INAWVITTHYC 40 AdvVHE



ek "Iﬁl-'ﬂ-‘m X



HOUSE OF COMMONS

Standing Committee on
PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

Index

1964

Numbers refer to pages

Airport Vehicle Control Regulations, 761-7
Bill C.7 an act to establish the office of Parliamentary

Commissioner, 351-71, ‘*69-513, 517-38, 5“1-56’ 558-61
Cassells, John. Crown Attorney for the county

of Carleton. (Ont), 586-612
Davey, Keith. National Organizer of the Liberal Party, 300-32
Delisle, JJRM, Constable, ROCOM.P., 671-86
Documents re arrest of Gilles Gregoire, M.P., 687-90
Girouard, Gerard, M.P., 49.51, 56-80, 87-158, 175-94
Government Property Traffic Act 1952 R.S.C. 324, and °

amendment (1961), 753-4
Gregoire, Mr. Gilles, M.P. Arrest of... Feb. 12, 1965,

565-690, 693752, 776
"Hinsard" index cover reproduced on NDP pamphlet, 782, 789-834
Henderson, A.M. Auditor General, 543-56
Information and Complaint.,

Documents re arrest of Gilles Gregoire, M.P., 687-90
Lalonde, Mare, Counsel for the R.C.M.P., 612-86, 696717
Lapointe, Member for SEE Gregoire, Mr. Gilles, M.P.
Liberal Party, National Organizer SEE Davey, Keith
Hiller, Z/CBto IoRo, @6—712
Moreau, Maurice’ J.M‘Po, 200-6?, 271-98
New Zealand. Ombudsman. Report, 372-467

New Zealand. Parliamentary Ombudsman SEE Powles, Sir
Guy Richardson

Olivier, Dr. Maurice, Parliamentary Counsel.
Memorandum (Mr. Girouard. Rejected by Liberal Party,
etc. ) N 3“1
Witness, 574.9, 582.6

Ombudsman

Bibliography, 490.4
Consider establishing office like, 558
Report, Mar. 31, 1964 New Zealand, 372-467
Scheme for Canada by Donald C. Rowat, 502.13
Ombudsman
Report, March 31, 1964 New Zealand : !
Appendices '
Case Notes, 389
Cases handled, 374
Cases investigated, 375
Cases of Public interest, 379

\
|



'101 A

S-i9Y  emotdalugefi [oxtacd eloiieV Itogrid
£0949 20 solilo ofd deiidsdes of Jos na 7.0 L1
a&-m .ﬂt-m (L2008 .s-xae 18010 L2 2 LoD
stidol sllewas?
.(JnO) model1ed Yo

Incoldsk dibel ,yevel
.o‘ o ' anod JMH. S ..DUﬂ
1o Jeevis &% adnemvodl

. .1-1! .mo w

”\ o7l Inemwieved
LIder) :m
W ,ﬂlm m .1.& (BOLLHD oM

I| A6 AT S29-L00
o W “Wmnm

W Javensd wotlbuh JM.A  noaveboell
L s Jdnbtalqmod bos noldamsoinl
oTd ' %0 Jserta o1 3inemwocd
Y Iewnwod .otsN  ebmols.




-2 a

Numbers refer to es
Ombudsman zcont'dg
Complaints justified, 375
Correspondence with Social Security
Commission, 446 i
Results in detail, 383
Schedule of Complaints, 452
Statistical Summary for 18 months, 449
Visits, 387
Work of office, 387
PAC News, 771
Parliamentary Commissioner (Ombudsman Act) 1962, 451
Parliamentary Commissioner, office of (Bill C-?S, 35171
Powles, Sir Guy Richardson. (New Zealand. Ombudsman
Report, 372-467
Powles, Sir Guy Richardson
Witness, 355=371
Rachel, Staff Sgt. C., 713-17
Regulations re Traffic Act.
P.C. 4076 1952, P.Cs 1655,1961, 755-60
Relevance of the Ombudsman system to the United States and
Canada. Abstract of paper by Donald C. Rowat, 495.501
Report of Committee,to the House
First, 5
Second, 336
Third, 558
Fourth, 776
Fifth, 777
Sixth, 778
Report of Sub-Committee
First, 8
Second, 9-10
Third, 161
Fourth, 337
Fifth, 337
Sixth, 779
Rowat, Mr. Donald C. Carleton University
Witness, 471-513
Rowat, Mr. Donald C. The Ombudsman: A bibliography, 490-4
Rowat, Mr. Donald C. Carleton University
"An Ombudsman Scheme for Canada", 502-13
Rowat, Mr. Donald C. Professor of Political Science,
Carleton University
Bibliography. Ombudsman, 490.4
Rowat, Donald C. Carleton University. Relevance of the .
Ombudsman System to the United States and Canada, 495-501
Royal Canadian Mounted Police.
. (Gilles Gregoire, M.P.), 612-71, 696717
" Sheppard, Mr. Claude-Armand, 519-37
Stmber, R.T. Constable R.C.H.P., 612-71
Steelworkers Hamilton Council PAC News, 771



k- %
ol ! :

J . |E__.- S . :
, i 4 ¥ x . ]
P £ d | ¥
r- S ..im. t .,Wa.fﬂrl.: ,k E . y ,,
. Yav o . iy
¥ ' i

N A

,
y ™ i ' s . .

. ) ,sﬂufal?..-:.ﬁ. LS e ,

- L5 8 f " |. 3 y :J .,J..,

fel h . 54 : T\ Y LTS g i _;, ‘

it F NS 0 ~ T nd g

26009g*. 33Q -
o, -qwﬂu
FOLOLE Ol COMTpfee?§o [He Pamue. o
dvnr [N

CEUGgET  ypagieeg oF 0 Jﬂc
FOTeATUGO OF (39 QUPSJwETS Shapew 40 gpe gu

B°C* #OLQ TOF® BeCt IQVNTAMY Sge N
yoRATUIFOND 6 JIOLLTC YOEt . - e i T

peoper® aevil phee o0 SEPTE 0 T SR
Mpevesa’ PXUF o : __ﬁ,ﬂw... s
wosger’ 7% oA RTopugRON e
geborg' Jic-wel 33
ponFest L QWA g7 opYRqRoN® mn!. yov e
<39

ETLITSSRUEYIA Comny eayouns. ! oy, ) 39
LEL]THEGH S0 oMy eRToues. { QD ey Yo s 92T
VG wema® S5T PR F i e

Mowge on, ogxyee’ 3gd |
ATeTEE" 388 b
FECTUTONT oLl T oL TQ WONZPRY ol

T
AL
|
i

gepegnTe of cembyerupe’ gy
geeriee. U geperTt 282

cotmy sRTOV? g :
COLLealOUGEUse ATEY 2007W] PechnTA
Combywrugs YrerTIveq’ 34

L




Pl ¥

Numbers refer to pages

Traffic Act. (R.S.C.) and amendment (1961), 753-4
Traffic Act. Order in Council 1952 :
P.C. 4076 1952, P.C. 1655, 1961 Regulations, 755-60

Who is working for you, 772-3




i 4
i
-

a.ta{v L IDRL) dnesbanws bas (.0.2.7) .Joh olYier"
SPRL Liomwed sf 2eb10 .Jod of2ierT

‘.W 0L 22AL 4049 ,300L 3708 0.9

SR € 401 .u: 202 poloivow el o







=Y

B '
- |||m|-!m|-| - -




HOUSE OF COMMONS

Second Session—Twenty-sixth Parliament
1964

STANDING COMMITTEE

ON

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

Acting Chairman: MR. LAWRENCE T. PENNELL

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 1

THURSDAY, APRIL 23, 1964

FRIDAY, MAY 8, 1964
TUESDAY, MAY 12, 1964

WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1964

Matters raised by the honourable member for Labelle (Mr. Girouard)
in the house Monday, April 27, 1964.

WITNESS:
Mr. Gérard Girouard, M.P.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1964



STANDING COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS
Acting Chairman: Mr. Larry Pennell
Vice-Chairman: Mr. Jean-Eudes Dubé

and Messrs.
10 Armstrong, Francis, 12 Nielsen,
Balcer, 1 Girouard, Nugent,
14 Beaulé 18 Greene, 13 O’Keefe,
2 Brewin, 3 Howard, Paul,
Cameron (High 19 Jewett (Miss), 4 Plourde,
Park), 16 Lessard (Saint- ¢ Rapp,
9 Cashin 15 Henri), Rochon,
Crossman, 7 Macquarrie, Valade,
5 Doucett, Marcoux, Woolliams—29.
Drouin, 8 More (Regina City),
Dubé, 11 Moreau, :

1 Mr.
2 Mr.
3 Mr.
4 Mr.
5 Mr.
8 Mr.
7 Mr.
8 Mr.
® Mr.
10 Mr.
1 Mr,
12 Mr,
13 M.
14 Mr.
15 Mr,
16 Mr.
17 Mr.
18 Mr.
19 Mr.

(Quorum 10)

Maxime Guitard,
Clerk of the Committee.

