr,
Rodgers this morning?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. CameroN (High Park): I am opposed, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MoreAuU: Is there a motion to that effect, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Howarp: I move that we hear Mr. Rodgers, Mr. Chairman.

117
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Mr. CHRETIEN: I second that motion, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Howard, seconded by Mr.
Chretien, that Mr. Rodgers be heard this morning. Is there any objection to
this procedure?

Mr. MORE: Mr. Chairman, I think we are now in an unfortunate position.
We made arrangements last week to hear this case on November 25. Unfor-
tunately, we did not contact Mr. Rodgers in this respect, so he quite properly
can object. I think we should hear him this morning only on the point of the
delay, and what effect this delay will have on his position. I do not think we
should listen to his complete case this morning in view of the arrangements
we made last week.

The CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of the motion raise your hands.

All those against the motion please raise your hands?

I declare the motion carried. We will hear from Mr. Rodgers.

I have some correspondence in my possession but I think I should allow
Mr. Rodgers to explain his position.

Mr. RAYMOND SPENCER RODGERS: Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
I agree fully with the sentiment that the case should not be disposed of until
the press gallery has had an opportunity to present its views, so that all I am
going to do is make a very brief statement which will take approximately five
minutes. I first will explain why I have asked for an earlier hearing and then,
if I may humbly suggest Mr. Chairman, the press gallery is meeting this after-
noon to determine its position, so this committee could perhaps consider this
matter finally on Thursday, at which time the press gallery will be able to state
its side.

As I have said, all I intend to do is put a very brief statement on the record
today. A

The reason I have asked for an earlier hearing has been set out in a
letter addressed to the Chairman. The reason largely involves a personal prob-
lem which I do not think I should go into deeply. Briefly, I have illness in the
family which may require me to be away on November 25.

Secondly, the position of the press gallery can be explained by any member
of the executive. The position of the press gallery will be decided by a mem-
bership meeting this afternoon. I do not feel the president himself necessarily
should present the point of view of the press gallery. This view can be
expressed just as well by the secretary.

I will now read what I feel should be placed on the record and no more.

The press gallery rejected my application for associate membership. Dr.
Ollivier testified at a committee meeting held last year, stating that there is a
right of appeal to the Speaker as the impartial custodian of the parliament
buildings. I have appealed to the Speaker. The Speaker first wants a lengthy
study made of the whole question of press gallery reform.

As a working journalist, I meanwhile require the use of press facilities,
I am asking this committee, and thus the House of Commons, to give me
access to press facilities pending final determination by the Speaker whether
at this session, the interim between this and the next session, or perhaps some-
time during the next session. I bare this request, and my case for final deter-
mination, on the practice prevailing in other parliaments similar to that of
Canada. For example, as stated to me in a letter from the Australian press
gallery:

We . . . give full-time membership to any newspaperman working
in the press gallery whether he is part-time or fully employed by any
organization. We have four members of the gallery who work for them-
selves. They run small services of their own and are not connected with
any of the news or radio organizations.
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My position is that I write from one to three articles a week for my news-
paper and am in frequent touch by phone as news arises. This is more “copy”
as newspapermen call it, than is written by many gallery members. Obviously
more than is written for Weekend, Time, Saturday Night, Maclean’s and the
Family Herald. I spend four afternoons and one morning each week at parlia-
ment.

This folder contains my work over the last few months and it may be
compared, for example with the contribution made by Mr. McKeown, a member
of the press gallery whom I respect very highly, who has written a number
of articles for the Weekend magazine this year which can perhaps be counted
on one or two hands.

(Translation)

In addition to my legal position with regard to the press gallery, I would
like to draw the committee’s attention to the consequences arising from my
exclusion from the press gallery.

In the first place, the gallery arrogates to itself the right to determine the
choice of a newspaper correspondent.

Secondly, the result is exclusion of a point of view which is not sufficiently
represented among English-speaking journalists—notably, Canadian economic
independence.

I spend each afternoon in Parliament for my newspaper. I have as much
right as any other correspondent to press releases, etc.

I have no wish to be a member of the press gallery association—I only
want to be treated as a member and granted the facilities of a member.

I would prefer to answer all questions in English, for I wish to be precise.

(Text)

The CHAmRMAN: Is it true that the Speaker allowed you a place in the
diplomatic gallery?

Mr. RopbGers: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Speaker Michener when this matter
first arose placed me back in the press gallery itself. When Mr. Speaker Lam-
bert came into office he expected this matter would be settled by parliament,
and rather than antagonize the press gallery or the executive of the press
gallery—and I wish to make that distinction there—Mr. Lambert placed me in
the diplomatic gallery. I have remained there since. Mr. Speaker Macnaughton
also gave me this right.

The CHAIRMAN: So you do have a place where you can listen and receive
press releases?

Mr. RopGers: I do not receive press releases, sir.

The CHAIRMAN: You do not receive press releases?

Mr. RopGgers: No. When statements are made in the House of Commons,
as all hon. members are aware, usually the assistant of the minister goes to
the press gallery part of the chamber and distributes the press releases. I do
not receive these releases, sir.

Mr. Moreav: Is it your understanding that Mr. Lambert treated this matter
as he did because he did not want to antagonize the executive of the press
gallery?

Mr. Ropbgers: Sir, Mr. Lambert thought there would have been action
taken by parliament before this time and on that basis did not want to antagon-
ize the press gallery or upset the situation. I do not impute any motive other
than that to Mr. Lambert, sir, if that is what you have in mind.

I make the following statement without notes, but perhaps I could help

this committee by simply pointing out the two main arguments whxch the
press gallery uses against my application.
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The first argument is that there is a space problem. They maintain that
the facilities in the press gallery are very crowded. I maintain that this is in-
correct for a number of reasons. For example, only a few months ago the press
gallery, at the time when Mr. Lambert was Speaker, was offered use of
extended facilities in the west block. I believe that 20 members wished to
accept that offer. The press gallery executive, however, chose to turn down
this offer. In view of this, I do not see how they can argue a space problem.

Secondly, what I am really after is a press release box approximately 20
cubic inches in size where various press releases are placed. From the point
of view of space, the matter of supplying me with a box 20 cubic inches in
size is not a very onerous thing. In addition, there is the fact that although
the press gallery has approximately 100 members in fact half of them are not
there every day; some of them very rarely are there.

If the press gallery was to be reorganized in a manner in keeping with
press galleries in other parliaments, at Washington or at the United Nations
where I have had the privilege of working, there would be no space problem.
In our press gallery each member has his own private desk. At the United
Nations, Washington, and other parliaments, there is instead simply a large
room with a number of tables and typewriters. Anyone can go in and use one
of these. There are many reasons why the space argument does not hold up.

The second argument they use against me, vis-a-vis the Speaker and the
committee, and therefore vis-a-vis the house, is that it would be very dangerous
for politicians to determine who should not use the press gallery. I agree with
this principle myself. I think it is dangerous. But there is an analogy to the law
which needs to be considered here. Parliamentarians first implement statutes
and a politician, the Prime Minister, appoints judges. From there onwards the
politicians have no say in how the judges interpret law. Necessarily the legis-
lature has to first establish the system under which law can operate. I agree
with Mr. Pickersgill’s remark last year in this committee that it would be very
unsound if politicians were to start bringing pressure to have people pushed
in or out of the gallery. But surely it is not dangerous with politicians—and I
use the word with respect because I believe it is a very good word—when they
seek to get somebody into the gallery; this is different from trying to exclude
somebody from the gallery.

Basically I am arguing that the system in Canada whereby the press itself
determines who shall be in the gallery is very unsound, and that at some stage
politicians have to look at this and advise the Speaker in respect of a more
proper procedure. In other parliaments this situation does not prevail. To the
best of my knowledge Canada is the only parliament in the parliamentary
democracies where the press gallery itself has the final say as to who should
be in the gallery. We have had testimony from Dr. Ollivier that this is not
sound legally, and that the final say is that of the Speaker. What I am attempt-
ing to do is reassert this legal position.

Let me explain why it is just as dangerous for the press to be able to
exclude other persons from the press gallery as it would be for politicians. The
reason is very obvious. Perhaps I might inject a slight note of humour. Mr.
Clement Brown, past president of the press gallery, a few weeks ago wrote an
article in which he said it is very improper for members of parliament to deter-
mine whether Creditistes should have a place in parliament. My argument is
that it is equally improper for members of the press gallery to determine
whether or not a competitor shall have access to the space facilities.

I have said that it is unsound for members of the press to keep others out,
and that it is unsound for parliamentarians to be involved in these affairs. What
is the answer? An impartial person who will make a final determination. In
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the British parliament it is made by the speaker. The same thing prevails in
South Africa, Australia and New Zealand. I believe in Eire there is something
closer to our Canadian pattern.

At the United Nations, where I have been a correspondent, I have to go to
a secretariat official who is impartial; he is neither a politician, a diplomat, nor
a member of the press gallery. One would go to him and say, “Gentlemen, I
write this kind of copy for my newspaper; I am a legitimate correspondent; I
ask for access to the press gallery.” All I ask is that we do the same thing in
Canada. A correspondent may first apply to the press gallery—I do not object
to that—but if he is turned down there should be right of appeal to the Speaker.
That is really the essence of my argument.

Mr. OLsoN: Have you presented some official credentials to the Speaker?

Mr. Robcers: Yes, sir. Last year my newspaper wrote a letter to the then
committee chairman and asked for an opportunity to appear before the com-
mittee; and they are willing to appear at this time. I have a letter in my file
which I will show the clerk. I believe the chairman also has received a letter
this morning.

The CHAIRMAN: I received a letter from Mr. Larry N. Smith, managing
editor of The St. Catharines Standard asking for admission of Mr. Rodgers to
the press gallery.

Mr. TurNER: Would you read the letter?

The CHAIRMAN: If it is your wish, I will read the letter:

I hope you will allow me the liberty of directing this letter to you
on a matter which is of some concern to my newspaper.

I have heard this week, through stories in the press and by a
telephone conversation with Raymond Rodgers, that your committee will
be meeting again on November 25 to discuss the problem of Mr. Rodgers’
request for associate membership in the parliamentary press gallery.

Mr. Rodgers, as you are aware, is a part time parliamentary cor-
respondent and columnist for this daily newspaper of 29,000 circulation
serving Lincoln county and other parts of the Niagara peninsula. He
writes a long weekly article for us, as well as occasional special articles
when events arise in Ottawa concerning this area and its people.

I must make clear that he does not report the daily parliamentary
debates for this newspaper, nor has it ever been claimed that he does.
For a newspaper of our size, already subscribing to two major news
services, it would be uneconomic to have a full time correspondent
covering daily debates. However, it is most valuable to such a newspaper
to have a person who will write a regular column, reflecting current
issues, as well as specific stories on federal matters of local implication,
from auto parts imports to fruit crops and canal and seaway problems.
Thus he supplements the regular news reports, and gives our readers
not only opinion but detailed background on specific subjects.

Mr. Rodgers is paid on a part time basis for the work he does—a
basic retainer, and extra for extra work. It would be improper for me
to suggest to the gallery executive that he is a full time employee, on
our payroll, making his main livelihood from writing for us. By the
same token, we also purchase a three-times-a-week column from an-
other writer in Ottawa who happens to be a member of the press
gallery yet who, of course, is only part time as far as we are concerned.
I have often wondered whether, if Mr. Rodgers were able to sell his
services to several additional papers, he would then be allowed to join
the gallery.
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If Mr. Rodgers is denied access to the various gallery facilities—
especially the press releases which are distributed only there—his
value to any newspaper obviously becomes less. Thus a small newspaper,
wishing to provide its readers with an extra voice from Ottawa, on na-
tional affairs, is either denied this right, or must purchase this service
from someone already in the gallery and, presumably, on the payroll of
some other newspaper.

I am most grateful to the various Speakers who have provided
temporary facilities for Mr. Rodgers to carry on his work. And I am most
grateful to the House of Commons, and the committee of which you
are chairman, for taking this very intricate problem under consideration.
If there is any further information which I can provide for you, I am
only too glad to do so.

Respectfully yours,
Larry N. Smith,
Managing Editor.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): As a premise for your remarks you mentioned
that the opposition to you in the press gallery was based on an illness in your
family. That appears to me to be entirely irrelevant to what we have under
consideration.

Mr. Ropgers: It would be very difficult for me to wait until November 25,
because my mother-in-law and father-in-law are terminal cases of cancer and
are expected to pass away very soon.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): It was suggested that it had something to do
with the press gallery opposition.

Mr. RopGgers: No, no.
Mr. CAMERON (High Park): It appeared to me to be entirely irrelevant.

Mr. Robcers: No. It is relevant to whether or not I should be here on
November 25.

The CHAIRMAN: Have you any objection to Mr. Fisher speaking? He is
not a member of the committee. He has been replaced by Mr Peters, and he
will be brought back this morning.

Mr. FisHErR: On the question of allowing me an opportunity of asking
questions through another member, I am not a member of the committee, be-
cause I understood the committee was going to go on with the chief electoral
officer, and I was not interested in that. But I have some questions to ask,
if it is agreeable.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any objections?

Mr. MAcQUARRIE: I have a general observation to make. It would be very
helpful to all of us, when the agenda items are altered between meetings, if
the members were informed. I have come here today to discuss matters with
Mr. Castonguay. I see that he along with Mr. Anglin are present. On the
specific matter before us I have no objection, but I think we should get
unanimous consent, and advise the members what is coming up in an informal
way. However, since Mr, Fisher is here, I have no objection.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there unanimous consent for Mr. Fisher to put his
questions?

Mr. TurNER: I have no objection to Mr. Fisher acting on a roving com-
mission, but I would also echo what Mr. Macquarrie said. I am not prepared
this morning to finish this hearing at all. If you are going to call press gallery
representatives, then I would like to exercise my right as a member of the
committee to recall Mr. Rodgers for further questioning if we need him,
before we decide this matter.
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The CHAIRMAN: Is there any objection to Mr. Fisher?

Mr. FisHER: Are you familiar with the constitution of the Canadian par-
liamentary press gallery?

Mr. RopGers: Yes, I am fairly familiar with it.

Mr. FisHErR: Did you under article II (g) thereof make application for
associate membership?

Mr. Ropgers: Yes, I did.

Mr. FisHErR: Who informed you that you were not acceptable as a member,
and what reasons were stated?

Mr. RopGers: I was informed, if I remember rightly—because this goes
back to the spring or early summer of 1962—by a very terse note on behalf
of the executive, giving no reason why I was excluded. But since then there
have been a number of reasons given, which I mentioned earlier today, such
as the so-called space problem. I have forgotten what the other one was.

Mr. FisHER: You applied for associate membership as distinct from active
membership?

Mr. Ropcers: Oh yes, I applied for associate membership, because I felt
that since I was only a half time correspondent—I use that term rather than
part time correspondent—I did not require a desk. Moreover, it is the desk
which presents the real space problem to the extent that a space problem does
exist. Therefore I only applied for associate membership because this does not
include the use of a desk.

Mr. Brown, I think it was, last year told the committee that there was
no such a thing as an associate member and that there have not been any
for some years. But if you will look at the 1959 Parliamentary Guide you will
find eight to ten associate members listed. Moreover, when I first came to the
gallery in early 1960, I came as an associate member.

The CHAIRMAN: Are they still there?

Mr. RobGers: No, there are only three now, and they happen to be the
editors of the local newspapers.

Mr. FisHER: Under article II of the constitution of the Canadian press
gallery, it is stated.

(g) Associate Membership may be granted, as a courtesy, on recom-
mendation of the Executive Committee, approved by a two-thirds
vote at a General Meeting of the Gallery, to persons not qualified
for active membership under Article II (a), but whose journalistic
duties cannot consist of writing or broadcasting reports or comment
on parliamentary or government affairs, providing:

1. A week’s notice of any application for associate membership
shall be posted on the Gallery notice board.

2. Notwithstanding the terms of Article VII, a two-thirds vote of
those present at a General Meeting of the Gallery shall be
required to grant an associate membership.

Associate Membership shall entitle the holder, on payment of an
annual fee of $10, to such facilities as may be extended by the
Executive Committee at its discretion and which may include reason-
able access to the Gallery premises, admission to press conferences,
use of Gallery stationery, telephones and mail boxes; but not the
right to attend or vote at meetings, to run for or be elected to office,
to admission to the lobbies of the House of Commons, to desk space
in the press room nor to a specific seat in the Press Galleries of the
Senate and House of Commons.
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I would like to ask you with respect to this entitlement set out under
associate members and non-continuing associate members if associate mem-
bership as set out in this constitution would be adequate for the purposes that
you wish?

Mr. RopGers: Yes, I think so except for one thing, that I do not see
the distinction as to exclusion from the lobby, because if a correspondent wishes
to speak quickly to a parliamentarian on a particular matter of interest, it is
advantageous to be able to do so in the lobby. For example, Mr. McNulty may
raise a question or something having to do with the St. Catharines area, and
I would have to send a messenger into the house to ask him if he would be good
enough to come out and see me outside. On the other point, if the reforms which
I mentioned briefly earlier were implemented, that is, if our gallery were organ-
ized along the lines of the press gallery at Washington and elsewhere, then the
matter of the desk question would not be a problem. But in answer to your ques-
tion I would be perfectly satisfied with associate membership in the press
gallery.

Mr. FisHER: Was there a vote of the members of the press gallery member-
ship taken? Were you informed that there was a vote by the general member-
ship of the press gallery with regard to your application?

Mr. Robgers: I specifically asked for an opportunity to appear before the
executive in order to explain my request for associate membership. But this was
denied to me. In addition, I was denied an opportunity to speak to the general
membership. And it was on this basis that I managed to get the Supreme
Court of Ontario to grant me an interim injunction against the press gallery,
not as a parliamentary institution but as a club or private organization. The
court was sufficiently impressed with the fact that I had been denied a hearing
by both the executive and the membership to grant an interim injunction. Since
Mr. Michener was out of town, it lasted until his return.

Mr. FisHeER: To your knowledge there has not been a vote by the general
membership of the committee under this section which I have read?

Mr. RopGers: To the best of my knowledge. However, Mr. Kelly is a
member of the press gallery who is present today, and perhaps he could
answer that question.

Mr. FisHER: No, you are the one who is being questioned.

Mr. RopGeErs: I was not at the membership meeting so I do not know; but
to the best of my knowledge there was no vote excluding me from the press
gallery.

Mr. FisHeErR: Are you aware of the distinction between associate member
and active membership?

Mr. RopGgers: I do not know what you mean.

Mr. FISHER: Are you aware of the terms set out in the constitution regard-
ing active members getting a majority, or a major proportion of their income
through writing or broadcasting parliamentary material?

Mr. Ropgers: I think that distinction is nonsense. After all, a man could
have a very good income from private investments yet under that constitution
he could not be a member of the press gallery. I know there are people in
the press gallery who make two or three times more money from outside
activities, and they in fact are not properly members under the constitution.
My whole point is that the situation is twofold. It is arbitrary, and I can cite
you several examples of that. But, my fundamental point goes beyond the
constitution, which is that there should be a right of appeal to the Speaker
regardless of what the constitution says.

In respect of the arbitrariness, in 1962 Mr. Clement Brown was the
president of the press gallery; he resigned from that position to run for
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parliament, which is a fine thing to do, but after he had run for parliament
he was reinstated as president of the press gallery without any vote being
taken on the subject by the membership committee. It seems to me that this
is an arbitrary and unconstitutional manner in which to operate.

Mr. FISHER: Are you suggesting that even as set up by this constitution
the affairs of the parliamentary press gallery as an institution, with an
executive, have not been conducted properly, or it has not in this specific
instance you mentioned?

Mr. RonGers: I feel it is not conducted properly in general, but I am
confining it to my own case.

I can cite documentary evidence to show that injustice has been done. I
am not here with a chip on my shoulder to plead injustice done to me. Perhaps
I can explain my motives in this manner; I apologize to the committee for
wasting the time of parliament on this matter, particularly when Canada is
in a crisis. I feel the erisis in which Canada has placed itself is because of our
tendency to follow the British tradition of muddling through. My case arose
because of certain muddling. If I can clarify one area of Canadian life, namely
the freedom of the press against the privilege of the press gallery, a part of
the muddiing through will be over with. This is my motive in being here,
namely to re-establish the fundamental legal principle that the Speaker should
make the final determination as to membership.

I have no objection to there being a press gallery club or a constitution.
I am the first to agree with the press gallery, that there has to be a line drawn
as they cannot let everyone in.

In a statement to the Canadian Press last Wednesday Mr. Connolley
implied that I am a professor, a housewife or some such thing. The important
thing is that the line be drawn at the right place. Anyone can see the amount
of copy I have supplied to my newspaper within the last few months. I am not
a dilettante; I am a working journalist. Although I agree the line has to be
drawn—they are drawing it in a funny place.

Mr. FisHeEr: Let us look now at another aspect of the argument. I am
going to express an opinion here which, I think, is shared by some of the
members. I do believe most of us recognize the Canadian parliamentary press
gallery as a private institution which is, it seems to me, analogous to a club.
I believe the only interest or responsibility we have in it is because of the
fact they administer public facilities which are paid for by the taxpayers.
There is a distinction in coming at it from this point of view and your point
of view. Implicit in your argument is that the Speaker should have the final
say about the membership of, as I understand it, a private organization.

Mr. RobceErs: No. My feeling is that the Speaker should have the final say
in respect of access to the press gallery facilities. Theoretically, I am not
asking for membership in the press gallery. I said earlier I would be content
with an associate membership in the press gallery association. But, this is not
what I am asking parliament or the Speaker; I am asking for access to press
gallery facilities. If they wish to make it a private club and exclude me I
cannot resent that any more than, say, the Rideau club excluding some of the
members who are here this morning. I am only asking for the facilities which
are paid for by the taxpayers in Canada.

Mr. FisHER: In respect of this question of facilities available, to your
knowledge is there any contribution made by the press gallery as a club in
financial terms to the facilities that are provided?

Mr. RopGERs: Yes. Each member pays $10 a year, in return for which the
taxpayers of Canada contribute something like $100,000 a year.

This week, Mr. Connolly, the president of the press gallery, is in Europe
very largely at the expense of the taxpayers of Canada and yet I, as a cor-

respondent of a daily newspaper, cannot get $1 worth of press releases.
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Mr. OLsoN: Sometime ago the question under consideration was spelled
out very clearly in the committee

At page 29 of the committee hearings held last year Dr. Ollivier was asked
by a member of the committee—

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Olson, if I may interrupt, I do not think you can bring
forward what went on in the committee last year.

Mr. OLsoN: Surely some of the official evidence which was given at that
time is valid in this case.

The CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that you cannot bring up again
the evidence which was heard in that committee. We were not directed to this
by the house.

Mr. Howarp: I would like to object to your ruling, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Authority was not delegated to us by the house and you
are referring to things of the past. Since then there has been a change of
government and it is my understanding that we cannot bring it forward.

Mr. Howarp: I do not think Mr. Olson is trying to bring back the past;
that is not possible, but to refer to what happened before with respect to this
particular item is surely in order You cannot exclude everything that ever
happened. We have spent the entire morning so far with Mr. Rodgers answering
questions and explaining in an initial way about things that happened in the
past, and this refers to one of them.

The CHAIRMAN: But—

Mr. Howagrp: Please let me finish. I think Mr. Olson has a perfect right
to make reference to what transpired in the privileges and elections committee
last year in respect of the particular subject matter which is now before us.

Mr. OLsoN: My reason for bringing it up is that I take objection to the
line of argument being made here today that we should conduct ourselves and
make our decision on the basis of what is acceptable to the press gallery
association respecting the contravening of their constitution. When Dr. Ollivier,
counsel to the Speaker and other members of parliament, was asked in this
committee what his interpretation was of the control and so on of the press
gallery, he said this—

Mr. MoOREAU: On the point of order, Mr. Chairman, surely this evidence
is quite relevant to the argument and, therefore, quite admissible. Even in
the house reference is made to Hansard of the past. It is my opinion that
official testimony given by Dr. Ollivier should not be excluded. If it is in the
records of a previous committee hearing it should be quite relevant to the
proceedings today.

Mr. OLsoN: I am quite sure that reference will be made to this again and
I would like to read it because it clears up the matter, as far as I am concerned,
where the ultimate or end responsibility lies.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, if the members of the committee wish to make
reference to that I have no personal objection. I was looking at Beauchesne’s
fourth edition, paragraph 320, article (4), which says:

A committee cannot report the evidence taken before a similar
committee in a previous session, except as a paper in the appendix,
unless it receives authority from the house to consider it.

Mr. MACQUARRIE: But we are not reporting to the house.

Mr. Howarp: Mr. Olson is making reference to it as an individual member
of the committee; he is not asking the committee to report to the house on
this evidence.

The CuairkmaNn: Well, I have no personal objection.
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Mr. TURNER: Mr. Olson is endeavouring to refer us back to the relevant
line of inquiry and, to illustrate, he is reciting the evidence given by Dr. Olli-
vier, the parliamentary counsel.

Mr. OrLson: Dr. Ollivier said:

All the galleries of the House of Commons are under the control of the
house. No exception is made for the one reserved for the representatives
of the press. If any member takes notice of strangers being present,
Mr. Speaker could put the question under standing order 13 that
strangers be ordered to withdraw and the members of the press gallery
would have to leave just the same as the occupants of the other gal-
leries. Mr. Speaker may direct the Sergeant-at-Arms to issue cards
allowing people to sit in any of the galleries. The fact that, under a
tacit understanding, galleries have been reserved for the Senate, the
officials, the press representatives, and so on, has no effect whatever
on the Speaker’s authority which extends over the precincts of the
house and all the rooms used by persons connected with the house and
its various services. The members_of the press gallery cannot be denied
the right to form an association from which they may exclude any-
body, but they overstep their privileges when they endeavour to prevent
a duly accredited representative of a newspaper from using for his work
the premises set aside by the House of Commons for newspaper reporters.

My point, Mr. Chairman, is that when we consider this matter we may
agree that we are not going to finally decide it today, but when we do con-
sider it and do finally decide what we are going to do with this case, what
is in the constitution of the press gallery is irrelevant. We have to concern
ourselves with the control of the press gallery as exercised by the house.
Here is the official testimony of Dr. Ollivier respecting the control that the
Speaker and ultimately the house shall have over all of the galleries including
the press gallery.

Mr. RopGers: I have to correct Mr. Olson, if I may. Those words you
quoted were the words of Mr. Beauchesne, not those of Dr. Ollivier. Dr. Olli-
vier was repeating them, and I presume adopting them for himself.

My second point is that while I agree that this matter should finally be
determined either by the Speaker or the committee later, I do urgently re-
quest that this week, perhaps after the gallery has been heard on Thursday,
I be given temporary access to the press gallery without prejudice to any
final determination. This I must ask for the reasons I have given before.

Mr. Turner: Well, Mr. Chairman, with respect to the last remark by
Mr. Rodgers, I sympathize, as does every member, with his personal problems
of his family’s sickness, but it is not up to the witness to decide when the
committee should bring down its decision.

Mr. Ropgers: I am sorry, I did not mean that. What I meant, in agreement
with members, was that the press gallery should have a full opportunity to
state their side, and I believe they are meeting this afternoon to decide their
position. I trust some determination can be made speedily after that.

Mr. Mogre: You said you came to the press gallery as an associate member.
How did you lose your status?

Mr. Ropcers: I became a full member very shortly thereafter.

Mr. Turner: Has Mr. Fisher concluded his questioning?