Leboe replaced Mr. Girouard on April 28, 1964.

Fisher replaced Mr. Brewin on April 29, 1964.

Scott replaced Mr. Howard on April 29, 1964.

Grégoire replaced Mr. Plourde on April 29, 1964.
Martineau replaced Mr. Doucett on May 4, 1964.
Pigeon replaced Mr. Rapp on May 4, 1864,

Rhéaume replaced Mr. Macquarrie on May 4, 1964.
Vincent replaced Mr. More (Regina City) on May 4, 1964.
Pennell replaced Mr. Cashin on May 4, 1964.

Chrétien replaced Mr. Armstrong on May 7, 1964.
Cashin replaced Mr. Moreau on May 8, 1964.
Fairweather replaced Mr. Nielsen on May 8, 1964.
Mullally replaced Mr. O'Keefe on May 11, 1964.

Gauthier replaced Mr. Beaulé on May 11, 1964.

Basford replaced Mr. Cashin on May 12, 1964.

Loiselle replaced Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri) on May 13, 1964.
Olson replaced Mr. Leboe on May 13, 1964,

Beaulé replaced Mr. Gauthier on May 13, 1964.

Morison replaced Miss Jewett on May 13, 1964.



ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House or COMMONS,
Frinay, April 10, 1964.

That the following Members do compose the Standing Committee on
Privileges and Elections:

Messrs.
Armstrong, Francis, Nielsen,
Balcer, Girouard, Nugent,
Beaulé, Greene, O’Keefe,
Brewin, Howard, Paul,
Cameron (High Park), Jewett (Miss), Plourde,
Cashin, Lessard (Saint-Henri), Rapp,
Crossman, Macquarrie, Rochon,
Doucett, Marcoux, Valade,
Drouin, More (Regina City), Woolliams—29.
Dubé, Moreau,

(Quorum 10)

WEeEDNESDAY, March 11, 1964.

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, April 24, 1964.

That the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections be empowered
to print such papers and evidence as may be ordered by the Committee, and

that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto; and that it be given
leave to sit while the House is sitting.

TuEsDAY, April 28, 1964.

That the matters raised by the honourable member for Labelle (Mr.
Girouard) in his question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday,

April 27, 1964, be referred to the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions for consideration and report.

That the name of Mr. Leboe be substituted for that of Mr. Girouard on the
Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

‘WEDNESDAY, April 29, 1964.

That the names of Messrs. Grégoire, Fisher, and Scott be substituted for

those of Messrs. Plourde, Brewin, and Howard respectively on the Standing
Committee on Privileges and Elections.

MonpAY, May 4, 1964.

That the names of Messrs. Martineau, Pigeon, Rhéaume, Vincent, and Pen-
nell be substituted for those of Messrs. Doucett, Rapp, Macquarrie, More (Regina

City), and Cashin respectively on the Standing Committee on Privileges and
Elections.

3
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4 STANDING COMMITTEE

THURSDAY, May 7, 1964.

That the name of Mr. Chrétien be substituted for that of Mr. Armstrong on
the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

FripAy, May 8, 1964.

That the names of Messrs. Cashin and Fairweather be substituted for those
of Messrs. Moreau and Nielsen respectively on the Standing Committee on
Privileges and Elections.

MonpAY, May 11, 1964.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Mullally be substituted for that of Mr.
O’Keefe on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Monpay, May 11, 1964.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Gauthier be substituted for that of Mr.
Beaulé on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

TuESDAY, May 12, 1964.

Urdered,—That the name of Mr. Basford be substituted for that of Mr.
Cashin on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

WEDNESDAY, May 13, 1964.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Loiselle be substituted for that of Mr.
Lessard (Saint-Henri) on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

WEDNESDAY, May 13, 1964.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Olson, Beaulé, and Morison be substi-
tuted for those of Messrs. Leboe, Gauthier, and Miss Jewett respectively on the
Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

THURSDAY, May 14, 1964.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Prud’homme, Lessard (Saint-Henri),
and Cashin be substituted for those of Messrs. Drouin, Loiselle, and Basford
respectively on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Attest

LEON-J. RAYMOND.
The Clerk of the House.




REPORT TO THE HOUSE

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

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee recommends:

1. That it be empowered to print such papers and evidence as may be
ordered by the Committee, and that Standing Order 66 be suspended in rela-
tion thereto.

2. That it be given leave to sit while the House is sitting.

Respectfully submitted,

E MAURICE J. MOREAU,
Chairman.

(Concurred in on April 24, 1964)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, April 23, 1964.
(1)
The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.30 o'clock
a.m. this day, for organization purposes.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Beaulé, Brewin, Cameron (High
Park), Cashin, Drouin, Dubé, Francis, Lessard (Saint-Henri), Macquarrie,
Marcoux, Moreau, Nielsen, Nugent, O'Keefe, Plourde, Rapp (17).

The Clerk of the Committee attended the election of the Chairman.

Mr. Cameron (High Park) moved, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri),
that Mr. Mereau be Chairman of this Committee.

There being no other nominations, Mr. Moreau was declared duly elected
Chairman of this Committee.

The Chairman thanked the Committee for the honour conferred upon him.

Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri) moved, seconded by Mr. Rapp, that Mr. Dubé
be Vice-Chairman of this Committee.

Thereon, Mr. Cashin moved, seconded by Mr. Cameron (High Park), that
the nominations be now closed.

Thereupon, Mr. Dubé was declared duly elected Vice-Chairman of this
Committee.

On motion of Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri), seconded by Mr. Plourde,

Resolved,—That the Committee be empowered to print such papers and
evidence as may be ordered by the Committee.

Mr. Beaulé moved, seconded by Mr. Cashin, that the Committee seek per-
mission to sit according to its needs while the House is sitting.

And debate arising thereon,

The question being put on the said motion, it was resolved, on a show of
hands, in the affirmative; yeas: 12, nays: 0.

On motion of Mr. Francis, seconded by Mr. Cameron (High Park),

Resolved,—That the Steering Sub-Committee comprised of the Chairman,
the Vice-Chairman and five other members of the Committee named by tne
Chairman, be appointed.

The Chairman informed the Committee that Mr. Rochon wished to excuse
his unavoidable absence to this day’s sitting.

At 10.50 o’clock a.m., Mr. Brewin moved, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-
Henri), that the Committee adjourn to the call of the Chair.

Fripay, May 8, 1964.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10:00 o’clock
a.m. this day.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Beaulé, Chrétien, Crossman,
Drouin, Dubé, Fisher, Francis, Grégoire, Greene, Leboe, Lessard (Saint-Henri),

7



8 STANDING COMMITTEE

Marcoux, Martineau, Moreau, Nielsen, O’Keefe, Pennell, Paul, Pigeon, Rhéaume,
Rochon, Scott, Woolliams (24).

In attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel.

The Chairman, Mr. Moreau, opened the meeting and asked the Clerk of
the Committee to read the first report of the Subcommittee on Agenda and
Procedure of the meeting held on Tuesday May 5, 1964.

Tuespay, May 5, 1964.

The Subcommittee of the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections
met at 3.50 o’clock p.m. this day.

Members present: Messrs. Dubé, Grégoire, Leboe, Moreau, Pennell, Scott,
Woolliams (7).

The Subcommittee comprises of the following: the Chairman, the Vice-
Chairman, and Messrs. Grégoire, Leboe, Pennell, Scott, Wooliams.

Your subcommittee recommends:

1. That the Chairman be permitted to leave the Chair and that an
Acting Chairman be appointed for the time the Order of Reference
concerning the matters raised by the honourable Member for Labelle
(Mr. Girouard) is before the Committee. Messrs. Dubé and Pennell
conferred thereon.

2. That a list of witnesses, to be called, be established by the Steering
subcommittee at a subsequent meeting and to report to the main
Committee.

At 4.10 o'clock p.m. the Subcommittee adjourned.

On motion of Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri),

Resolved,—That the above report dated Tuesday, May 5, be adopted as
read.

The Chairman made a statement by which he expressed the wish of
leaving the Chair for the time the Committee is seized with the matters raised
by the member for Labelle, as reported in Hansard of April 27, 1964.

Thereupon, Mr. Grégoire moved, seconded by Mr. Beaulé, that the elected
Vice-Chairman, Mr. Dubé, take the Chair in these circumstances.

The Vice-Chairman declined in favour of Mr. Pennell who, during last
session, presided over the same Committee having to deal with similar
questions.

Thereupon Mr. Dubé moved, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri), that
Mr. Pennell be appointed Acting Chairman for the time during which the
matters raised in the house, by the member for Labelle, are before the Com-
mittee.

And debate arising thereon,

Mr. Grégoire moved, seconded by Mr. Beaulé, that Mr. Fisher be appointed
Acting Chairman in the same circumstances.

Mr. Woolliams moved, seconded by Mr. Paul, that the nominations do
close. However, Mr. Fisher also declined the nomination.
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Thereupon, before leaving the chair, the Chairman of the Committee, Mr.
Moreau, declared Mr. Pennell duly elected as Acting Chairman for the time
during which the matters raised, in the house, by the member for Labelle
are before the Committee.