Mr. Fisuer: Yes, I have concluded my questioning. I just wanted to get
from Mr. Rodgers the relationship with the gallery and its constitution. I do
not think that what we will hear from the press gallery will be particularly
relevant to the problem either. I do not think the line I was f i
particularly relevant. oo e
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Mr. TurRNER: On the basis that, relevant or not, we may have to refer to
this constitution, I wondered whether members of the committee might be
furnished in the future with a copy of it. I also wondered, since in answer to
Mr. Fisher’s question Mr. Rodgers said he made application for associate mem-
bership and was refused, whether Mr. Rodgers could furnish a copy of the
application and of the refusal.

Mr. RopGeERs: I am not sure I made a carbon copy of my application, but
I will look through my files and if I have it I will deposit it with the clerk
of the committee immediately after the meeting.

Mr. TURNER: And would you perhaps have a copy of the transcript of the
court proceedings?

Mr. RopGers: I have it with me now.

Mr. TurNER: Could you deposit it with the clerk of the committee, since
you referred to it, please?

Mr. Moreau: I would like to ask one question: what is your profession,
Mr. Rodgers?

Mr. RopGERs: In addition to being part time or half time correspondent, I
also have a small publishing company which publishes paperbacks related to
parliamentary matters. I could therefore even, if I wanted to, construct an
argument that I am full time on parliament hill. I also do a certain amount of
freelance broadcasting, and I write. I have written three books. My only other
occupation is that of militia staff officer. As you can see, I am half dressed to go
to parade tonight—but this is not a relevant part of my income.

Mr. Moreau: Your main source of income would then be from your
writing?

Mr. RobGERs: Yes, writing, broadcasting and publishing. Let me make it
very clear, gentlemen. I am not a lobbyist. I represent no companies, although
I do know another member of the press gallery who does. I am not a public
relations consultant, or any of these things. I am strictly a publisher and a pub-
licist.

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Rodgers, whoever decides whether you are to have access
to the press gallery or to the physical features of the press gallery, whether it
be this committee in its recommendation to the Speaker or whether it be the
Speaker himself, or whether it be membership in the gallery, the club, some-
one is going to have to decide on allocation of space and someone is going to
have to decide the priority of space. What are your views on the allocation
of space as between a full time and part time representative of a newspaper?

Mr. RopGERS: As I have explained earlier, I do not think that is really a
problem, and I say this in full honesty and having given a great deal of thought
to it. There really is no problem of space. Should I mention again briefly why
I feel this is so? It is simply this, that first of all the main thing that I am
asking for is a press release box, which is some twenty cubic inches, and if
necessary they could have these running the entire length of the press gallery
wall. Secondly, I asked for the opportunity to go into the press gallery within
the chamber of the House of Commons. Any of you gentlemen will note that
except at question time the gallery is almost empty, and even at quesion time
there is plenty of standing room. They could pack in twice as many corre-
spondents if they wished.

Another point which has been mentioned to me by a member of the press
gallery who happens to be present in this room, is a very relevant point with
which I fully agree. I do not want to embarrass him and mention his name,
but his point is that the press gallery should not have to do the job of other
officials in solving the space problem. His view is that the press gallery should
admit any legitimate correspondent duly accredited, and if there is a space
problem, this is a matter for the gallery to solve in consultation with the
Speaker.
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As I mentioned earlier, during Mr. Lambert’s tenure, he made an offer
to extend the facilities in the west block. The press gallery chose to turn down
that offer. They cannot, on the one hand, turn down an offer of extra space, and
then come and argue that they cannot let me in because there is a space prob-
lem.

The CHAIRMAN: It is 11 o’clock and the house sits at 11 this morning. We
will have to adjourn until 3 o’clock this afternoon in this room.

AFTERNOON SESSION

Tuesday, Nov. 12, 1963

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum.

I wonder if we should not reduce the quorum from the present number
as it seems rather difficult for people to arrive on time for the meeting. Is
it your opinion that we should reduce the quorum?

Mr. Moreau: We had very short notice of a sitting this afternoon, Mr.
Chairman, and some of us found it a little difficult to change our activities
to enable us to be here. I myself wanted very much to be here for 3 o’clock,
but I was unable to arrange my commitments in such a way that I could do
so. I do not know whether we need to reduce the quorum; I do think we need
a little more notice of the time of the sitting in future.

The CHAIRMAN: Then we will proceed with the business the steering
committee decided we should deal with. The first matter we should discuss
this afternoon is the permanent list. We have to make a decision on this
in order that Mr. Castonguay may go ahead with the rest of his amendments.

This matter has been discussed in the past, and it can be discussed again
today. I hope we will be able to make a decision on it so we can follow
the rest of the amendments which have been proposed by Mr. Castonguay.

Mr. DroulN (Interpretation): It is with regret that I say the ideas
submitted by Mr. Castonguay at the last meeting of the committee are not
agreeable to me, and I move that we should not proceed with discussion
of the advisability of producing a permanent list. I do not think we should
proceed with that at all in view of Mr. Castonguay’s previous evidence.

The CHAIRMAN (Interpretation): Is this the general opinion? Do you
feel that we should stop talking about the permanent list right now and
come back to it at some time in the future?

(Text)

Mr. MoOREAU: Would it be in order to recommend that this matter of a
permanent list be referred to the federal-provincial conference in view of
the fact that perhaps the province would share in the costs? Perhaps Mr.
Castonguay would comment on that?

Mr. Howarp: I do not know if I understand clearly or not. I thought the
motion was that we should not proceed with the discussion relative to the
permanent list, as distinct from a negative motion to propose the establishment
of such a list.

The CHARMAN: That is right. The motion is that we should not proceed
with discussion on the permanent list at the present time.

Mr. Howagrp: Implicit in that, I think, is the understanding that we should
come back to it again at a later date. If this is the understanding then I think
it is incorrect because it puts the committee in an awkward position. Mr.
Castonguay has explained to the steering committee and to other meetings of
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this committee in years past, every time the question of a voters’ list arises
and we proceed section by section on the Canada Election Act, we have to
discuss all over again the method of presentation of the voters’ lists.

For these reasons I think we should not even table the motion; the motion
should be withdrawn by the hon. member who made it so we can come to a
conclusion about this particular question.

The CHAIRMAN: About the permanent list?

Mr. HowaARp: Yes.

While I am dealing with this subject, perhaps I could suggest that we are
dealing with this the wrong way round. The question of a permanent list is
to me only of secondary importance to other things. Other things are far
more important for our consideration. Once we make decisions about -those,
then we automatically look at the question of the permanent list and whether
it will assist in putting those other things into effect:. I am thinking particularly
of absentee voting, of which I have been an advocate since I have been
involved in elections. I think you and I, Mr. Chairman, came to an agreement
in years past in the committee that an absentee system of voting would be
helpful to the people of Canada.

What we should be dealing with, I think, is whether or not we should have
a system of absentee voting which would let a voter cast his ballot for his
home town community even though on election day he may be 500 miles distant
or even at the other end of the country. I think we should be discussing the
principal question of the possibility of working with the provinces, and con-
sequently with municipalities, for the establishment of a set of rules which will
allow for one list to be used throughout. When we have come to some con-
;:jlst:sion about that we can then see where we stand with regard to a permanent

I think we should be dealing with the key issues first rather than with
the secondary issue of the permanent list.

Mr. MoreaU: Surely this is a matter of procedure. It is the duty of the
steering committee of this committee to determine the order of business in
the committee, unless there is something particularly urgent. Parliament, under
the constitution, has the responsibility for revising, or at least looking at, the
Canada Elections Act; and we should perhaps be very anxious to do this in
view of the fact that we are a minority parliament and may have to face an
election at any time. We therefore have a real responsibility to carry through
a revision of the election act as quickly as possible.

Mr. TUuRNER: Mr. Chairman, while I agree with what Mr. Howard says
about the necessity for deciding the question of a permanent list, I disagree
with his priority. From the way the act is drawn, it would seem that this com-
mittee must decide and face up to the initial question of whether or not we
are going to recommend a permanent list.

It would be pointless to deal with other sections of the act because the
whole statute is based on a mechanic that implies the enumeration system
rather than the permanent list. As I understood the chief electoral officer at
the last session, he could not recommend to the committee what the amend-
ments should be to the Canada Elections Act until he received instructions
from the committee as to the basis of enumeration and until he was told whether
it was to be enumeration in the process of a writ of election or whether it was
to be a permanent list.

If T understood the chief electoral officer correctly, we have to dispose of
that question first.

The CHARMAN: Will you clarify the situation, Mr. Castonguay?

Mr. CastoNGUAY: Mr. Chairman, I merely pointed out at the last meeting
that the procedure in the past has been the discussion of permanent lists and
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absentee voting methods, and this was first undertaken by the committee to
enable them to make an orderly study of the Canada Elections Act. Therefore
the decision to be made is on permanent lists and on absentee voting; and then
the committee will be in a position to consider the amendments I have sub-
mitted to it.

Should the committee decide to adopt permanent lists and absentee voting,
a great many of my amendments would not stand up and there would have
to be new drafting for permanent lists and absentee voting. This is the proce-
dure that you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cameron, Mr. Howard and other members
may remember was followed by the committee in the past.

Mr. Mogre: Mr. Castonguay, if a permanent list is rejected does that mean
there cannot be any expansion of voting in regard to absentecism? I have in
mind people who are in hospital for example, and students in universities
who are entitled to vote either at their university or at home. If they take jobs
maybe 200 miles from their homes they are disfranchised under the act.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: My own view, Mr. Moreau, would be that these facilities
cannot be provided under our present elections act with the normal safeguards.
As I testified at the last meeting, absentee voting runs with a permanent list,
and the elector must apply to be registered, at which time he signs a registra-
tion form. The absentee voter registers on a form with his signature, which is
the acceptable safeguard for a postal or absentee vote.

As you realize, our six enumerators collecting ten million names do not
collect signatures. I do not know of any safeguard in this regard. I do not know
if the collecting of signatures is adequate because people who compare the
signatures are not handwriting experts. This matter of signatures is acceptable
in at least part of the electoral world.

I am presently convinced that under our present system one can extend
these privileges, but there can be no safeguards. For instance, if an election
was won with a majority of 200 and the official addition of the votes of a
candidate indicated that there were 800 postal ballots, I am sure that every
member of this committee would like to know whether these ballots were cast
by bona fide electors of their own districts. There is no assurance that these
votes actually come from the district.

In other electoral countries where they have permanent lists and absentee
voting people in these areas are satisfied with signatures. Here we have noth-
ing to assure us that these are ballots cast by electors of individuals con-
stituencies in other electoral districts and sent to the particular constituency.
I do not think anyone in this room would be very comfortable with a majority
of 300, having 800 postal ballots with no identification or safeguards.

Mr. MoreAaU: Referring to an earlier question, Mr. Castonguay, supposing
we were to take the position that this matter should be deferred perhaps until
after the next revision, and it seems to me in passing that nothing has been
done in regard to revisions, has anyone ever investigated the possibility of
having the provinces share in the cost and provision of mechanics to maintain
a permanent list

Mr. CasToNGUAY: There has been no detailed study or study of depth in
respect of this particular matter. I have discussed this with my provincial col-
leagues in the provincial electoral offices, but they cannot speak for their gov-
ernments. They would welcome some type of solution but they cannot originate
or initiate such a solution. There has been no study to my knowledge by anyone
of the academic world, and I am unable to find any publication which related
to such a study.

I have spoken to this committee before, and I know that our committees
have felt that they lacked something to study. I pointed out to the committee
at the last meeting that the difficulty arises from the fact that there has not been
an extended study of this matter.
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I have discussed this problem with various election officials and I have
formed certain views. This committee relies on my evidence and points of view,
but I am certain that there must be points of view other than mine.

Mr. Moreau: Mr. Castonguay, would you say that it would be worthy of
consideration that this committee propose the setting up of a dominion-pro-
vincial study of this matter so that we might gain something of value in respect
of a future revision of the act?

Mr. CAsTONGUAY: I think what would be gainful for the committee would
be the undertaking of a study in depth so that you would have some material
to study and consider.

I could use the Australian or New Zealand system to give you a helpful
comparison so that you may arrive at a conclusion. I found, prior to my trip to
Australia and New Zealand, that I thought their legislation was ideal, but
there is a great difference between looking at legislation and seeing its
application.

I was fortunate enough to have a discussion with those commissioners
regarding redistribution, and all the commissioners for redistribution in
Australia are either state electoral officers or commonwealth electoral officers
with perhaps one or two exceptions. I was able to get their views on the
problems.

If there was some study made so that this committee could actually
arrive at some conclusion the situation would be fine, but whether this could

be accomplished, as you suggest, I do not know. Someone must make a study
in this regard.

Mr. MoreAu: I would hate to see the idea abandoned, because we do not
have sufficient evidence on this subject, but it seems to me that it would
certainly be worthwhile to explore further into this problem. I do not know
whether this committee has the material or the wherewithal to make such
an exploration, but I wonder whether you might suggest some mechanism
whereby this study in depth could be carried out?

Mr. CASTONGUAY: You will recall that in 1955 the committee was given
terms of reference to study the methods of redistribution in Canada and in
other countries. They passed a resolution to undertake such a study so that
the committee could be in the position to consider methods of redistribution.
The government of that day accepted this resolution and somebody was
supposed to make this study, but the matter was never referred again to
the committee.

The committee members in 1955 felt that they had nothing to study and
recommended to the House of Commons that a study be undertaken. Whether
this recommendation is effective today or not I am afraid I do not know.
However, that is one precedent that I do recall.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): Have you any views Mr. Castonguay, as to
how this study could be carried out? You have given us the illustration of
Australia and New Zealand, but perhaps you could recommend a simple
and efficient way of making such a study.

Mr. CasTONGUAY: The great problem in respect of a permanent list is
keeping it up to date. I do not know of any other way of keeping such a
list up to date, effective and satisfactory than having at least one canvass
made per year. I do not know of any machinery that would simplify this
process. There is machinery designed to simplify the actual compilation of
such list once you get the information from each dwelling, but there has
been nothing designed, to my knowledge, that will affect this machinery
operation so that we will know that an individual has moved, died or just
reached the age of 21. That information has to be obtained by an actual check.
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In 1934 it was hoped that a legislation introduced then would solve the
problem. The responsibility was left to the electors to notify and register
any change in status. This procedure proved ineffective and the evidence is
in existence.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): Was there an enumeration in 1934?