Mr. Nielsen moved, seconded by Mr. Scott, that the Subcommittee make
a recommendation in respect of the witnesses to be called, with the order of
priority in which they should appear before the Committee.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said motion, it was
resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative: Yeas: 20; Nays: nil

Mr. Woolliams moved, seconded by Mr. Drouin, that all witnesses be
sworn when they appear before the Committee.

And debate arising thereon,

The qﬁestion being put on the said motion, it was resolved, by a show of
hands, in the affirmative: Yeas: 16; Nays: 1.

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

Resolved,—That the Acting Chairman appoint a new member on the Sub-
committee to replace himself who was sitting on the Subcommittee before
being elected Acting Chairman.

At 10:45 o'clock a.m. the Committee adjourned until 10:30 o’clock a.m.
Tuesday, May 12, 1964.

Tuespay, May 12, 1964.
(3)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.30 o’clock
a.m. this day. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett, Messrs. Balcer, Cameron (High Park),
Cashin, Chrétien, Crossman, Drouin, Dubé, Fairweather, Fisher, Francis, Gau-
thier, Greene, Grégoire, Leboe, Lessard (Saint-Henri), Marcoux, Martineau,

Mullally, Nugent, Pennell, Pigeon, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Vincent, Woolliams
(27).

In attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary counsel.

The Acting Chairman opened the meeting and directed the Clerk of the
Committee to read the Order of Reference.

The Clerk of the Committee then read the Second Report of the Sub-
committee on Agenda and Procedure of the meeting held on Friday, May 8.

Fripay, May 8, 1964.

The Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure of the Standing Committee

on Privileges and Elections met at 12.00 o’clock noon this day. The Acting
Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Dubé, Fisher, Grégoire, Greene, Leboe, Wool-
liams (7).
On motion of Mr. Dubé, seconded by Mr, Fisher,

Resolved,—That the member for Labelle (Mr. Girouard) be requested to
appear as the first witness before the Committee and that in all fairness, and



10 STANDING COMMITTEE

as a mark of courtesy, Mr. Keith Davey be invited to attend the next sitting
of the Committee to be held on Tuesday, May 12.

The Acting Chairman instructed the Clerk of the Committee to send the
appropriate letters to both Messrs. Girouard and Davey.

The Subcommittee feels it is now too early to establish a schedule of the
witnesses to be called according to priority and to the chronological order of
the events that took place. However, the Subcommittee prefers to defer this
decision after each sitting of the Committee.

Thereupon Mr. Greene moved, seconded by Mr. Francis,
That the above report dated Friday, May 8, be adopted as read.
And debate arising Mr. Pigeon moved, seconded by Mr. Balcer,

That the motion be amended and that the order in which the witnesses are
to appear be changed and that Mr. Kelth Davey be called first and Mr.
Girouard second.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said proposed amend-
ment, it was, by a show of hands, negatived; yeas: 7; nays: 18,

and debate continuing on the main motion,
Mr. Nugent moved, seconded by Mr. Rhéaume,
That the said report be amended to include the following:

“That Mr. Keith Davey be summoned to appear before the Standing Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections, as a witness”.

After further debate, the question being put on the said amendment, it
was resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative; yeas: 24; nays: nil.

And the question being put on the main motion as amended, it was re-
solved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative; yeas: 19; nays: 1.

Rising on a question of privilege, Mr. Drouin moved, seconded by Mr.
Lessard (Saint-Henri),

(Text) Que les séances du Comité permanent des Priviléges et Elections soient
suspendues tant que le Comité n’aura pas les services de sténographes de
langue francaise.

The Acting Chairman declared the motion undebatable. However, since
that motion, in writing, had not yet reached the Chair, the Acting Chairman
announced that the Committee would recess for five minutes in order to have
time to explore the sources which could supply the Committee with the services
of either French or bilingual shorthand reporters. The Committee recessed.

After recess, at 11.20 o’clock a.m., the Acting Chairman informed the Com-
 mittee of the unavailability of neither French nor bilingual shorthand reporters
and asked for unanimous consent to adjourn until 4.00 o’clock p.m., or after
the Orders of the Day, whichever comes later, and within that time, he would
endeavour to find French or bilingual shorthand reporters.

At 11.45 o’clock a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.
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AFTERNOON SITTING

TUESDAY, May 12, 1964
(4)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections reconvened at 3:58
o’clock p.m. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett, Messrs. Balcer, Basford, Cameron (High
Park), Chrétien, Crossman, Drouin, Dubé, Fairweather, Fisher, Franecis,
Grégoire, Gauthier, Greene, Leboe, Lessard (Saint-Henri), Marcoux, Martineau,
Mullally, Pennell, Pigeon, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Vincent, Woolliams—(26).

In attendance: Same as at this morning’s sitting.

The Chairman informed the Committee of the unavailability of neither
French nor bilingual shorthand reporters.

And debate arising thereon,
Mr. Woolliams moved, seconded by Mr. Pigeon,

That the Committee adjourn, report back to the House of Commons and
request the House to hire a staff of French shorthand reporters.

The Chairman ruled this motion out of order. Thereupon, Mr. Woolliams
appealed to the Committee the acting Chairman’s decision.

And the question being put by the acting Chairman:
“Shall the decision of the acting Chairman be sustained?”

It was decided, by a show of hands in the aﬂ‘irmatlve on the following
division: Yeas: 16; Nays: 5.

And the question being put on the motion to adjourn, presented at this
morning’s sitting and allowed to stand, reads as follows:

Moved by Mr. Drouin, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri),
(Text)

Que les séances du Comité des priviléges et élections soient suspendues
tant que le Comité n’aura pas les services de sténographes de langue francaise,

It was resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative; Yeas: 18; Nays: 3.
At 4.30 o’clock p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

WEDNESDAY, May 13, 1964
(5)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 3.38 o’clock
p.m. this day. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Balcer, Basford, Cameron (High
Park), Chrétien, Crossman, Drouin, Dubé, Fairweather, Fisher, Francis,
Gauthier, Grégoire, Greene, Leboe, Loiselle, Marcoux, Mullally, Nugent,
Pennell, Pigeon, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent, Woolliams—(27).

In attendance: Mr. Girouard, M.P.

Also in attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel.
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The Acting Chairman invited Mr. Scott to raise the question he agreed to
stand at the last Committee sitting, concerning the exclusion of the witnesses
from the Committee room.

Thereupon, Mr. Scott moved, seconded by Mr. Nugent, that all witnesses be
excluded from the sitfings of the Committee except such witnesses as may be
giving evidence before the Committee.

And debate arising thereon and continuing, the question being put on the
said motion, it was negatived on the following division: Yeas: Messrs. Fair-
weather, Nugent, Scott.—3. Nays: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Balcer, Basford,
Cameron (High Park), Chrétien, Crossman, Drouin, Dubé, Francis, Grégoire,
Greene, Leboe, Loiselle, Marcoux, Mullally, Pigeon, Rochon, Valade, Vincent,
Woolliams.—20.

Mr. A. Grandmaison, of the Board of Broadcast Governors, was sworn by
the Clerk of the Committee in his capacity of acting shorthand reporter.

Mr. Girouard, M.P., first witness to appear, was sworn by the Clerk of the
Committee and cross-examined.

The Acting Chairman ruled out of order a question posed by Mr. Grégoire
to Mr. Girouard.

Thereupon, Mr. Grégoire appealed to the Committee from the decision of
the Chair.

And the question being put by the Acting Chairman: “Shall the decision of
the Chair be sustained?” It was decided in the affirmative on the following
division including the Acting Chairman’s vote: Yeas: Messrs. Balcer, Cameron
(High Park), Dubé, Fairweather, Leboe, Nugent, Pennell, Pigeon, Rhéaume,
Valade, Vincent, Woolliams—12. Nays: Messrs. Basford, Chrétien, Crossman,
Drouin, Fisher, Gauthier, Greene, Grégoire, Loiselle, Mullally, Scott—11.

And the examination of the witness, Mr. Girouard, M.P., continuing, at 5.57
o'clock p.m. the Committee adjourned until tomorrow at 10.00 o’clock a.m.

Maxime Guitard,
Clerk of the Committee.




EVIDENCE

FripAy, May 8, 1964.

The CHAIRMAN: Order. I see a quorum.
I should like to ask the clerk to read the report of the steering committee.

(See Minutes of Proceedings of May 8)

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps I should say a word in explanation of that report
from the steering committee.

I indicated to the steering committee that the committee might wish to
call me as a witness, and while it was suggested by one of the members of
that steering committee that it would not be necessary for me to step down
unless I was a witness and only while I was actually giving testimony. I
personally felt that I would prefer not to act in this matter because not only
should justice be done but it should also appear to be done.

I would appreciate very much the committee accepting the report of
the steering committee and appointing an interim or acting chairman while
this affair is being considered.