Mr. CAsTONGUAY: There was a master list compiled in 1934, following
which any change in an elector’s status could only be given to the registrar,
during the first two weeks in June. One could not get on or off that list at
any other time. There was one revision made each year. There was no house
to house canvass attached to this list of 1934.

I do not know whether you have read the evidence given to the com-
mittee in 1936 and 1937 but a reading of that evidence will indicate that
no one was satisfied with that particular arrangement.

Mr. CameRON (High Park): I understand there was an enumeration in
1930; is that right?

Mr. CasTONGUAY: Our present system was in existence at that time
although we did not have the dual enumeration system.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): There was only one enumeration at that time

Mr. CASTONGUAY: There was only one enumeration. There is much evidence
of this difficulty which can be found, as I have pointed out to this committee.
We could make this study and explore the possibility of acquiring changes
in status through family allowance and old age pension registrations. This
would not involve privileged information, but we would still require a
minimum of one revision per year. Is the House of Commons prepared to
legislate compulsory registration? I am not speaking of compulsory voting but
compulsory registration. If we had compulsory registration with one revision
per year and a house to house canvass, taken together with these aids such
as learning changes in addresses from family allowance and old age pension
registrations, we might be able to reduce the cost, but I am convinced that
the cost is going to increase under our present system.

Mr. CameroN (High Park): Such a system would be better than our
present system; is that correct?

Mr. CasToNcuaY: I am not convinced of that fact. There is one other
great problem involved. If we embark on a new method of redistribution and
attempt to implement a permanent list of absentee voting and then have an
election, I am convinced that this would be the most chaotic election we have
had since confederation.

Mr. CameroN (High Park): I certainly agree with that suggestion.

Mr. CastoncuAaY: I think it is impossible to adopt a new system with our
current situation. I have discussed this with the electoral commissioners in
Australia and New Zealand, and they felt that in respect of the problem of
redistribution this would be impossible.

Mr. Moreau: I think we might all agree that the solution to this problem
should involve two stages. I am interested in exploring the mechanism this
committee may set up or recommend regarding a future study of the problem
of establishing a permanent list. I should not like to see the idea of establishing
such a list just die, but think that some study in depth should be initiated.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps this committee should suggest to the government
that Mr. Castonguay be instructed to carry out a study in respect of this
matter and report his results next year,

Mr. MAcQUARRIE: Mr. Chairman, I think that probably some of us are
in agreement with this suggestion. I am not sure we can even now decide what
we should recommend. Perhaps it might be a larger body than Mr. Castonguay,
if I might use that expression for such a fine figure of a man.
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Having listened to what has been said 1 am prepared to second the motion
which came before us, that perhaps we might apply ourselves to these recom-
mendations. I would hope before the session ends that we might be able to
give some thought to this very special subject, with some recommendations
thereto. However, for procedural purposes I think we should accomplish some-
thing before time overtakes us.

Mr. Moreau: Would you consent to have the motion replaced by one to
ask the government to set up a study into this problem and that it be removed
from the committee’s discussion at this time? However, it would at the same
time initiate something more concrete in the way of action on this question.

Mr. DroulN Interpretation (Translation equipment temporarily out of
order)

(Text)
Therefore, I move to simplify the motion.
The CHAIRMAN: Would you write it down?

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Chairman, I have one written up here. I might preface it
by saying I do not think the members of the committee have in any way
abandoned the idea of a permanent list but in view of the lack of information
before the committee and the fact we have to proceed with re-distribution at
this session as well I might suggest that the motion to the committee be as
follows:

Whereas the committee does not feel it has sufficient evidence before it
to enable it to decide whether to adopt and recommend a permanent
list of electors, moved that the question of such a permanent list of
electors be postponed for the purposes of the present revision of the
election act and that a study be undertaken under the chairmanship of
the chief electoral officer with a view to preparing a full report of his
findings on the subject and to state the argument in favour and against
the adoption of a permanent list of electors, the whole to be reported to
a subsequent meeting of this committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Have you it all written down?
A kMr. TurNER: Yes, but it is illegible. Perhaps the reporter would read it
ck.
3 Mr. DrouIN: Does it read better than it was said?
Mr. TurNER: I will be glad to decipher it for the clerk after, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN: Could you read back what he said?
Mr. DrouIN: (French) (no interpretation)

(Text)

Mr. TurNER: It is up to Mr. Castonguay to decide.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: I do not know that it is proper for me to suggest this.
I am only suggesting it because the members raised this question of exploring
the possibility of having joint roles with the provinces at two or three levels
of government. Unless the federal house shows any interest in this matter, some
direction and initiative for the exploration, it will be some time before the
provinces will be in a position to initiate it themselves. It may be that the
federal house would like this particular matter explored.

Mr. MoreAu: That would be my recommendation.

Mr. TurRNER: The Chairman said he is incapable of reading my resolution.
With the permission of my seconder I would add a term of reference to the study
to be undertaken; that the chief electoral officers of the provinces be approached
to participate in such a study.

Mr. CasTONGUAY: The governments really.
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Mr. TurNER: Yes, that the governments of the provinces be approached to
participate in such a study. Would that be satisfactory?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: I think if the terms of reference mention the chief elec-
toral officers, who are servants of the house or the legislatures, they are not
in a position to arrive at any concrete decision on this unless the government of
each province requests that their chief electoral officers participate in this.
I think the government of each province would have to show an interest in
this, and then we could ask their chief electoral officers to co-operate or assist
us in this study. I could not initiate it here unless parliament asked me to do it.

Mr. TURNER: Would it be your wish, Mr. Chairman, to adjourn the meeting
for five minutes so that a resolution could be drafted which might meet the
objections that have been taken to it?

The CHAIRMAN: If we give it back to you could you read it, Mr. Turner?

Mr. TurNER: Yes, I could read it but I do not guarantee to read it in the
same way as I read it the first time.

Mr. Morg: Mr. Chairman, if I understood what has been said correctly,
Mr. Castonguay has drafted amendments to the Canada Elections Act based
on the assumption that we are not going to accept a permanent voters list, as
a result of which the matter before us now is to decide whether we are going
to go ahead and deal with these draft amendments on this basis or not. In the
meantime, I think the other matter can be left; otherwise you are going to ask
Mr. Castonguay to do something which he is unable to do while the committee
is meeting on this.

Mr. MoReAU: Speaking for myself, and perhaps some other members of the
committee who are not entirely happy to leave this matter of the permanent
voters list completely out of this discussion unless there is some assurance that
something is going to be done about it, I think this is a vehicle whereby we
hope something would be done in the future. At the same time we recognize
that we are willing to abandon the subject at least for this revision. It was
on that basis the motion was made that we would initiate a study at least for
future discussion, which would allow us then to go on with the proposed
amendments to the elections act under the present system of enumeration. I do
not think this would in any way prejudice the discussion that is being put
forth in connection with this resolution, if we adopt such a motion.

Mr. MACQUARRIE: When the motion before us was seconded I thought we
would vote to defer this particular subject until we dealt with the amendments.
I do not know that we could now think of the terms of our recommendations in
respect of the permanent list; that is something we might do after we have dealt
with this. I thought it was a matter of deferment, and I think Mr. Moreau’s
suggestions were along that line as well.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps this will be a long term study.

Mr. TURNER: If there is a deferment and we go on to discuss the amend-
ments proposed by the chief electoral officer then it will have to be conclusive;
otherwise the amendments to the act will be academic.

Mr. Drouin (Interpretation): I do not believe we can have any serious
study in co-operation with our colleagues in the provinces if they have not
received instructions similar to those we have given Mr. Castonguay. Would
it not be proper to send a copy of our resolution to the people who prepare
the agenda for the federal-provincial conference so that we could have some
continuity in this regard and see that in the various provinces they could be
authorized to establish permanent voters’ lists, perhaps in consultation with
their federal colleagues?

(Text)
The CHAIRMAN: You have heard the question.
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Mr. TurNER: I can read this a little more clearly so that all members of
the committee will get the intent of it:
Whereas the committee does not feel it has sufficient evidence before it
to enable it to decide whether to recommend a permanent list of electors;
Moved that the question of such a permanent list be postponed for
the purpose of the present revision of the election act, and that a study
be undertaken under the chairmanship of the relief electoral officer for
the purpose of preparing a full report on the question of a permanent
voters’ list, and to report in favour or against adoption of such a list;
and that this committee recommend to the government that it approach
the governments of the provinces with a view to participation in such
a study, and with a view to canvassing the possibility of a joint election
list.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: Every time we have discussed joint permanent lists, we
have also discussed absentee voting. It is not only a study of voting lists, but
also the methods of absentee voting. They go hand in hand.

Mr, Howarp: Which has priority?
Mr. CasToNGUAY: We will let the committee decide.

Mr. TurNER: I would be prepared to add the words “the question of
absentee voting methods” to the words “permanent voters’ list” wherever that
appear in the resolution.

Mr. DrouIN (Interpretation): I am not ready to accept the motion of my
friend, Mr. Turner, when it includes a study of permanent lists and a study
of absentee voting. I think we can dispose of the second matter as early as
this year. I believe the two subjects do not go together.

(Text)

Mr. CasToNGUAY: A study in depth, of course, takes some time. Obviously,
when we begin to study this matter there are various methods which can be
applied at the same time as we have a permanent list. It would be better, I
think, to study the two matters at one and the same time. So far as I am con-
cerned personally, I feel that a study of permanent lists should also include a
study of the other records. In the past, members of the committee did not have
any more information on the methods of voting and these two matters were
together.

Mr. DrROUIN (Interpretation): Because of the explanation I will withdraw
my objection. I am ready to second Mr. Turner’s motion, even with the addi-
tion of absentee voting.

(Text)

Mr. Mogre: I think we just need a simple motion to deal with the amend-
ments before us. There may be more questions we would want to study after
going through the amendments. When we have gone through the amendments,
then we can make a recommendation to the house for a study on the basis of
the problems arising out of these amendments. I think this would be a pre-
mature motion at this time, and I oppose it.

The CHAIRMAN: There always will be an interim report which will be
made on this matter. It is up to you to decide.

Mr. More: If you pass this motion now and other questions arise, you
will have amendments later on to your report. It seems to me that the easiest
way is to leave this until the end.

The CHAIRMAN: Are we going to bring up the question of permanent lists
every time we come to decide something on the matter of voting lists?

Mr. MoRreaU: It seems to me this would mean we would never do any-
thing on permanent lists. I suggest if the committee members are ready, that we
~ote on the amendment.

TR
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Mr. Howarp: I do not have any great illusions about what is going to
result from this dominion-provincial-municipal proposal. I do not think much
will come out of it in the way of over-all agreement, at least in the fore-
seeable future. I do not think the study, if we do endorse it and if it is under-
taken, should be confined merely to the question of trying to work out some-
thing on a three level government basis, but that it should proceed inde-
pendently as well from our own point of view on the question of absentee
voting so far as the Canada Elections Act is concerned, and the question of a
permanent system of registration so that there is a safeguard to make sure
that the person who does vote by absentee vote is, in fact, what he claims to be.
This should be a two pronged study. I may have misunderstood the whole
purpose of this, but at this juncture I wonder if I might ask Mr. Castonguay
whether one of the reasons for his going to Australia was to confer with
his counterparts on the question of absentee voting and permanent lists?

Mr. CASTONGUAY: No; purely in respect of redistribution. As I pointed
out earlier, however, every commission is manned by the state electoral officer
and the commonwealth electoral officer, and, therefore in our discussions we
did get into permanent lists. I also had the advantage of being an observer at
a state election in Queensland where the state enjoys joint lists with the
commonwealth and I was able to see this in operation. I was there only less
than two weeks, and my primary purpose in being there was to study
distribution.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready to vote on the motion?

Mr. MoReaU: I was just going to say that I agree with Mr. More. I think
he made a very sensible suggestion. I believe the consensus of opinion is that
we are going to deal with the proposed amendments of the chief electoral
officer on the basis of the general system of preparing voters’ lists.

Mr. CaMERON (High Park): We should reserve our decision on this motion
in case we have some other suggestions to add to it. That is what we are going
to do, and I think that would be keeping the record straight; we are going to
proceed and listen to the suggestions made by the chief electoral officer on
that basis. I am simply suggesting that we should not take a vote at the
present time but that we should proceed on the basis suggested by Mr. More,
namely to listen to Mr. Castonguay’s suggestions on amendments of the
present act and on the present method of enumeration.

Mr. Mogre: I am going to move an amendment to that effect. I move that
we proceed to a study of the draft amendments to the Canada Elections Act
on the basis of our present act.

The CHAIRMAN: Would you write it down, please?

Mr. MoreaU: I do not see that the two motions are in conflict. This is what
we are going to do even if we pass this motion. I do not see that the amend-
ment is necessary.

Mr. PETERS; Why does the committee not decide that they have no inten-
tion of going ahead with this permanent list now? This committee is obviously
shelving the matter. Let us say fairly and squarely we have not got the guts
to go ahead. Why do we not say so?

The CHATRMAN: Some members want to go ahead and others do not. We
have to decide whether or not there is a majority in favour of going ahead
with this.

Mr. PeTERS: It seems to me there is no point in talking about these amend-
ments if they are not going to apply. If, at a later date, we have a permanent
list, we will not need these amendments. We will have to rewrite the whole
act to comply with the permanent list arrangement, and the absentee voting
as well. If that is the principle, whether we make a major change or whether
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we do not make it now, we cannot make it afterwards. It seems foolish to
postpone that decision, if you are going to have to make it next year. Let us
make it now.

The CHAIRMAN: Some of the amendments will go anyway whether or
not we have a permanent list. I have here a motion moved by Mr. Turner
seconded by Mr. Drouin. Have you a seconder for your amendment, Mr.
More? The amendment is that we proceed to deal with the proposed amend-
ments to the Canada Elections Act on the basis of our present act, and that
any further reference to the main motion be now deleted. Is there a seconder
for that? Mr. Cameron (High Park) seconds the amendment.