Is this committee agreeable to accepting the steering committee report?

Mr. Drouin: I move the adoption of the report.

Mr. LEssArRD (St-Henri): I second the motion.

The CHaRMAN: All in favour indicate in the usual way?

Mr. Pigeon: Mr. Chairman, you indicate you want to give your position
to another chairman. Does this mean you admit that you are at fault, or
something like that?

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps in my own defence I should state to the members
of this committee that I do not admit any fault at all.

Mr. Francis: Mr. Chairman, I do not think you need to comment in respect
of a remark of that nature.

The CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of the adoption of the steering com-
mittee report please indicate in the usual way?

All those opposed please indicate in the usual way.

Motion agreed to.

I declare the motion carried.

I will now entertain motions for an acting chairman.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the person to fulfil the func-
tion of acting chairman is the individual who is the Vice-Chairman, Mr. Dubé.
He was elected Vice-Chairman to replace the Chairman when the Chairman
could not be present. Therefore I would propose the name of Mr. Dubé.

Mr. Dusg: (French)
INTERPRETATION: (The interpreter could not hear.)

! Mr. Dusg: I should like to nominate Mr. Larry Pennell. Mr. Pennell pre-
sided over meetings of this committee last year in respect of a very challenging
matter indirectly involving another member of the House of Commons and he
did acquit himself in this task with great distinction. I think with his experience
and his well known fairness he would be an asset to this committee and I
therefore nominate him as Chairman.

13
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The CHAIRMAN: I understand that Mr. Dubé has declined the nomination
to act as the acting chairman, is that right?

Mr. DuBg: I do decline, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): Perhaps you would allow me to make
another proposal, Mr. Chairman. It seems to me we might try to attain the
highest level of impartiality possible. I would therefore submit the name of
My, Fisher who is in no way, nor his party, involved. I think if we follow this
procedure we will attain a very high level of discussion.

Mr. PiGEON: Are you sure he is impartial?

The CHAIRMAN: Does anyone wish to second that motion?

Mr. BEAULE: I second the motion.

Mr. WooLLiaAmMs: Mr. Chairman, I move that nominations close. Perhaps I

eould be allowed to say something in reference to the motion nominating

Mr. Fisher. I am afraid many of us may appear in his column.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there a seconder for the motion that nominations close?

Mr. PavuL: I second the motion.

Mr. PiGeoN: Mr. Fisher is a member of parliament and a reporter as well.

The CHAIRMAN: Do we have a seconder for the motion to close nomina-
tions?

We have two nominees.

Mr. FrsHeEr: Mr. Chairman, I can be nominated and the nomination can
be seconded but I do not have to run.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you decline nomination?

Mr. FisHEr: Yes. I think most members of this committee appreciate
that Mr. Davey is a long time friend of mine from college days and I would
not want to be in the position of trying to chair this committee.

The CHAIRMAN: In view of the withdrawal of Mr. Fisher, I declare Mr,
Pennell as Acting Chairman of this committee.

(Mr. Pennell assumed the Chair.)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I should just like to express my appre-
ciation to you for your vote of confidence and particularly to Mr. Dubé for
his generous reference to myself.

It is obvious that there will be great co-operation from members of this
committee. I am sure that if that co-operation continues the matter at hand
can be dealt with in a very orderly and expeditious manner.

Perhaps I may be permitted to make one further comment. I respectfully

- " suggest that we dispose of this matter as quickly as reasonably possible. I

suggest that if possible the steering committee meet again today with a view
to looking into requirements involved in holding hearings early next week.

If anyone wishes to raise a new point of business at this time I am
prepared to entertain a motion.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, are you suggesting that the steering com-

.~ mittee decide on the witnesses to be called or do you feel we should have a

- preliminary discussion at this time?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Of course I am in the hands of this committee, but

- I merely suggest that the steering committee meet today to prepare a schedule
- of witnesses to be called and then report back to this committee. However, I
‘am in the hands of the committee at this time and I am prepared to entertain

any motion.
Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, perhaps we should hear from other members
of this committee regarding their feelings in this matter.
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Mr. NIELSEN: Mr. Chairman, the usefulness of a steering committee lies
in its ability to avoid as far as possible lengthy discussions such as that which
is likely to take place at a full committee hearing if we consider in detail
the procedures and methods which are going to be followed by the committee
at subsequent meetings. I do not think any useful purpose could be served by
throwing open the normal business of a steering committee to a meeting fully
assembled as it is at this time, except perhaps to give the members an op-
portunity to enjoy an hour or two of discussion. My suggestion is that the
steering committee meet and prepare recommendations regarding the witnesses
to be called, the order in which they should be called, and then report to this
committee at the earliest possible moment so that we can either adopt, reject
or modify that report. I think it would be more expeditious for the steering
committee to deal with these matters and bring in recommendations to
the whole committee.

Mr. GREENE: I concur in what Mr. Nielsen has said. I think he has
summed up the situation very properly and that his suggestion is the most
effective one to follow.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Are you making a motion to that effect, Mr.
Nielsen?

Mr. N1eLseEN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I so move.

Mr. WoorLLiAMS: Mr. Chairman, there is just one further situation to which

I should like to refer. I think it should be made clear, if the steering com-

mittee is going to accept this responsibility, that we understand our terms of

reference. I think this might be the appropriate time to read those terms of

reference into the record and the motion that was moved by Mr. Knowles on

April 28, 1964 as it appears on page 2647 of Hansard. Mr. Knowles said at
that time: .

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his

question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964,

be referred to the committee on privileges and elections for considera-
tion and report.

Mr. Chairman, I make this proposal because we should know our terms
of reference before deciding on the witnesses who should be called, in order to
fulfil all the obligations and responsibilities imposed upon us by the House
of Commons. I assume that when that motion was moved Mr. Knowles was
referring to a statement made by the member for Labelle as it appears at
page 2583 of Hansard dated April 27, last. I do not intend to read the whole
statement, but that hon. member did say in part as follows:

I went to that office but my first words to Mr. Davey were to confirm
my intention of joining the Conservative party. I told him that if I had
come to the meeting, it was only to please my friends.

Mr. Davey was rather suggesting at that moment that I join the
ranks of the Liberal party. He said he would take care of the defeated
Liberal candidate and as for unsatisfied Liberal organizers, I only
would have to change them.

The benefits: a party in power and a fat electoral fund for the
next election.

Mr. Davey suggested that I ponder those proposals.

The next paragraph has some importance.

A week later, a Liberal member for parliament belonging to that
same group approached me to tell me that he was very sorry but the
Prime Minister (Mr. Pearson) had asked his chief organizer to cease
all pressure because he, the Prime Minister, was sure to lose the
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regular support of the Social Credit party if he ever stole members
from that party.

If we analyse those words, and if we refer back to the words in the
motion we find:
The matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle.

If the size and extent of our terms of reference are to be left to the steering
committee, I think we should have some direction in that regard so that diffi-
culties in the future could be avoided.

Mr. MoreaU: I was wondering if the statement made by the member from
Bow River, which was both a lengthy statement and a motion, would be
included in the terms of reference before the committee?

Mr. WooLLiaAmMs: Might I speak to that? After all, we are to a certain
extent confined in this matter. Surely our direction comes from the House of
Commons and surely we are controlled by that direction in this matter. The
motion reads:

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his ques-
tion of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964, be
referred to the committee on privileges and elections for consideration
and report.

I have read the matter raised by the member from Labelle. Those are the
terms of reference. The terms of reference are described by the motion; the
motion describes what kind of a house we are confined to live in, in reference
to this matter and how many rooms we have. I would say that surely the
motion is very clear and we should not have too much difficulty, but I would
like some direction o whether this matter should be left to the steering com-
mittee or discussed by the committee.

Mr. Scorr: I think Mr. Woolliams has unduly limited the scope of the
inquiry. I think the steering committee should consider that we are to investigate
all of the circumstances surrounding the transfer of the member in question
from one party to the other, and I think the terms of reference he has used are
perhaps unduly limiting, taking into consideration that he would want to raise
perhaps all matters surrounding this question.

Mr. F1sHER: On the face of it, it would seem to me the steering committee
should require the presence as witnesses of the three members of parliament
who seem to be involved, that is Mr. Girouard, Mr. Pearson, Mr. Thompson
as well as Mr. Davey. However, I hope, having said that, that it does not mean
that if something comes up in evidence we are going to limit ourselves to the
people in that group. There is no suggestion of that, is there?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: So far nothing has yet been said definitely as to
what the ground rules will be for the hearing. The suggestion that has been
put forth, as I understand it, is that we define the list of witnesses. From what
Mr. Woolliams said, I understand that he considers we should set down the
ground rules for the hearing; that this be dealt with by the steering committee,
be brought back, and thata the committee should either accept or reject it at
that time. This has been the custom in the past. I am merely pointing out that
it has been customary that the steering committee go into session, do these
things which are now suggested, come back to the committee and that these
things be either accepted or rejected in committee. I would suggest this might
be the order to follow. When we know what the steering committee has sug-
gested, then we will have grounds for argument on whether we are on the right
track or not.