Mr. Howarp: Are you saying that that is in order?

The CrHAIRMAN: I think it is because it says that any further reference
to the motion be now deleted. It will be easier to vote right away and decide.
We will vote on the amendment first. Those in favour of the amendment?

Mr. Howarp: I would like some discussion on it first. I am opposed to
it on principle. As far as I am concerned, I think we do not make any refer-
ence to the initial motion of study, but the principal thing that should be in
our minds is how to take some steps to ensure that people in this country,
who by reason of their vocation or employment or because they are students
or because they are in hospitals or for some other reason, can be given an
opportunity to vote. There is an opportunity provided by way of additional
advance poll times, and an expansion will be made to include everybody to
vote in an advance poll, but we still disfranchise thousands of people in this
country who are not home on election day and who cannot possibly vote
unless they are home on election day.

In British Columbia we have an absentee system of voting. I would say
from memory that absentee voting ranges in some constituencies anywhere from
perhaps 2} per cent up to 9 or 10 per cent of the population who vote. This
is a fairly large chunk of voters and this is what we should be directing
our minds to; that is how to guarantee that these people have the right to
vote. That is my principal concern. I submit that the way we can do that,
th_e only way, with any guarantee of preservation of the fact that one person
yvxth one vote shall prevail and that he is in fact the person he claims to be,
is to institute a system which will give him the right to cast his ballot in
Halifax, if he happens to be there on election day, while he is registered at
the other end of the country, in Vancouver. We also want to ensure that
everyone in the country can exercise his right to elect his member of par-
ha!pent even though he may be away from home. Attached to it we want
to include the safeguards necessary to ensure that skulduggery does not take
place and that people are not voting when they are not entitled to vote, that
they are not voting in someone else’s name. We have this system in British
Columbia, and the safeguard is in a permanent electoral list. It is true that it
?uns pretty haphazardly mostly because we have a government in that prov-
ince that is not concerned with making regular revisions of the list. As Mr.
Ca.stonguay said is necessary in order to keep the list up to date. It is for
this reason primarily that I am opposed to this particular motion.

Mr. TurNER: To the amendment or to the motion?

Mr. Howarp: To the amendment if that is what we are dealing with. I
thought we might deal with that subject in that way because I feel that if
we put this question to a vote here we will lose it, and I would rather have
a study undertaken in the hope that we could put it into effect later on rather
than lose it entirely. For this reason I am opposed to the amendment as
moved. Our concern is to guarantee these people the right to vote.
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As far as the permanent list is concerned and working it out with the
provinces and municipalities, I do not have great hopes that this will come into
effect, that we will get any agreement among the provinces to put such a
system into effect.

Mr. MoReaU: On this question, I think the point Mr. Castonguay made
was very well taken, that we probably could not do both things in the same
election; that we could not have redistribution and a permanent voters’s list
coming in all at the same time. I think it was certainly with that idea in mind
that the original motion was proposed in the first place; that we would at least
initiate a study of the whole question so that we would be able to decide it
at a future date. We realize it would be most unwise to proceed with such a
system at this time, in a year when we are going to be faced with redistribu-
tion. To add to what Mr. Howard has said, I would certainly like to see the
study and I would be opposed to shelving the matter entirely because I think
it is a real problem and something we should look at.

Mr. Morg: I have one more word to say. My position simply is that I
think we put the cart before the horse here. We have to find a basis for
studying the amendements, and my amendment proposes the basis be the act.
When we do that, there may be other questions referred to us, and then we
can make an all-inclusive motion, and make a recommendation to the house
on these matters. That is simply my position; that it is too early to decide
what this study should encompass.

Mr. TURNER: Mr. Chairman, in answer to the remark by Mr. More and
also in answer to the statements made unofficially by our witness, Mr. Peters,
I might say first of all that I do not think it is putting the cart before the
horse, because unless we deal with the cart, it is no use examining the horse
at all because he may have to be pulling a different type of cart. In other
words, it would be useless for this committee to study the provisions of the
act based on the present enumerating system if at the end of our study we
were to decide, after having approved or rejected the amendment suggested
by Mr. Castonguay and others, that we do not want the present system but
we want a permanent voters’ list, which would make all of this discussion
academic.

With respect to Mr. Peters, I might say that the reasons which dictated
my motion follow from the evidence of the chief electoral officer which seemed
to indicate that we have a high frequency of displacement of voters in metro-
politan, and even in rural areas. And we should contemplate the cost before
recommending it. As my friend Mr. Moreau said, we have the issue of redis-
tribution immediately before us which would involve administratively the
element of duality, if I might put-it that way. So it was for these reasons,
with the intention of having a permanent voters’ list, and that this committee
should later decide on the basis of the evidence before it, that I put the motion.

Mr. Drouin: We might also expect other suggestions being put to Mr.
Castonguay which would not be covered by Mr. Turner’s motion. There is
nothing to prevent us from submitting other matters to Mr. Castonguay.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready to vote on the amendment? Those in
favour please raise their right arms. Those against? I declare the amendment
lost. Now, we shall vote on the main motion. Those in favour please raise their
right arms. Those against? I declare the main motion carried.

Mr. Howarp: Will this be contained in one of our early reports to the
house?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, it will be contained in our report of today to the
house.

Mr. Howarp: We will report to the house by tomorrow.
The CHAIRMAN: As soon as I can get it from the reporter I will do it.
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Mr. Howarp: We do not intend to include this in our last and final report?
The CHAIRMAN: It will appear in our report of today.

Mr. Howarp: I move we report the decision which we have just made
to the house at the first opportunity.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, that is what I intend to do.

Mr. TurNER: There is a difference between reporting to the house and
moving that the house adopt the report. I think the committee would want to
avoid a situation where there is a series of intermediate reports giving rise to a
whole series of debates on the Canada Elections Act. While I agree that the
matter should be reported and brought to the attention of the house, I think
it would be unfortunate for the committee to ask for such a report until the
report of the whole committee is collected.

Mr. Moreau: We might report progress to the house because of the com-
ing dominion-provincial conference, but we could not expect a debate on the
adoption of the report.

Mr. TurNER: I would take it too, Mr. Chairman, without wishing to inter-
rupt Mr. Howard, that on the basis of this motion, if the chief electoral officer
found he was unable to persuade the provincial governments to participate in
this study, he might give us a study of his own.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: That is what I understood from the motion, that we
turn to and study a permanent list and absentee voting, and that this would
be a further term of reference, to explore the possibilities. It seems to me that
before you speak to the provincial governments, you would have to have a study
of methods of permanent lists and absentee voting to present to them.

Mr. TURNER: There are two parts to the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now study the amendments to the electoral law
brought forward by Mr. Castonguay. After the last election he saw where we
were in need of changes and he prepared these amendments.

Mr. TurNER: How much longer do you wish to sit, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: Until five, let us say one-half hour longer from now.

Mr. Howarp: Why not stop at ten minutes to five?

The CHAIRMAN: Why?

Mr. HowarDp: Because I have something to do at that time and I cannot
do it while I am here.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you want me to start with the different sections of the
Canada Elections Act, and when we come to an amendment by Mr. Caston-
guay we should stop there and discuss such amendment, and in that way we
could go through the whole act in a very short time?

Mr. HowARD: And also stop when you have any proposals which members
of the committee have to make, in addition to those of Mr. Castonguay’s.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: And in addition we have suggestions from the public.
The CHAIRMAN: Yes, we also have suggestions from the public.

Mr. MoRreAU: Are we to restrict our initial discussion to those amendments
proposed by Mr. Castonguay rather than to include any suggestions of new
proposals by members of the committee? Since we may all have a number of
suggestions to make, it would seem that we would be holding Mr. Castonguay
here for a long time if we all decided to present our own proposals at the
same time. So I suggest we proceed with the amendments proposed by Mr.
Castonguay and restrict ourselves to a discussion of them.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Castonguay suggested that we proceed as we did last
year, section by section, and stop when you had something to bring up, or
whehnever we met an amendment from Mr. Castonguay.
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Mr. CasToNGUAY: I think it would be ill advised if you restricted discussion
to my amendments, because some of them deal with suggestions from mem-
bers of the committee or from the public. In the past you have taken it up
section by section, starting with section 1. I simply want to draw what is in
my bill to the attention of the committee. And the members of the committee
here may have suggestions and we could dispose of them as we went along.

The CHAIRMAN: Section 1 is the name of the act, Section 2 is the question
of...

Mr. CASTONGUAY: I have an amendment at page 1 of the bill, which was
suggested by the then acting chief justice of the province of Quebec in a letter
addressed to me on May 4, 1962.

(Translation)
Quebec, 4th May 1962.
Mr. Nelson Castonguay,
Chief Electoral Officer,
Ottawa, Ont.
Dear Mr. Castonguay:

On consulting the electoral act, particularly paragraph 13 of section 2, I
note that the text is not in correspondence with the designation of assistant
chief justice of the Superior Court for the province of Quebec.

In fact, in sub-paragraphs “a” and “b” of paragraph 13, there is mention
of the “acting chief justice”. This was formerly the correct designation, but
since some years ago, this description has been changed, and now it is the
“associate chief justice”, and in French “juge en chef adjoint”.

If it should by chance, come about that the law undergoes amendments
in the more or less near future, you could perhaps take the opportunity to
have these modifications inserted in it.

Yours truly,
Frederic Dorion.

(Text)
That is clause 1 of my suggested amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there anything you would like to change in the other
parts of section 2 of this bill?

Mr. DroulN (Interpretation): In your suggestions, Mr. Castonguay, do you
take into account the letter of the hon. judge? I have not the text here,

Mr. CasTONGUAY: Yes.

Mr. DrouIiN (Interpretation): You are amending it in consequence of that,
therefore?
(Text)

Mr. CaMERON (High Park): Have we an associate chief justice in Quebec
now?

The CHAIRMAN: There is an associate chief justice in Montreal, Quebec,
as well as the chief justice in Quebec city.

Mr. CasTtoNGUAY: Yes, the chief justice is in Quebec and the associate is
in Montreal. Both the chief justice and the associate chief justice act. The chief
justice, as I have said, is in Quebec city now and the associate chief justice is
in Montreal. It is a different situation from that which prevails in Ontario.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there anything else in section 2 which interests you?
Mr. Castoncuay: The same thing applies to the territorial court of the
Northwest territories. This amendment is just to bring this up to date under
the present circumstances.
29526-1—3
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The CHAIRMAN: We will stand section 2 over until the end of the study of
the bill.

An amendment has been brought before by Mr. Castonguay. Does anyone
wish to move the adoption of the amendments?

Mr. DrouIN: I so move.

Mr. RicHARD: I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr.
Richard, that the amendment be adopted. Are there any objections?

Motion agreed to.

We will let section 2 stand until the end of our discussions on the bill,
when we will come back to it.

Mr. Moreau: What was this?

The CHAIRMAN: The amendment was to clause 1 of the draft bill, which is
paragraph 13 in the old act.

We now turn to clause 3.

Mr. TURNER: Are you going through the sections of the act?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. Howarp: Do you mean section 3 of the act?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: I have no amendments and there are no suggestions from
the public.

Mr. HowaRrp: There is another section involved with this; perhaps we can
deal with it here. In 1960, when the act was revised and presented to the
house, the procedure was to repeal the then act and re-enact this in its entirety.
As a result, all the returning officers ceased to exist. They lost their positions
because of the introduction of the new act. This, of course, raised some concern
in some circles as to why all the returning officers suddenly were relieved of
their duties under a Conservative administration.

The CHAIRMAN: This will come under section 8.

Mr. Howarp: I wanted to know where we should deal with it.

The CHAIRMAN: Section 4:

Rank, powers, salary and tenure of office of the chief electoral officer.

Do you have any amendments on this?

Mr. CASTONGUAY: There are no amendments and there. have been no
suggestions from the public.
The CHAIRMAN: Number 4(2):
Vacancy in office of chief electoral officer.
Section 4(3):
Appointment of substitute.
Section 4(4):
Tenure of office of substitute.
Section 4(5):
Absence of chief justice.
Section 4(6):
Remuneration of substitute.
Section 4(7):
Travelling and living expenses.
Section 4(8):
Payment,

We now come to section 5.

R _—
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Mr. CAsTONGUAY: I have an amendment on page 2 of my draft bill, clause
2. I am asking that my powers be restricted, and it is underlined in lines 18,
19 and 20. The problem is that although no request has been made to me
officially to extend the hours during which the returning officers may receive
nomination papers, there have been candidates who have arrived after 2 p.m.
at the last two elections, 2 p.m. being the close of nomination. Also, candidates
may arrive two minutes before 2 p.m. with incomplete papers. I instructed the
returning officers not to accept the papers of those who arrived after 2 p.m.;
this is the law.

In regard to those who arrived with incomplete papers—in one case a
cheque was not certified,—I instructed the returning officer to send them to
have their papers completed and to receive them with completed papers if
they arrived before 2 p.m. In the case of the uncertified cheque the candidate
did not arrive before 2 p.m. One candidate arrived with 25 signatures, 12 of
which were not signatures of qualified electors of the electoral district. I
instructed the electoral officer not to accept that paper if it was not returned to
him by 2 p.m. with 25 signatures of qualified electors.

No request was ever made to me to extend the time for filing nomination
papers. I would feel much happier, however, if the committee would see their
way to specifying that I cannot extend the time beyond 2 p.m. bearing in mind
that candidates have approximately six weeks in which to file their nomina-
tion papers. According to our act candidates can file nomination papers at any
time after the publication of the proclamation—and the proclamation must be
printed after they receive my telegraphic notice of the election, before nomina-
tion date, bearing the date of the writ. Polling date is normally 50 to 60 days
thereafter. We have never had fewer than 57 days nor more than 62 days.
Candidates have approximately five weeks in most constituencies in which to
file their papers, which should be ample time.

In 1960 the hours of polling were set for advanced polls. I have no power
to extend the hours of the normal polls, and I would wish to have absolutely
no power to extend the hours of voting at advanced polls. I would not like
to have such powers. I would, therefore, be happy if the committee agree
to this.

Agreed.

Mr. DrouiN (Interpretation): Under this amendment, should not the
returning officer or the chief electoral officer be authorized to change the
date of the election or the date of the nomination of the candidate? There
is no restriction in this regard though there is a restriction in regard to the
closing hour of the polls. There is no restriction in regard to the date of the
election and no restriction in regard to the date of the filing of the nomination.
At first sight it would appear to me that this could be changed by the chief
electoral officer. I understand that the chief electoral officer would hesitate
to do this, but I see nothing here that would prevent him from acting in this
way. Perhaps he could add these two points of restriction at the end.

Mr. CastoncuAay: I would like to call your attention to section 7 of the
act, paragraph 4 which states that it is only in such circumstances that the
voting day can be prolonged or set to another day. Section 4, at page 158 of
the general elections act gives this indication.

(Text)

Mr. PexNeLL: How often have you been called upon to exercise your
discretion under this section Mr. Castonguay?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: I have been called upon to exercise this discretion quite
often during the enumeration period. For instance in electoral districts in
29526-1—3}



144 STANDING COMMITTEE

sparsely settled areas we need more than 28 days between enumeration day
and I refer to such places as the Northwest Territories, the Yukon, Chapleau,
Saguenay and Grand Falls-White Bay-Labrador where transportation is rather
difficult as the result of distances and snow-storms. Enumeration cannot be
accomplished in these areas 49 days before polling day. We extend the period
of enumeration in these areas, to the extent that we are able to save money,
sometimes beyond enumeration day so that the aircraft we charter will go
up, making one trip to deliver enumeration supplies and ballot supplies.

During the period of revision in urban areas I use this system. This is
not very extensive, but I do use this system. Sometimes we will find that a
whole city block has been missed and I extend the period of revision of the
revised district providing no objection is raised by the candidate. I do not
use these powers under section 5 (2) in respect of enumeration day unless
I find out, or the returning officer finds out from me, that there will be no
objection raised by the candidates as to the exercising of these powers.

I do pay some attention in regard to the enumeration period, and all
candidates are aware that the enumeration has been extended; they receive
the list and have a chance to check them.

In respect of extending the revision by two or three days before the polling
date, this may not be known to the candidates, if I do not attach this condition,
so all candidates are aware between enumeration day and the polling day
that I have exercised these powers. I do not wish to ask about the candidates
concerned in this regard because it would not be fair. However, I do want
to find out if there is any objection, and I may state that I have never received
any objection in respect of the use of these powers.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there any objection to our adopting this amendment?
Mr. MoreaU: I move that we adopt the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN: Are we agreed?

Amendment agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The next section is 6 which states that the staff shall
consist of an officer known as an assistant.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: There are no amendments in this regard, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall then move to the suggested amendment to section
T (3):

Mr. CASTONGUAY: Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment of which I spoke
at the previous committee meeting which informally asked me to study the
legislative section of the Department of Justice and my own department in
regard to the penalty and offence provisions of the Canada Elections Act. The
main amendment suggested is to clause 33, and everything else is consequential
to that. Perhaps we could stand these smaller amendments until we reach our
consideration of clause 33 and deal with them at that stage.

Mr. MOREAU: Are penalties in regard to deputy returning officers releasing
advance poll information included under this section?

Mr. CasToNGUAY: I have made provision in this regard but I have included
this all in the penalty offence revision. This may not be acceptable to the com-
mittee, but that is what I have done. If the revision to clause 33 is acceptable
to the committee we could perhaps save time. If the members of this committee
agree to the review in principle which I have proposed we could then make
a detailed study of each part affected rather than go through them one by
one.

Mr. Moreau: I think we can agree to that procedure, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN: We will stand that until we reach our consideration of
clause 33. We will now turn to a consideration of section 8.

Mr. HowArp: Mr. Chairman, the point I raised earlier has reference to this
section. This section refers to the offices of returning officers appointed prior
to the passing of this act. If the House of Commons approaches this revision
in the same way it has in the past we will pass a new act during this session
of parliament which will in effect put all the returning officers out of work
thereby enabling a new government to search for replacements. Why is this
practice being followed?

Mr. CASTONGUAY: Mr. Chairman, I can only explain the history of this
section.

This section came to life in 1934. It was re-enacted in 1938 with the same
effect it was given in 1960. Whenever there is a re-enactment of that section
the situation remains the same and the positions of returning officers become
vacant. The previous incumbents may be employed or not.

Mr. Howarp: I should like to move that we delete the reference to the
offices of the returning officer becoming vacant upon re-enactment of the
election act. Such a situation enables the government of the day to fill these
positions with individuals other than those who held them before the re-enact-
ment. This in effect creates an opening for the practice of patronage.

Mr. PENNELL: Mr. Chairman, while I am sympathetic to the view expressed
by Mr. Howard, I respectfully suggest that section 26 deals with deputy re-
turning officers and poll clerks. As a result, our discussion of deputy returning
officers and poll clerks will I think colour our approach to this question of
returning officers and I would respectfully suggest that we stand section 8

until we are considering section 26 which covers deputy returning officers
and poll clerks.

Mr. Howarp: Mr. Chairman, I do not object to standing this item over so
long as we do not lose sight of section 8 in our future considerations, because
the position of a returning officer is permanent; whereas the positions of the
deputy returning officer and poll clerk disappear on election day. These
individuals are in a slightly different category. I am not indisposed to holding
the item over, but I am anxious to see that we do not lose sight of this situation
when we are considering the positions of returning officers and poll clerks.

. The CHAIRMAN: Is it agreed that we stand this item until we are considering
item 267

Mr. Moreau: How does this section tie in with a consideration of poll
clerks and deputy returning officers?

Mr. PENNELL: Mr. Chairman, I am not unsympathetic toward the view
expressed by Mr. Howard. There has been a great deal of discussion in regard
to deputy returning officers in the House of Commons. I am impressed by the
suggestion that some arrangement be made whereby returning officers are
appointed by the government and poll clerks are appointed by the opposition,
and I am speaking in broad terms.

Mr. TurNER: Would that situation answer your objections.
Mr. Howarp: No.
Mr. PeTERs: That practice would create more problems.

Mr. PENNELL: 1 think a discussion in this regard would of necessity cover
a wide field.

Mr. Howarp: Perhaps I was too hasty in agreeing to postpone our dis-
cussion of this subject. I think this is of great importance and we should delete
the reference here to the positions of deputy returning officers.
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Mr. CASTONGUAY: Would it be the wish of the committee that I prepare
an amendment for our next committee meeting and then you could consider it
at that time?

The CHAIRMAN: You are referring to number one?

Mr. CAasTONGUAY: Section 8, subsection (1). I could bring a draft discus-
sion amendment, if you wished.

Mr. HowARrDp: I so move.

Mr. MoRreAU: It would be necessary for Mr. Howard to bring a motion first.

Mr. Howarp: I said I so move. This is the normal process; the committee
agrees in general terms what it wants to do and then Mr. Castonguay prepares
these general terms in legislative form and returns with them.

I would move that we ask Mr. Castonguay to prepare an amendment to
section 8, subsection (1).

The CHAIRMAN: And then we will study the whole of section 8 together.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: Is it the wish of the committee in respect of these amend-
ments that we remove the present provisions and make the position permanent,
not being subject to being vacated on re-enactment?

Mr. Howarp: This is the purport of my motion.

Mr. TurNER: I would be prepared to support that motion as long as it is
without prejudice to future discussion of whether or not such an amendment
would be accepted. I understood that Mr. Howard put the motion forward in
those terms at this stage so we could have a draft before us for discussion.

Mr. HowaRrp: Yes, I approached it with prejudice; my position will be the
same when we come back as it is at this time.

Mr. PENNELL: I think these things are very much related because the
returning officer appoints the deputy returning officers and the poll clerks.
I think in the minds of a lot of people there is a relationship; however, this is
not the time or place for discussion on this matter. I would go along with Mr.
Turner’s suggestion.

Mr. HowARrp: Really this has been a very autocratic relationship.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): This concerns a point of jurisdiction for the
establishment of deputy returning officers, poll clerks and so on, and I think
they are very much related.

Mr. PENNELL: But, we are not debating it now.

Mr. HowARDp: But there is a point where they are not related. The only
reason this is being asked is the change in the act itself making this vacancy
where normally it would not occur in any other way. There is a difference. The
deputy returning officers are appointed and everyone knows how. Normally
when an election is called the returning officer is not changed. The loophole
which exists is that every time you change the act you overthrow this. This is
not because governments change but simply because the act is changed. There
is considerable difference in what happens to the returning officer and what
normally happens to the deputy returning officers and clerks.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): If one government succeeds another and they
want the same returning officers they appoint them, but sometimes another
government comes into office and then they change the appointments.

Mr. More: I do not think this is true. One government succeeds another
and if there is no revision of the act—

Mr. CASTONGUAY: You mean if there is no re-enactment?
Mr, Moge: Yes. Those are the only criteria for changing a returning officer.

Mr. CasToNGUAY: The positions of returning officers are permanent and they
can only be removed for the cause set out in section 8 (3). But, what happens
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when the act is re-enacted is that this present section 8 (1) again comes into
force and the positions of all returning officers are changed after election.

Mr. Mogre: But the change of government does not vacate them.
Mr. CasToNGUAY: Not the change of government but the re-enactment itself.
Mr. Howarp: I believe that is the point Mr. Cameron was questioning.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions to be put in that connection? If not,
this matter stands until Mr. Castonguay brings in the amendments.

Mr. Howarp: Mr. Chairman, I thought you wanted it by way of a motion.

The CHAIRMAN: We will wait until Mr. Castonguay brings his amendments
and then we will discuss and decide the issue.

Mr. HowaRgp: I thought you would wish it by way of a motion.

Mr. TurNER: Mr. Howard’s motion, in effect, is being accepted without
prejudice by the committee. That is what you mean, is it not?

Mr. HowaRrp: As long as it is understood that Mr. Castonguay returns with
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: He will be coming back with an amendment to clause (1).

Mr. PENNELL: It has to be without prejudice.

Mr. TurNER: Yes, not only to the wording but to the idea.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentleman, we have to adjourn now as Mr. Howard has
to be somewhere else at ten minutes to five.

The meetings on Thursday will take place at 10 a.m. and 3 p.m.
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APPENDIX A

SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE CANADA ELECTIONS ACT

Name and Address Date Addressed to Amendment suggested

1. Gordon Hamilton, C.G.A, 23/8/61 Postmaster General Qualifications of electors.
675 Woodland Avenue,

Quebec, P.Q.

2. National Council, 30/8/61  Secretary of State Qualifications of electors.
Native Sons of Canada.

3. Sidney Gordon, 6/5/62  Queen’'s Printer Enumeration (Form No. 7).
1436 Avenue Road,

Toronto,

4. Mrs. Alice B. Turner, 6/62  Chief Electoral Officer = Enumeration—employment of
42885 Thurlow Street, : enumerators not physically fit.
Vancouver, B.C.

5. J.M. Murphy 15/6/62  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Enumeration—Publication of
Presiden Notice in local newspaper.
News Publlshmg Co.,

Truro, N.S.

6. A. O. Olson, 30/7/62  Chief Electoral Officer 1. Enumeration — should be
257 Dundas 'Street East, changed to system of Regis-
Toronto, Ont. tration.

2. Party affiliation to be on
ballot paper.

3. Use Ball point pens to mark
ballot paper.

7. Alexander Factor, 1/12/62  Chief Electoral Officer =~ Enumeration.

P.O. Box 151,
Manotick, Ont.

8. & 0. : _

A, O. Olson, 10/12/62  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Enumeration—Registration of
257 Dundas Street East, 3/3/63 voters.
Toronto, Ont.

10. M. Raymond Eudes, M.P., 14/6/63  Chief Electoral Officer 1. Enumeration. :
House of Commons, 2. Lists of electors—posting up.
Ottawa, Ont.

11. Miss Winefride Raye, 21/7/61  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Lists of electors—use of word
325 Cooper Street, ‘‘spinster”’.

Ottawa, Ont.

12. S New, 17/6/62 Chief Electoral Officer ~ Lists of electors—deletion of
31 occupation.

Torontao. Ont

13. & 14
Colin Nicholson, P. Eng., 12/7/62  Chief Electoral Officer  Lists of electors—sale to the
201 Westgate Crescent, 8/8/62 public.

mere, P.Q
15. Thomas B. Osborne, 14/2/63 Chief Electoral Officer  Lists of electors—should bear
Secretary-Treasurer, union label.
Toronto Allied Printing,
es Council,
Toronto, Ont,
16, V. Skerl, 183/5/63  Chief Electoral Officer 1. Lists of electors—posting up.