If Mr. Nielsen would be kind enough to include the suggestion put forth by
Mr. Woolliams in his motion, confining the boundaries of the hearing plus the
list of witnesses and so forth, I would put the question.
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Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): I wanted to give my impressions of the
terms of reference of this committee. Mr. Woolliams seemed to want to limit
them in a rather restricted manner. Now, I think the committee is intended to
study first of all the text of the remarks made by Mr. Girouard, in the House of
Commons, particularly because they were made in the house itself. We must
also analyse the words which are attributed to Mr. Davey. We do not know
whether he uttered them or not but we have to determine whether or not he
uttered them. Thaat is certainly one of the most serious charges contained in
the words of the member for Labelle. Words were also attributed to the Prime
Minister. We do not know whether he uttered them or not, but they have been
attributed to him and they are a serious matter.

Then there were words attributed to the member from Red Deer who
threatened to withdraw his support of the Liberal party if they tried to get two
members away from his group. We do not know whether or not he said that
but still these words were attributed to him. Without wishing to prejudice the
matter, it'seems to me entirely within our terms of reference to verify whether
or not such things were said, and in this way we will, ipso facto, verify the
statement of the member from Labelle. Therefore, the first thing is a thorough
examination of what was said by the member from Labelle, to determine what
were his sources of information and everything that he knows regarding what
he attributes to Mr. Davey, Mr. Pearson and Mr. Thompson. That, I think, com-
prises our terms of reference in this committee.

Mr. PiceoN (Interpretation): If it was asked in parliament that this
matter be referred to this committee it was because Mr. Girouard made this
statement in the House of Commons. The steering committee should, above all,
consider and decide on the statement made by Mr. Girouard. What strengthened
Mr. Girouard’s statement was the fact that Mr. Davey stated that he did meet
Mr. Girouard. I feel we cannot rely on what was said by Mr. Knowles but
rather on what was said by Mr. Girouard. If Mr. Knowles rose following the
statement made by Mr. Girouard, and Mr. Davey himself did admit to the
press that he had seen Mr. Girouard, then I think it is necessary to stick to
the statement made by Mr. Girouard.

Mr. NieLseN: I want to put my motion in words. Before I do so I think
that an observation should be made with respect to the remarks of the hon.
member from Lapointe and the hon. member from Danforth. The first point
I would like to make is that it is not the member for Bow River who has
restricted the terms of reference within which this committee may confine its
inquiry but rather the House of Commons. The matter of interpreting the
extent of that reference may be another matter, but it is not the member from
Bow River who is placing the restriction.

I believe that the reference is clear and I believe its boundaries are also
clear by the very terms of the motion that was put by the member from
Winnipeg North Centre. In applying that motion I believe one cannot help
come to the conclusion that the reference is to the matter raised by the hon.
member for Labelle in the manner in which it was raised on the 27th.

The second point I would like to make is this. To the best of my under-
standing, it has long been the custom and practice of the House of Commons
to accept the word of a member of the house, whether it is the member for
Labelle, the Prime Minister or any other hon. member. The Prime Minister
has spoken in the house and so has the member for Labelle, It is not a question,
as the member for Lapointe put it, of verifying the statement made by the
member for Labelle because we, as members, must accept the hon. member’s
word on the matter, as we must accept the word of the Prime Minister and

any other hon. member, but rather our inquiry is more properly directed
20788—2
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toward whether or not any privileges of the members of the house or of the
house have been breached in respect of the matter raised by the hon. member
for Labelle.

It is not a question of conducting an inquisition into the truth or otherwise
of the statements made by anyone in the House of Commons because they must
be accepted.

I would like to move that the steering committee consider the individual
witnesses to be called and the priority they should be given in appearing
before the committee, and then that the steering committee report back to this
committee their recommendations in this respect.

I will not, sir, in my motion include any reference to the terms of refer-
ence this committee must consider. In my opinion, this is a matier we must
decide ourselves, regardless of the recommendations of the steerinz committee,
I am sure there have been two divergent views expressed already and, I hope,
this indicates it would be useless for the steering committee to bring back a
recommendation in this regard.

Mr. ScorT: I second the motion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it has been moved by Mr. Nielsen
and seconded by Mr. Scott that the steering committee make a recommendation
in respect of the witnesses to be called, with the order of priority in which they
should appear before the committee.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, I will support the motion but I wish to state
that I do not find acceptable one of Mr. Nielsen’s arguments, the one he made
in respect of statements made in the house because, obviously, the statements
of Mr. Girouard and Mr. Pearson are in contradiction, or in apparent contra-
diction. It seems to me this is one of the things we will have to determine.
I am not saying one is the truth and one is not; however, we do have to find
out an explanation why they appear to be contradictory. It would seem to me
if you accepted Mr. Nielsen’s argument in respect of statements made in the
house we could not proceed with the details here.

Mr. WoorrLrams: Mr. Chairman, if I may speak again—and I do not pro-
pose to keep harping on the matter—I have never seen a resolution clearer and
plainer, and I am sure the hon. member for Port Arthur will agree; his col-
league is often noted for his clarity. This does not say “some matters” but “the
matters raised by the hon. member from Labelle”. It does not say “the matter
raised by the Prime Minister” or “the matter raised by the member from
Winnipeg North Centre” but “the matters raised by the member from Labelle”
as reported on April 27, 1964. It does not say what he said on the 26th or the
24th but on the 27th. Our terms of reference are very clear and I do not antic-
ipate any trouble with them. If we go outside of what the house has directed,
then I say we are acting beyond our jurisdiction as a standing committee of
the House of Commons.

The ActTing CHAIRMAN: Mr. Greene.

Mr. GREENE: I intend to support the resolution which I think is quite
proper and in order with regard to the question of the ambit of the inquiry.
Might I suggest that while very cogent arguments have been brought forward
both ways, what we are really doing is to attempt to anticipate rulings on
the relevancy of the inquiry, and I do not think we should do so. Such matters
will come up rhany times during the course of the inquiry, and such issues
would have to be determined upon each occasion. I submit that to discuss in
advance the relevancy of any particular aspect of the inquiry would be futile.
While the argument is a very interesting one, it will no doubt come up many
times, and I do not think we could add anything useful to help the inquiry by
continuing the discussion at this time.
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The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Are there any more questions? You have heard
the motion. All in favour? Those contrary? I am sorry: All those in favour
again. The clerk wishes to count you. And those contrary? I declare the
motion carried.

Mr. F1sHER: May I bring up something which has nothing to do with this
case? There are two other matters which have been referred by the house to
this committee. One has to do with the voting age, and the other is a subject
matter of a bill brought in by Mr. Thompson regarding the appointment of an
ombudsman. I wonder if it is the wish or intention of the committee, after
we have cleared up this case, to proceed with these other matters? If so, I
wonder if the steering committee might consider giving permission to
consider just how we might set about leading into these two other matters?

The AcTiNg CHAIRMAN: I am just chairing the committee for the disposal
of this specific matter.

Mr. MoreaU: The first matter has to do with Mr. MecNulty’s bill concerning
voting age, and the second matter has to do with Mr. Thompson’s bill concern-
ing an ombudsman. I would expect that the committee would delve into these
matters immediately so that we might conclude them.

Mr. DrouiN: Mr. Chairman, we are probably called upon to hear witnesses
who are members of the house, and witnesses who are not. I am thinking
particularly of Mr. Davey who does not benefit from the same privileges as
those enjoyed by members of the house regarding parliamentary immunity.
And to ensure that witnesses be treated on the same footing, it is my intention
to ask each member of the House of Commons who will be appearing before
this committee to give evidence, to give up his parliamentary immunity, I
would like to ask our legal adviser if it is possible for a member of parliament
to divest himself of his parliamentary immunity when he speaks either in the
house or before a committee? Is it possible?

Dr. P. M. OLLIviER (Law Clerk, House of Commons): I think this hap-
pened last year when some members were heard before this very committee
and were sworn in just like anyone else. But as to witnesses who come from
the exterior, they are protected before the committee with respect to the
testimony which they will render here.

I think that members of parliament are in the same position as ordinary
witnesses; they are sworn in, and they are protected just as an ordinary witness
is protected. I do not see why a member of parliament should not be sworn in
just like anybody else.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I do not think the question is whether or not a witness
should be sworn in. I think everyone agrees that he should, whether he be
a member of parliament or not. But a member of parliament in my view,
occupies a position which is different.

Dr. OvLivier: I take it you mean a member of parliament cannot be sued
for what he says in the house or in a committee, I think it is the same with
an ordinary witness. He may ask for protection if he wants it, and even if
he does not ask for it, he is protected. The Chairman might tell him that he
is protected for what he says before the committee.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: I do not know if it has been agreed that the
witnesses should be sworn. I am prepared to entertain a motion one way or
another on that matter.