288 Grosvenor Avenue,
Westmount, P.Q.

2. Enumeration,
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SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE CANADA ELECTIONS ACT—Continued

Name and Address Date Addressed to Amendment suggested
17. Hugh R. Kyte, 17/6/63 Chief Electoral Officer  Lists of electors—printing of.
Secretary-Treasurer,
Ontario and Quebec
Ty ical Conference,
Cornwall, Ont.
18. Mrs. Dolores M. Rehder, 19/6/63 Prime Minister 1. Canadian Forces Voting Rules
31 Shirley Street, —abolishment of.
St. Hubert, P.Q. 2. Lists of electors—use of elec-
’ tronic computers.
19. Robert Kendall, 11/5/63 Chief Electoral Officer  Polling places—use of schools.
8 Corb Avenue,
York Township, Ont.
20. Walter F. McLean, 22/6/62 Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—students away on sum-
National President, mer work.
National Federation of
Canadian University Students,
Ottawa, Ont.
21. J. E. Nivens, 4/5/63 Chief Electoral Officer 1. Votmg—use of Form No. 7 at
804—18th Avenue S.W., go station.
Calgary, Alta. 2. By person whose name not on
list of electors.
3. Composition of Poll Book.
22. Robert A. Walker, 15/3/62  Prime Minister Voting—patients in hospital.
Attorney-General,
Regina, Sask.
23. J. Norman Robertson, 11/6/62  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—patients in hospital.
Public Relations Duector.
The Vancouver General
Hospital,
Vancouver, B.C
24. Daryl R. Chapman, Q.C., 18/12/62 Mr. Gordon Chown, M.P. 1. Votmg—By electors not on
Rl e
, Man. patients in L
3. Tﬂne element betweea dh-
solution and polling day.
25. Mrs. Agathe MeCowell, 22/3/63 Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by patients in hospital.
108 Kensmgton Avenue N.,
Hamilton, On
26. Mrs. M. F. Galicz, 5/7/63  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Voting—by patients in hospital.
Sulrir:y Fedemtlon of
Nort.h Surrey, B.C.
27. J. E. Snedker, M.L.A., 31/7/63  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by patients in hospital.
Saltcoats, Sask.
28. J. D. Walker, 13/0/63  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by handicapped persons
Executive Director,
R((e:habxht.a;.wn l?oc}}let.ydon( N
algary for the Handicap ’
Calgary, Alta.
29. Mrs. L. Alizon Lamb, 20/11/61  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by handicapped persons..
Executive Director,
Edmonton Rehabilitation i
Society for the Handicapped,
Edmonton, Alta.
30. {-’)w A. Gower, 23/11/61  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by handicapped persons..
T :
Alberta Council for Cnppled

Children and Adults
Edmonton, Alta.
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SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE CANADA ELECTIONS ACT—Continued

Name and Address Date

Addressed to

Amendment suggested

31.

41.

4. JLF

. Mrs, Knthloen R. McKay,

. Jack E. Stokes,

. Mrs. L. R. La Forge,

. Dr. R. 8. Henderson,

A xrl.L R. La Forge,

. Hugh McColl,
Presi

. John Watson Lello,
696

R. 8. Henderson, F.R.C.S., 23/11/61

Chairman, Adult Section,

Canadian Council for Crippled
Children and Adults,

Edmonton, Alta.

13/10/61
Presiden
edecme 'Hat Rehabilitation

Medecnne Hat Alta,

14/11/61

President,

Rehabilitation Society of
Lethbridge for the Handicapped,

Lethbridge, Alta.

23/11/61
Secretary,
Multiple Sclerosis
Society of Canada,
Edmonton, Alta.

30/4/62
Premdent.
Rehabilitation Council of

Alberta for the Handicapped,
Edmonton, Alta.

ey, 20/6/62
Edmonton, Alta.

20/10/62

dent,
Edmonton Rehabilitation
Society for the Handicapped,
Edmonton, Alta.

Miss Nellie MeDonald,
5726 Stirling Street,
Vancouver,

Mrs. F. P. V. Cowley,
1392 Rooklnd Avenue,
Victoria,

17/5/63

17/5/62

29/5/62
Brierwood Avenue,
Ottawa, Ont.

Mrs. Helen Chase,
¢/o Miller Paving,
ane, Ont.

22/6/62

Clement Couture, ete., 18/6/62
The K. V P. Co. Ltd.,
Camp 51

Jerome, Ont

R. D. Murdoch,
Secre

ta
Pender 'gnrbour and District
Chamber of Commerce,
Mediara Park, B.C.

4/12/62

28/12/62
M. V Fort Chambly (Can.),
Marine P.O.,

Deu'olt. Mich.

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Prime Minister

Chief Electoral Officer

Prime Minister

Chief Electoral Officer

Receiver General

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Voting—by handicapped persons.

Absentee Voting.

Absentee Voting.

Absentee Voting.

Absentee Voting.

Absentee Voting.

Absentee Voting.
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SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE CANADA ELECTIONS ACT—Continued

Name and Address

Date

Addressed to

Amendment suggested

45.

47.

51.

52.

57.

58.

K. F. Harding,

Secretary,

Prince Rupert Fisherman’s
Co-operative Assoc.,

Prince Rupert, B.C.

. J. C. Best,

National Presldent

Civil Service Association
of Canada,

Ottawa, Ont.

J. Quiswater,
66 St. Mary s Mansions,
London, W. 2, England.

. J.C. Bes

National Pres:dent

Civil Service Association
of Canada,

Ottawa, Ont.

. C. A. Edwards,

Civil Service Federation
of Canada,
Ottawa, Ont.

. Jas.

Lopresti,
Box 24, Station 4,
Toronto Ont.

Mona Samuel,
3905 Bathurst Street,
Downsview, Ont.

Mrs. I. M. Sharp,
Three Hills, Alta.

. Orest Sawchuck,
Waska

teneau, Sask

. Mrs. I. M. Sharp,

Secretary-Treasurer,
Three Hills Social Credit
Women’s Auxi

Hill, Alta.

D. Hamilton,

‘ 46 Main Street,

Truro, N.8S.

. Miss June Weatherly,

66 Northey Drive,
Willowdale, Ont.

W. J. Lowrie,
33 McKenzie Crescent,
Toronto, Ont,

Maurice Hébert,

New Democratic Party
of guebec,

3920 Saint-Hubert,

Montreal, P.Q.

. Thomas Brydges,

President,
National Association of
gnem loyed Workers of

8/2/63

5/5/61

24/4/62

6/6/63

18/9/63

22/6/62

21/6/61

28/6/62

19/6/62

3/5/63

3/10/60

12/4/61

11/4/62

14/5/63

11/4/63

Minister of Justice

Prime Minister

Prime Minister

Prime Minister

Secretary of State

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Clerk,
House of Commons

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Chief Electoral Officer

Absentee Voting.

Voting by Civil Servantsabroad.

Voting by Canadians abroad.

Voting by Civil Servants abroad.

Voting by Civil Servants abroad.
Party Affiliation of candidate to
be shown on paper.

Party Affiliation of candidate to
be shown on ballot paper.

Party Affiliation of candidate to
be shown on t paper.

PartyAﬁhntionolcndidaﬁeto
be shown on ballot paper.

Party Affiliation of candidate to
be shown on paper.,

Ballot Paper—Form of.
Ballot Paper—Marking of.
Candidates—election literature.

Candidates—election contribu-
tions.

Political broadcasts.
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SUGGESTIONS RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE CANADA ELECTIONS ACT—Concluded

Name and Address Date Addressed to Amendment suggested
60. D. M. Thompson, 30/6/60  Secretary of State Publication of results of votse
Dominion Secretary, cast by Canadian Forces elee-
The Canadian Legion, tors.
Ottawa, Ont.
61. T. R. Torrance, 18/7/62 Chief Electoral Officer = Wives of servicemen who are
104 Mulcaster Street, serving in Canada.
Barrie, Ont.
62. H.J. Levasseur, 15/2/63 Chief Electoral Officer Wives of servicemen who are
Petty Officer, R.C.N., serving in Canada.
H.M.C.8. Antigonish,
Esquimalt, B.C.
63. Mrs. Carl P. Barrett, 9/4/63 Prime Minister Wives of servicemen who are
Box 557, serving in Canada.
R.C.A.F. Station,
Comox, B.C.
64. C. K. French, 6/7/62  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Acadia should be included in
Hanna, Alta. Schedule Three.
65. Harold Johnson, 16/4/63  Chief Electoral Officer  Selkirk should be included in
Returning Officer, Schedule Three.
Electoral District of Selkirk,
Selkirk, Man.
66. Reverend Geoffrey Joycey, 9/10/63  Prime Minister Elections not to be held on
Seenhg. Sundays.
United Church of Canada,
Ayer's Cliff, P.Q.
67. ?rl;s':]d K{', Martin, 8/10/63  Chief Electoral Officer  Voting—by handicapped persons
ent,
Alberta Council for Crippled
Children and Adults,
509-10057 Jasper Avenue,
Edmonton, Alta.
68. Lilah S. Lymburner, 12/11/63  Chief Electoral Officer ~ Continuing Voters’ list.
Resolutions Committee,
Federated Women'’s Institutes
of Ontario,
650 Elm Street West,

Port Colborne, Ontario.
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House oFr COMMONS,
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Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Fisher be substituted for that of Mr.
Peters on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections,

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.

153
29528-7—1}







MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 14, 1963.
(9)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.12 o’clock
a.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Blouin, Cameron (High Park),
Cashin, Caron, Doucett, Drouin, Fisher, Howard, Millar, Moreau, Olson, Paul,
Pennell, Rideout, Richard, Turner, Webb, Woolliams.—(19).

In attendance: Messrs. Raymond Spencer Rodgers, correspondent for the St.
Catharines Standard; Arthur Blakely, correspondent for The Gazette, Montreal;
Clément Brown, correspondent for Montreal Matin and Robert Needham, cor-
respondent for the London Free Press, all representing the Canadian Parlia-
mentary Press Gallery.

Also, a Parliamentary Interpreter and interpreting.

The Committee resumed its consideration of the question of Mr. Rodgers.

Mr. Rodgers was called and in the course of his statement he read and
tabled the following letters:

1. To the Honourable Roland Michener from Mr. Raymond Rodgers,
dated August 13, 1962.

2. To the Honourable Roland Michener from Mr. Raymond Rodgers,
dated August 16, 1962.

3. From Raymond Rodgers to Mr. Larry M. Smith, dated August 16,
1962.

4. From Mr. Raymond Rodgers to the Honourable Marcel Lambert,
dated September 26, 1962.

5. From the Honourable Marcel Lambert to Mr. Raymond Rodgers,
dated October 15, 1962.

6. From Mr. Raymond Rodgers to the Honourable Marcel Lambert,
dated February 22, 1963.

Mr. Rodgers was questioned and temporarily retired.

Messrs. Arthur Blakely and Clément Brown, representing the Canadian
Parliamentary Press Gallery, were called and questioned by the Committee.

Mr. Rodgers was recalled and further questioned.

Mr. Turner suggested that the Committee postpone further consideration
of the question until November 25th, the date previously set to hear the Presi-
dent of the Canadian Parliamentary Press Gallery.

A debate arising, Mr. Olson, seconded by Mr. Fisher, moved
THA’I'i‘hat the Committee on Privileges and Elections recommend to the House

Effective this sitting and to continue thereafter until Mr. Speaker
is pleased to render a decision on the principle in the matter of the

exclusion of the parliamentary correspondent of the St. Catharines
Standard from the facilities extended and the exception made by the
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grace, favour and mere motion of this house to parliamentary press cor-
respondents, an interim order be issued extending the free and full use
of such facilities and making such exception, in manner and degree as
the same may be from time to time extended and made to parliamentary
press correspondents, to a representative of the St. Catharines Standard
endorsed to Mr. Speaker by that newspaper as its parliamentary cor-
respondent.

After discussion, the question being put on Mr. Olson’s motion, it was
resolved in the negative. Yeas, 7; Nays, 8.

Thereupon, the Committee decided to continue considering the question
of Mr. Rodgers on November 25th when Dr. M. Ollivier, Parliamentary Coun-
sel, and the Press Gallery would be invited to appear as witnesses.

At 11.48 o’clock a.m., on motion of Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Turner,
the Committee adjourned until 3.00 o’clock p.m. this day pursuant to notice.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(10)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 4.00 o’clock
p.m. this day. The Chairman, Mr. Alexis Caron, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Cameron (High Park), Cashin,
Caron, Chretien, Doucett, Drouin, Greene, Howard, Macquarrie, Millar, Moreau,
Paul, Pennell, Rideout, Rochon, Turner, Webb.—(18).

In attendance: Messrs. N. J. Castonguay, Chief Electoral Officer; E. A.
Anglin, Q.C., Assistant Chief Electoral Officer, and G. Fournier, Administrative
Officer, of the Chief Electoral Officer’s office.

Also, a Parliamentary Interpreter and interpreting.

The Committee resumed from Thursday, November T7th, its consideration
of the Canada Elections Act.

On Section 8.

The Chairman read the following amendment, prepared by the Chief
Electoral Officer, which was adopted on motion of Mr. Howard, seconded by
Mr. Macquarrie:

Subsection (1) of section 8 of the said Act is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:
Appointment of returning officers.

“8. (1) The Governor in Council shall appoint a returning officer
for any new electoral district and a new returning officer for any
electoral district in which the office of returning officer is vacant
within the meaning of subsection (2).”

On motion of Mr. Moreau, seconded by Mr. Rochon, the following amend-
ment was adopted:

(1) Subsection (3) of section 8 of the said Act is amended by delet-
ing the word “or” at the end of paragraph (d), by adding the word “or”
at the end of paragraph (e) and by adding thereto the following para-
graph:

“(f) has failed to comply with the provisions of subsection (1) of
section 11 for the completion of the reallocation and definition
of the polling divisions on the date fixed by the Chief Electoral
Officer.”
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On motion of Mr. Chretien, seconded by Mr. Moreau, the following amend-
ment was adopted:

(2) Section 8 of the said Act is further amended by adding thereto
the following subsection:

Appointment within limited period.

“(5) In the event of a vacancy in the office of returning officer
for an electoral district, due to any cause whatsoever, the appoint-
ment of a returning officer for that electoral district pursuant to
subsection (1) shall be made within thirty days from the day in
which such vacancy occurred.”

On motion of Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Paul, the following amendment
was adopted:

The said Act is further amended by adding thereto, immediately
after section 8 thereof, the following section:
Suspension of returning officer.

“8A. (1) Where an investigation has been instituted by the
Chief Electoral Officer in respect of a returning officer for an electoral
district the Governor in Council may, on the recommendation of
the Chief Electoral Officer
(a) suspend the returning officer for a period not exceeding six

months; and
(b) appoint another person as acting returning officer for that dis-

trict during the period of such suspension.
Acting returning officer.

(2) A person appointed as acting returning officer for an elec-
toral district pursuant to subsection (1) shall, during the period of
his appointment, exercise and perform all the powers and functions
of a returning officer and during such period shall for all purposes be
deemed to have been appointed as returning officer for that district
under subsection (1) of section 8.

“Revocation or extension of suspension.