Mr. Moreau: What Dr. Ollivier said interests me because I was a member
of this committee last year and I do not recall it. I do not want this to be
interpreted that I do not wish to be sworn if called as a witness; but I do
not recall any members of parliament being sworn as witnesses last year.

I do not think there was that precedent.
20788—2}



20 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. NIELsEN: Oh yes, Mr. Riddell was sworn.
Mr. MoreAu: Yes, but he was not a member of parliament.

Mr. WoorLLiams: I move that all witnesses be sworn when they appear
before the committee.

Mr. Drouin: I second the motion.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Is there any discussion? All those in favour?
Those contrary?

Motion agreed to.

I declare the motion carried.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Regarding the question, I would like to ask Dr. Ollivier
if a member who comes as a witness before this committee on privileges and
elections is going to be protected by his parliamentary immunity in any civil
action? If he is sworn as we suggest, is he going to be protected against any
action for perjury?

Dr. Orruivier: I would say that the Criminal Code was amended about
two years ago to deal with perjury before a committee. I imagine that if a
member of the House of Commons commits the crime of perjury, he would
then become liable to appear before a court and be condemned for perjury.
But that is something which is quite distincet from his immunity from being
protected for what he says in the House of Commons in a speech or before
a committee,

A member of parliament is not protected against committing a crime,
whether it be that of perjury of even of murder. I do not think he would be
protected by his immunity from committing murder, Therefore he would not
be protected from committing perjury.

Mr. WooLrLiams: I think that is absolutely correct. I do not think that
under any of our laws in Canada, even under the terms of the Canada Evi-
dence Act, a witness is ever protected against a charge of perjury. If you appear
under any conditions before any august body and commit perjury, of course
there is no immunity from perjury. That surely arises from the essential
significance of the oath. You have no immunity.

I suppose we are thinking about a question of libel. This, of course, may
be quite different from any other crime. As the Chairman knows, if a person
when giving evidence believes he might disclose that he is guilty of another
crime—not that of perjury—he may have protection afforded to him under
the Canada Evidence Act, but I do not think there is any immunity, just
because one happens to be elected by some constituency in Canada and then
commits perjury.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Or any other crime.

Mr. GREENE: I think we have put Dr. Ollivier on the spot by asking for a
legal opinion on the ramifications of being a witness. Perhaps Dr. Ollivier could
prepare a short brief with respect to immunity and whether there is any dif-
ference in this regard between a member and a lay witness, in both the civil
and criminal aspects of it.

There is also an ancillary point which is of equal importance as it is
highly possible that other procedures could emanate from these proceedings.
We should also know whether or not the evidence is admissible in another
court or under other auspices, judicial or otherwise. I think that is very

important.
The CHAIRMAN: Will you check into that?
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Mr. OLLIVIER: Yes. In the meantime, I can just give you something which
is taken from “May” at page 669:

When a member submits himself to examination without any order of
the house, he is to be treated precisely like any other witness, and is
not at liberty to qualify his submission by stipulating he is to answer
only such questions as he pleases.

There is another quotation in “Beauchesne” to the same effect.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: He needs not be under oath; Mr. Profumo found out
what was his responsibility in public life when he said something wrong, when
he said no when he should have said yes.

Mr. GReeNE: You are not comparing Mr. Girouard to Mr. Profumo, are
you?

The ActING CHAIRMAN: I do not think we need any motion, Mr. Greene.
Dr. Ollivier is prepared to present a brief.

Mr. Piceon: If an outside witness, such as Mr. Davey, for example, lies
to the committee is it possible, if the lie is proven, that the committee may
take action against such a witness? What sanction is there?

Mr. OLLIviER: There are cases such as perjury in which action can be
taken in the courts, but parliament itself can take some action if anyone
says anything in a committee that he should not say. For example, if he
shows disrespect to the members or to the house, or anything of that nature,
he can be reported to the house and a motion can be made in the house that
he be cited at the bar of the house. Then he can be censured or reprimanded—
or even sent to the tower or asked to kneel at the bar and make excuses to
the House of Commons.

Mr. ScorT: This is a fantastic area of discussion at the present time. We are
discussing perjury and crimes and everything else, but we have not even
begun our investigation.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: The Chair is already getting a little warm! I do
hope you will bring all your patience to the committee.

Mr. FisHER: I move adjournment.
The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Moreau has stepped down from the Chair. He

was a member of the steering committee, and it is my understanding that he

wishes to be relieved of this capacity also. Do you empower the Chair to appoint
a replacement?

Agreed.

Mr. ScorT: Do we need a report to the house for permission to print and
permission to sit, ete.?

The Actine CHAIRMAN: That has already been taken care of.

Mr. Moreau: Permission to sit was taken care of but I do not. think per-
mission to print was requested.

Tuespay, May 12, 1964

The ActingG CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I will call the committee to order. I
will ask the committee clerk to read the order of reference first.
The ComMITTEE CLERK:

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle (Mr.
Girourard) in his question of privilege as reported in Hansard for
Monday, April 27, 1964, be referred to the standing committee on
privileges and elections for consideration and report.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN: I will now ask the committee clerk to read the
Second Report of the steering committee meeting.

(See Minutes of Proceedings of May 12.)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I would now ask for a motion for adoption of the
steering committee report.

Mr. ScorT: Might I ask a question? The steering committee report men-
tions having Mr. Keith Davey attend the sittings of the committee. I assume
that means he will be here as a witness, but not present through all the
proceedings.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that the committee will
hear Mr. Girouard, and, having heard him, ask leave to sit again to hear the
witnesses in order of priority. Mr. Davey merely was invited to attend at this
stage so that he may understand the nature of the charges if he is called to
give evidence.

Mr. ScorT: It seems to me that in our hearings we may be called upon
to judge on matters of credibility with regard to interpretations certain persons
may have placed on other persons’ words. It seems to me it is important through-
out our deliberations that all the witnesses except the witness being heard
should be excluded from the room. This is a normal procedure in matters of
this kind. Should we be asked to compare views, statements or interpretations,
it seems only fair that all the witnesses be absent while we hear the statement
of evidence of the witness who is before us.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: May I respectfully suggest that Mr. Scott’s sug-
gestion or motion is premature at this moment, because I am asking for
adoption of the steering committee report. This matter is outside that. I
certainly will give him the opportunity to bring this matter before the
committee,

Mr. Scorr: It seems to me the steering committee’s report implied that
Mr. Davey was to attend the sittings of the committee. It is for that reason I
raise the matter at this point.

Mr. Woorriams: I would like to make it clear that my position as a member
of the steering committee was that if Mr. Keith Davey, a distinguished Canadian
and organizer of one of our national parties, wishes to come and give evidence
first, so far as I was concerned along with some of my colleagues, we certainly
would like to hear him give evidence. So, that invitation was extended. I did
raise the question whether the witnesses should be present during the testimony
of other witnesses. I did not object to the fact that Mr. Keith Davey may be
present. I felt that it was a matter which the committee might like to raise.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): The question raised by Mr. Scott was dis-
cussed at the meeting of the steering committee, and at that time the idea was
that because there were so many journalists present at the meeting of the
committee it would be impossible for Mr. Keith Davey, or any of our wit-
nesses, not to know exactly what happened in the committee.

(Text)

I will translate in English what I said. We have discussed this question
raised by Mr. Scott in the steering committee, and we feel that because there
are so many reporters and people here it would be very easy for anyone to
know what has been said by the previous witnesses. Therefore, to ask the
witnesses to be excluded during the interrogations would be almost futile

because afterwards they will be able to secure all the information regarding
the previous witnesses.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, you have before you the report of the
steering committee, and I am asking for a motion for its adoption. This does
not rule out the matter raised by Mr. Scott.
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Mr. BALCER: Mr. Grégoire had to translate what he said before. I think
it would be wise if we checked the simultaneous translation system right now
so that everybody knows where we stand.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: It is not working.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: A lot of the earphones are not plugged in.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I now have the motion, moved by Mr. Greene,
seconded by Mr. Francis, that the steering committee report be adopted.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question.

Mr. NUGENT: On this motion, I am wondering, when they say they want
Mr. Girouard first, what the reasoning is behind it? To begin with, I am not
sure what line the questioning will take; but it seems to me Mr. Girouard
made a statement in the house which, of course, must be accepted by all
members; that is, not just in this committee, but by the house. So, naturally
it cannot be the purpose of this committee to cross-examine him on that state-
ment. I am wondering what was the purpose in the minds of the members
of the steering committee in deciding to have him called. Does he wish to make
some amplification of his statement or rule out some inferences? Exactly what
is the purpose of calling Mr. Girouard first?

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Because I understand the steering committee
desired to hear the witness, and ask him questions to elucidate his statement.

Mr. ScorT: For example, in the statement he referred to four other mem-
bers. We do not know who they are until we hear from him.

Mr. NUGeNT: I wanted to be sure on that point. I do not think any member
would dispute the point that a statement given by a member in the house
must be accepted by all members.

An hon. MEMBER: Oh, no.

Mr. NUGeNT: This cannot be questioned. It would be open at any time for
any member of the public to make an allegation out of this house about a
member in the house, and the member in the house could get up and deny he
said any such thing. Then, for some other member to say that this should go to
the privileges and elections committee would be ridiculous. You cannot now
start to question this rule which has been accepted almost without question
in the house. Never has there been any question when a member gets up to
speak and make a statement but that that statement must be accepted by all.

I think we want to investigate fully, but I am sure this committee wants to
remember the rules. Therefore, I feel it is very important we should define the
line of questioning and remember that if any member of parliament is called
and makes a statement, even to this committee, the cross-examination must
only be for the purpose of bringing out further information with regard
to that.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, as I recall the deliberations of the steering
committee, I do not think there was any thought of calling Mr. Girouard
first in order to impugn anything he has already said. I believe the thinking
was along these lines; that the statement made by Mr. Girouard in question was
a very pert summary of what occurred, that the whole foundation of this
inquiry must be based on Mr. Girouard’s statement, and that, accordingly, he
should be given the opportunity to enlarge upon the statement he made in
the house to whatever extent he wishes to do so; further, that until he had
done so, we were in no position to know what other persons should be called
or in what order.

I believe it was our thinking—which likely should be the thinking of the
committee as a whole—that we would want to call the other witnesses so that
we might obtain their views of what transpired, and that we could not do
because, as Mr. Scott has pointed out quite properly, we do not know who
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should be called until we hear what Mr. Girouard has to say. I believe this is
the only purpose in calling him. So far as the steering committee was con-
cerned, there certainly was no thought of placing one statement against an-
other and questioning the credibility.

Mr. PigeoN: Did the steering committee unanimously decide to have Mr.
Girouard as the first witness, or Mr. Davey; was that unanimous?

An hon. MEMBER: Yes.

Mr. Pigeon: I think it is very important to ask Mr. Davey who he feels
should be the first witness. He said to the press that he met Mr. Girouard
and I think it is very important to us to have Mr. Davey first to ask him about
this, because Mr. Girouard had an opportunity to make a statement in the
house. This statement appeared in the debates, but the statement made by Mr.
Davey did not appear in the debates because he is not a member of parliament.
I think it is very important first to hear Mr. Davey, because Mr. Girouard’s
statement was made in the house and Mr. Davey’s statement was made to the
press. I think it is very important to have his statement.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question.,

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: There is a motion before the committee that we
accept the steering committee’s report. Should there be an amendment to it, I
am prepared to entertain it, but I think a good deal of the discussion is not
relevant unless it is directed to the motion.

Mr. PiGeoN: Mr. Chairman, I want to put an amendment to the motion
to the effect that Mr. Davey will be the first witness.

The ActTinG CHAIRMAN: Have we a seconder to that motion?

Mr. BaLcer: I will second the motion.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, with respect I do not think that is a proper
amendment. This constitutes a negation of the report and an amendment can-
not negate the report.

The report says that Mr. Girouard will be the first witness, and an amend-
ment which contradicts that completely is not an amendment. If Mr. Pigeon
wants to take that stand he can vote against it and then bring in another one.

Mr. BALCER: The report states that Mr. Girouard shall be the first witness,
followed by Mr. Davey; the amendment is to change the order of appearance
because Mr. Davey is the one who has questioned the statement of a member
of parliament. If he has questioned a statement, then he should come and tell
us what is wrong with the statement, what are not facts in it, and so on.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we must have order. Would you please
direct your remarks to the Chair.

I am prepared to entertain an amendment to the motion at this time to
substitute the name of Mr. Davey for Mr. Girouard. k

Mr. BALCER: It concerns just the order of the appearance.

Mr. Pigeon: Mr. Davey first.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I will put the amendment.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I take it you rule that this is a proper amend-
ment to the motion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I rule that he can move an amendment substituting
the name of Mr. Davey for Mr. Girouard.

Mr. Dugk: Mr. Chairman, since I made the motion myself in the steering
committee I think I can speak on it with some authority.

The substance of the motion is to the effect that Mr. Girouard be called
as a witness, whereas Mr. Davey is to be called only as an invitee to be
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present. At this time we are unable to substitute a person who is only invited
to attend for a witness.

I submit that the amendment to substitute Mr. Davey’s name in place of
Mr. Girouard is not in order because it negates the main motion.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: Mr. Chairman, as I was a member of the steering com-
mittee, I would like to speak on this matter. I want to repeat to you that I
made my position very clear. As I understand it, what took place in the steer-
ing committee was that there was a motion we should call Mr. Girouard ﬁx"st.
I noticed that the members of the steering committee were in favour of calling
Mr. Girouard first and at that time I did say I would not oppose that pro-
cedure. But, I want to make myself clear, as I said this morning and in the
steering committee, that I would like to see Mr. Davey appear. As you know, he
is a distinguished Canadian and an organizer of a national party. I think he
should come forward and make a statement first. Perhaps some members think
there is something which he should disclose first. I was not opposing the sug-
gestion in respect of Mr. Girouard,in steering committee in the sense of being
difficult but, as I said, if others wished Mr. Girouard to be called first, I would
not oppose it.

Mr. LEBoE: Mr. Chairman, as a member of the steering committee, may
I say I think we have lost sight in this committee of what are the terms of
reference. We have a motion that was put and this is what we have to deal
with; it concerns a statement made by the member from Labelle. To me, it
seems only right and in order that the member for Labelle be called to clarify
anything he has in his statement in order that we know where we are going.
We have to have some direction in this committee.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I am now going to put the amendment to the
motion.

Mr. PiceoN: We think that Mr. Davey should be the first witness because
Mr. Davey never has had a chance—

Some hon. MEMBERS: He will have his chance.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: The amendment to the motion is that the name
of Mr. Davey be substituted for the name of Mr. Girouard. All those in favour
of the amendment to the motion? Contrary?

I declare the amendment to the motion defeated.

Now, we will deal with the motion. All those in favour?

Mr. NUGENT: Before the question is put, Mr. Chairman, I do not under-
stand why there should be a difference between the two, Mr. Girouard and
Mr. Keith Davey. It will be obvious, I am sure, we will wish to hear from both
of them and I do not know why Mr. Davey should be referred to as an invitee,

I would like to move an amendment to the motion in respect of Mr, Davey,
that he be also called as a witness and given the same status as everyone else.

Mr. GREENE: Might I explain that no one else has either be subpoenaed
as a witness or requested to come as a witness. As you know, procedures are
different in respect of attendances before a committee of members and non-
members of the house. Lay people are subpoenaed and others requested to
come.

No one has been subpoenaed or requested to come because the steering
committee felt that as Mr. Girouard’s story evolved and as the committee saw
what the gist of his story was then the steering committee firstly and the
committee as a whole would at that time like to review the matter to see who
should be the next witness to call in chronological order. In this way we would
have the story in a most concise, clear and lucid manner before the committee.
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If we move now and suggest who should be called second this might have
the effect of completely breaking the logical trend. It would be premature to
decide who should be called before we have heard Mr. Girouard because,
again, we do not even know officially who the members of parliament are who
have been alluded to. I think we should proceed in a chronological order.

In a trial of a factual issue witnesses normally are called in the order in
which they appear on the scene. It may be the committee will prefer to hear
it this way but unless we follow a chronological and logical sequence of events
we are not going to get very far. I am sure this was the reason behind the
thinking of the steering committee when they left the matter open in respect
of the order in which witnesses are to be called until such time as we heard
Mr. Girouard.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I think the effect of the motion is to hear Mr. Davey during
the sessions, not necessarily that he will appear in any particular order but
that he will appear once during the sessions of this committee. I think everyone
will approve of that suggestion, and if that is the effect of the amendment,
then we will support it. If the effect of the amendment is that he will be
the next witness, then we will not know what will be the statement of Mr.
Girouard, as a result of which we cannot state actually what the order of the
witnesses will be.

Mr. NUuGENT: The purpose of my motion to amend is to clarify Mr. Davey's
status as an invitee in order that when he is called he will be called in the same
way as anyone else, as a witness.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: If I might clear the air in this connection, it was
the feeling of the committee we would start with Mr. Girouard; then the steer-
ing committee would meet thereafter and determine the order of witnesses.
Everyone, I am sure, anticipates that Mr. Davey will be a witness. However,
the steering committee decided to hear the story as it unfolds, with Mr. Girouard
first, in order to keep it in chronological order. But, there is nothing in the
report which does not deal with him as a witness.

Mr. NUGENT: Yes, there is; it says he be invited to attend. I do not want the
motion to pass with Mr. Davey having the status of an invitee. I want Mr.
Davey invited as a witness at some time. If you would put it that way I would
not object to him being invited.

: The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: If I assured you this does not rule out Mr. Davey
being called as a witness will you let me put the motion?

Mr. NUGENT: Yes.
Mr. Pigeon: I think we should have Mr. Davey as soon as possible.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Now, we have a steering committee representing
every party in the house, which made and brought back a report. There is no
suggestion anyone be excluded as a witness. This report was brought forward in
the hope we could get some order and the hearings underway.