(3) The Governor in Council may, at any time, on the recom-
mendation of the Chief Electoral Officer
(a) revoke the suspension of any person suspended under subsec-

tion (1); or
(b) extend the suspension, but not for more than six additional

months at any one time. ”

Thereupon, Mr. Howard requested Mr. Castonguay to prepare an amend-
ment dealing with the publication of the names of new returning officers within
30 days. -

Mr. Turner suggested that such an amendment could also include “an up
to date list published once a year”.

On Section 8.
Allowed to stand, as amended.

On Section 9.
On motion of Mr. Howard, seconded by Mr. Moreau, the following amend-
ment was adopted:

Section 9 of the said Act is amended by adding thereto the following
subsections:
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Additional powers of returning officer.

“(8) In any electoral district mentioned in Schedule III the
returning officer, with the written authorization of the Chief Elec-
toral Officer, may
(a) appoint more than one election clerk;

(b) establish an office in each locality designated for such purpose
by the Chief Electoral Officer; and

(¢) delegate in writing to any election clerk appointed pursuant to
paragraph (a) a returning officer’s power of selecting and ap-
pointing enumerators and deputy returning officers and of select-
ing polling places.

Application.

(9) Subsections (5), (6) and (7) of section 9, subsection (2)
of section 10, subsection (13) of section 21 and subsections (1) and
(2) of section 51 do not apply in the case of any election clerk
appointed pursuant to subsection (8).”

Section 9 was adopted, as amended.

Section 10.
Was adopted.

Section 11.
On motion of Mr. Moreau, seconded by Mr. Webb, the following amend-

ment was adopted.

Section 11 of the said Act is repealed and the following substituted

therefor:

Revision of boundaries of polling divisions.

“11. (1) The polling divisions of an electoral district shall be
those established for the last general election, unless the Chief
Electoral Officer at any time considers that a revision of the bound-
aries thereof is necessary, in which case he shall instruct the return-
ing officer for the electoral district to carry out such a revision.

Polling divisions with 250 electors.

(2) The returning officer in carrying out a revision pursuant to
his instructions under subsection (1) shall give due consideration to
the polling divisions established by municipal and provincial au-
thorities and to geographical and all other factors that may affect
the convenience of the electors in casting their votes at the appropri-
ate polling station, which shall be established by the returning
officer at a'convenient place in the polling division, or as prescribed
in subsection (6), (7) or (8) of section 31; and subject to these
provisions it is the duty of the returning officer to reallocate and
define the boundaries of the polling divisions of his electoral district
so that each polling division shall whenever practicable contain
approximately two hundred and fifty electors.

Polling divisions with more than 250 electors.

(3) Where, by reason of a practice locally established, or other
special circumstance, it is more convenient to constitute a polling
division including substantially more than two hundred and fifty
electors and to divide the list of electors for such polling division
between adjacent polling stations, as provided in section 33, the
returning officer may with the approval of the Chief Electoral Officer
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and notwithstanding anything in this section, constitute a polling
division including as nearly as possible some multiple of two hundred
and fifty electors.”

Section 11 was adopted, as amended.

Section 12.

The following amendment is adopted:

Subsection (2) of section 12 of the said Act is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:

Exceptions in certain cases.

“(2) Whenever it has been represented to the Chief Electoral
Officer that

(a) the population of any other place is of a transient or float-
ing character, or

(b) that any rural polling divisions situated near an incorporated
city or town of five thousand population or more has acquired
the urban characteristics of the polling divisions comprised
in such city or town,

he has power, when requested not later than the date of the issue

of the writ ordering an election in an electoral district, to declare,

and he shall so declare if he deems it expedient, any or all the

polling divisions comprised in such places to be or to be treated as

urban polling divisions.”

Section 12 was adopted as amended.

Section 13.
Was adopted.

Section 14.

On motion of Mr. Moreau, seconded by Mr. Howard, the following amend-
ment was adopted:
1. (1) Paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of section 14 of the said
Act is repealed and the following substituted therefor:
“(a) is of the full age of 18 years or will attain such age on or be-
fore polling day at such election;”
(2) Subsection (3) of section 14 of the said Act is repealed and
the following substituted therefor:

Qualification of veteran under 18 years of age.

“(3) Notwithstanding anything in this Act, any person who,
subsequent to the 9th day of September 1950, served on active
service as a member of the Canadian Forces and has been discharged
from such Forces, and who, at an election, has not attained the
full age of 18 years, is entitled to have his name included in the list
of electors prepared for the polling division in which he ordinarily
resides and is entitled to vote in such polling division, if such person
is otherwise qualified as an elector.”

Adopted as amended.
The following forms in Schedule I and the rules in Schedule II appended

to the Act and relating to the voting age of qualified electors were amended
consequentially as follows:

Amendments to Forms set out in Schedule I:
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1. Form No. 15 of Schedule I to the said Act is amended by re-
pealing ground (3) of the grounds of disqualification set out therein
and by substituting therefor the following:

“3. “Is not qualified to vote because he is not of the full age
of 18 years or will not attain such age on or before polling day at
the pending election.” ”

2. Form No. 18 of Schedule I to the said Act is amended

(a) by repealing the second paragraph of the said Form and by

substituting therefor the following:

“I am of the full age of 18 years, or will attain such age
on or before polling day at the pending election.”

(b) by repealing clause (a) of paragraph 2 of the said Form and

by substituting therefor the following:

“(a) is the full age of 18 years, or will attain such age on or

before polling day at the pending election;”

3. Form No. 45 of Schedule I to the said Act is amended by re-
pealing paragraph (4) thereof and by substituting therefor the fol-
lowing:

“(4) That I am a Canadian citizen of the full age of 18 years;

(or)

That I am a British subject other than a Canadian citizen of the
full age of 18 years and have been ordinarily resident in Canada
for the twelve months immediately preceding this polling day;”

4. Form No. 50 of Schedule I to the said Act is amended by re-
pealing clause (a) of paragraph (5) and by substituting therefor the
following:

“(a) is a Canadian citizen of the full age of 18 years;

(or)

is a British subject other than a Canadian citizen of the full

age of 18 years and has been ordinarily resident in Canada

for the twelve months immediately preceding this polling day;
and”

Amendments to The Canadian Forces Voting Rules set out in
Schedule II:

1. Paragraph 21 of the said Rules is repealed and the following sub-
stituted therefor:
Qualifications of Canadian Forces elector.

“21. (1) Every person, man or woman, who has attained the
full age of 18 years and who is a Canadian citizen -or other British
subject, shall be deemed to be a Canadian Forces elector and en-
titled to vote, at a general election, under the procedure set forth in
these Rules, while he or she

(a) is a member of the regular forces of the Canadian Forces;

(b) is a member of the reserve forces of the Canadian Forces

and is on full-time training or service, or on active service;
or

(c) is a member of the active service forces of the Canadian

Forces.

Exception.

(2) Notwithstanding anything in these Rules, any person who,
on or subsequent to the 9th day of September, 1950, served on
active service as a member of the Canadian Forces and who, at a
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general election, has not attained the full age of 18 years, but is

otherwise qualified under subparagraph (1), shall be deemed to be

a Canadian Forces elector and is entitled to vote under the procedure

set forth in these Rules.”

2. Clause (a) of paragraph 22 of the said Rules is repealed and the
following substituted therefor:

“(a) is of the full age of 18 years,”

(Note: Subparagraphs (1) and (2) of paragraph 36 are up for
amendment and required change of “twenty-one” to “18” can be in-
corporated in the amendment, if necessary.)

3. Form No. 7 of the said Rules is amended by repealing paragraph
5 thereof and by substituting therefor the following:
“5. That I have attained the full age of 18 years.”

4. Form No. 8 of the said Rules is amended by repealing paragraph
6 thereof and by, substituting therefor the following:

“6. That I have attained the full age of 18 years.”

5. Form No. 15 of the said Rules is amended by repealing paragraph
6 thereof and by, substituting therefor the following:

“6. That I have attained the full age of 18 years.”

The Committee also adopted the following amendment:

9. (1) Paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of section 14 of the said
Act is repealed and the following substituted therefor:

“(b) is a Canadian citizen or has received his or her certificate
of Canadian citizenship on or before polling day at such election
or is a British subject other than a Canadian citizen;”

Section 14 was adopted as amended.

And the examination of Mr. Castonguay continuing, at 5.24 o’clock p.m.,
the Committee adjourned until Tuesday, November 19th at 9.30 o’clock a.m.

M. Roussin,
Clerk of the Committee.
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THURSDAY, November 14, 1963.

The CHAIRMAN: We have a quorum, gentlemen. The first item for dis-
cussion this morning is the question of the press gallery. The press gallery
will answer Mr. Rodgers’ statement of Tuesday.

Is the press gallery ready to proceed this morning?

Mr. WoorLLiams: Mr. Chairman, unfortunately I did not receive a notice
with regard to the meeting on Tuesday. That probably is not your fault; there
may have been some problem. However, I would like to ask Mr. Rodgers a
few questions. I have read a summary of what he said on Tuesday, and I
will not duplicate Tuesday’s proceedings.

The CHAIRMAN: Very well. ,

Mr. WoorrLiams: I do not want to repeat anything the committee has
already heard, Mr. Rodgers, but in reference to any negotiation or any dis-
cussion you have had with previous speakers—Mr. Michener and Mr. Lambert
—what was the course of the conversation and did they ever make a decision
as to your being admitted to the press gallery? If so, have you any documents
to back that up?

Mr. Raymonp S. Ropgers: Yes. I would like to explain very briefly that
both Mr. Michener and Mr. Lambert did what I asked the committee to do on
Tuesday; namely, they put me back into the gallery without being an associate
member of the press association.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: Was that done by letter or verbally, or through their
secretaries? You advised me as I came in the door this morning that you have
one letter, but have you a letter from the speakers themselves?

Mr. RopGers: Yes. I will just pick out certain paragraphs of relevant
letters.

On August 13, 1962, I wrote to the hon. Mr. Speaker.

I am asking Your Honour to give me consideration in the context of
an access procedure which would apply to all journalists joining the
Parliamentary Press Association.

Should Your Honour think that this matter should be considered by

the house, then I request temporary access pending the presentation of
a petition.

Then on August 16, 1962, I wrote to my managing editor saying:

Dear Larry,

The Speaker has returned to Ottawa and after talking to the other
side has ordered them to treat me in a manner as though I were a
member of the gallery. My box and so on remain in my name. The
Speaker is also going to explain the situation to the next Speaker and
to the leaders of the various parties so that my situation will be cleared
up during the next session.

Then on August 16, I wrote a letter to the Speaker, Mr. Michener, and again
I extract certain pertinent paragraphs.

The CHAmRMAN: Would you speak a little more slowly, Mr. Rodgers.
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Mr. RopGers: As I say, I wrote to the then Speaker, the hon. Mr. Speaker
Michener, on August 16.

Mr. WooLriams: The chairman made a good suggestion, Mr. Rodgers. Just
read a little more slowly.

Mr. RODGERS:

Dear Mr. Speaker:

The Clerk of the Commons today informed me of your gracious
decision that I be granted access to the galleries pending future de-
termination. For this I am very grateful . . . .

As Your Honour knows, my basic thesis is that access should not
depend on membership in a private club. The Clerk understood that I
was pursuing membership in the gallery club. This is not so. I rely
entirely upon the decision of Mr. Speaker as spokesman of the house, or
upon the house itself.

Finally I wrote a letter on September 26, 1962, to Mr. Speaker Lambert.

Dear Mr. Lambert:

Clement Brown. .

—who was then the president of the press gallery—

...today told me that I will continue to be treated as if I were a
member of the gallery. The reason given was that I have not dropped
my legal action. This can only be interpreted as an ‘out’ for the executive
since my lawyer was instructed in August to drop all legal action ana he
tells me he informed the executive’s counsel accordingly.

I am perfectly happy to let the executive have an ‘out’ and to save
face. All I want is continued access to the gallery and its facilities on
behalf of my newspaper.

Finally, Mr. Lambert continued this situation when he came to Ottawa. He
continued leaving me in the gallery even though I was not a member; but he
did so only for a few days. On October 15, he wrote a letter to me.
Mr. WoorLrLiams: What was the date of that letter?
Mr. RopGeERrs: October 15, 1962.
Further to our interview of the other day, I have reviewed my decision
as to what interim steps should be taken in the light of the fact that the
general meeting of the press gallery is to take place on Tuesday, October
16.

This was a general meeting called by six members of the gallery simply to

discuss the matter.
In so far as it deals with the access to the press gallery itself, I have not
made any change in my decision about your occupying a seat in the
diplomatic gallery, from which you may take notes, but in so far as the
other facilities of the gallery are concerned, in the light of all circum-
stances and actions taken, I feel it would be better if no further fuel be
added to the fire by your endeavouring to use the facilities until the
general meeting has ruled on your application.

I cannot give any reason or explanation why Mr. Lambert changed his
mind, but it might be relevant if the committee were to hear one of the letters
which was written on February 22, 1963, by me to Mr. Lambert.

Mr. TURNER: Are you going to produce these letters?

Mr. RopGers: Yes, I will produce them afterwards. That letter is addressed
to Mr. Marcel Lambert. I will just read the pertinent paragraph.
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Dear Mr. Speaker:

I understand the gallery has informed you that it declines to adminis-
ter gallery facilities, should you over-rule them in the matter of mem-
bership.

Mr. WooLrLiams: Following those letters, we have heard what you have
said to the Speakers but I am rather interested to know what the Speakers
or the secretaries said to you in reference to any admission to the press gallery?

Mr. RopGers: Yes, sir. Mr. Michener told me.

Mr. WooLLiams: You say he told you. Tell us the situation and the date.
Give us a little colour. This is all new to me.

Mr. Ropcers: I went to see Mr. Michener. I said, “Look, the gallery has
rejected my application for associate membership. I think they have not done
so in a proper manner in accord with the law as it pertains to associations.” I
told him that I would like to be put in the gallery. I said “I have dropped my
legal action but I want to be put into the gallery”. Mr. Michener said