Mr. LEBOE: Mr. Chairman, may I say a word. I am sure others feel as I do,
that Mr. Girouard’s statement might be of such a nature that the need to
proceed in this committee may be disposed of. It may not be beyond the realm
of a position we should take at that time. I do not think this should be ruled
::;. This is one of the reasons we are in the position in which we find ourselves

ay.

Mr. Scorr: Would Dr. Ollivier clarify for me what this special status in
respect of Mr. Davey is? Could you tell me what an invitee is so far as this
committee is concerned?

Dr. P. M. OLLIVIER (Law Clerk, House of Commons): I do not know but
T understand he was invited so that he would be available as a witness.
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Mr. RHEAUME: My concern is that we do not get ourselves into a situation
where we proceed by taking one witness at a time and at some later point
exclude one of the principal witnesses in this whole business, Mr. Keith Davey.
I can foresee—and perhaps you will excuse me for being cynical—a beautiful
manoeuvre occurring in which we examine only one principal witness and then
go on to several other witnesses who are not principal witnesses and then the
committee, by a majority vote, saying: that is it, we are all through; that is
fine.

The motion of Mr. Nugent, which I will second, is that the steering commit-
tee report be amended to include the summoning of Mr. Keith Davey to appear
before the privileges and elections committee as a witness. It does not indicate

the time but that at some point this committee will have him before us as a
witness.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether or not I have made
myself clear. The steering committee’s views, as I understand it, is that the
moment Mr. Girouard’s evidence is concluded we will then subpoena all
witnesses who are not members of parliament and who should be called, and
we will then request in writing, which I believe is the proper procedure,
members of parliament who are to be called as witnesses in order that all
witnesses will be treated alike. But, there was no thought of excluding anyone.
It may be that it was an unfortunate thing that we have Mr. Davey as an

invitee at all, but I believe Mr. Woolliams thought that should be done as a
matter of courtesy.

Mr. WoorLLiams: Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer that. I do not
think I suggested that. However, I do say that as I was the only one that held
a contrary view I knew whatever I said would be outvoted and that Mr.
Girouard would be called first. However, my feeling in the steering com-
mittee—you will recall an hon. member said there was a bit of manoeuvring
going on; I refer to it as refined fishing—was that Mr. Davey would be called
because of having made a statement outside the house, which is the reason
we are here today. Mr. Davey made a statement to the press, as a result of
which a certain motion was made and a certain privilege arose in the house. My

impression was that Mr. Davey would be called as a witness followed by a
slate of witnesses.

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: I will put the amendment to the motion first.
Would you please give me your attention.

It has been moved that the motion be amended to read that Mr. Keith
Davey be summoned to appear before the committee as a witness. The only
change is incorporating him as a witness.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question; question.

Mr. PiceoN: After Mr. Girouard.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no. .

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: All in favour of the amendment? Contrary? I
declare the amendment carried.

Now, the motion.

Mr. LEBOE: Mr. Chairman, before the motion is put may I say there were
references made to manoeuvring. I object very strongly to this suggestion of
any manoeuvring going on in this committee. As I say, I object very very
strongly. We should be looking at this matter factually and with the interest of
the House of Commons and parliament in mind. I object very strongly and at
this time I would like to register my objection.

Mr. RHEAUME: Since I used the phrase and since the hon. member of the
Social Credit party objects to it I will withdraw it on the grounds that there is
no political manoeuvring within that group.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN: It would appear to me that some members would
like to raise some frivolity in respect of a matter of peoples’ reputations which
are being bandied back and forth and with which we have a responsibility to
deal in a responsible way.

Now, I am going to put the motion as amended. All those in favour of the
motion as amended? Contrary? I declare the motion as amended carried.

Mr. DrouIN (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, on a question of privilege
may I state that we have no French speaking reporters present today. As you
know, there are several French speaking members who wish to use the
French language during these discussions. As there are no French reporters
here today I think it is very possible that something might be wrongfully trans-
ls:;;i—and I am not casting any reflection on the competence of the translating

We would like to have Mr. Girouard speak in French. If we continue as
we are what will happen is that the witness will give his evidence in French;
it will be simultaneously translated, with all the risks involved, despite, as
I said, the competence of our interpreters. The interpretation of the evidence
will be taken down by the English reporters and then it will have to be
translated back into French. As can be foreseen, there will be many risks in-
volved in this translation.

I had some experience last year with the committee in this respect. I
spoke several times in French and when the officials report appeared in
French I just did not recognize what I had said.

I feel that the mistakes which can be made in the recording of the
proceedings of parliamentary committees occur as a result of misinterpretation
or mistranslation.

I asked at a meeting of this committee last year that a French reporter be
provided. I feel that we should have French speaking or bilingual reporters
taking down the evidence in both languages. I believe it may be difficult to
find reporters of this kind at this time but I must say I have practised before
the courts in Quebec and know there are reporters there performing this
function. The stenographers in my own office are bilingual. I cannot under-
stand why the head of personnel for the House of Commons cannot find
bilingual reporters. I feel there should at least be two teams of reporters, one
English and one French, to deal with the two languages.

Mr. Chairman, I object to this committee continuing its deliberations so
long as we do not have a reporter to take down the evidence and delibera-
tions in the original language which is used. I move that this committee on
privileges and elections be suspended until we obtain the services of a French
reporter.

Mr. LEssArRD (Saint-Henri): (French)

INTERPRETATION: The interpreter cannot hear, I am sorry.

Mr. PIGEON: Mr. Chairman, the interpreter was unable to hear the last
remarks.

The CHAIRMAN: Do we have a seconder for Mr. Drouin’s motion?

Mr. LEssarp (Saint-Henri): I second the motion.

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: Does anyone wish to speak to the motion before
I put the question?

Mr. GREE'NE: In view of what has been pointed out in respect of this
matter, and in view of the fact that we are considering things which
involve the characters and names of members of parliament, I feel that one
word misinterpreted, or not clearly interpreted and incorrectly transcribed,
may Pe very important. Under these circumstances, I think it very unfair
to an individual whose mother tongue is French not to have a French reporter
in attendance.
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Mr. Pigeon: I think we should send a copy of this evidence to the author-
ities.

Mr. ScorT: Mr. Chairman, is it possible to obtain a French reporter im-
mediately?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Is it possible to get a French reporter at this time?

Mr. GrREGOIRE: Can you take both languages, Mr. Reporter?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: We do not wish to suspend our proceedings.

Mr. NUGENT: Mr. Chairman, perhaps the reporter could indicate whether
there are any French reporters on the committee reporting staff who could
handle these proceedings.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Perhaps we should ask the reporter whether there is some-
one available who can take these proceedings in French.

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: Perhaps before I put the motion we should recess
in an attempt to find out whether there is a French reporter available.

May I suggest, so that we do not waste time, that once our first witness
is called to testify I recognize a member and allow him to ask questions and
complete his questioning without interruption by way of supplementary ques-
tion and then recognize another member, and that a member who has already
had an opportunity to ask questions be not recognized a second time until at
least everyone has had an opportunity to question the witness.

This is the order I propose to follow.

Mr. DrouiN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I have moved a motion
which was seconded by Mr. Lessard and I should like this motion put to this
committee and passed.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Your motion is not in writing and in the hands
of your Chairman as yet.

Mr. NuceNT: Mr. Chairman, we are going to adjourn for a few minutes
before you put the motion; is that right?

Mr. Piceon: I think we should direct the question to Mr. Lamontagne.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: We will recess for five minutes.
—Recess.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Gentleman before I put the motion I should like
to inform you that it has been brought to my attention there are no French
shorthand reporters, or bilingual reporters available for parliamentary com-
mittees. The French shorthand reporters are all engaged on Hansard reporting
which is a separate duty. It is my understanding that Mr. Speaker, and I say
this with considerable caution, has not seen fit to make French reporters

available for any parliamentary committees. Therefore, there are no French
reporters available.

Before going any further I should like to point out to you that a motion
to adjourn is not debatable unless we have unanimous consent.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to speak to
the motion, but in respect of the statement you have made to the effect that there
are no French reporters available for the proceedings of a committee, I think this
is an impossible situation. I think this committee should consider the circum-
stances and make a vigorous and official protest at this stage. This is the first
time I have been made aware of this situation. I have participated in the
deliberations of many committees, the reports of which have been prepared by
English speaking reporters by employing the interpretation system. On checking
these reports I have found that remarks and expressions of ideas which were
not uttered have been attributed to certain members, I feel we should protest
vigorously and officially in this regard and that this protest be included in
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our proceedings. Before we deal with the motion to adjourn I move that this
committee make an official vigorous protest against this state of affairs which
has become apparent today.

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Chairman, I should just like to ask a question and I hope
that this is not misinterpreted. I wonder whether we could discuss this problem
with unanimous consent before dealing with the motion to adjourn?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Drouin do you agree that we discuss this
situation before I put your motion? Are the members of this committee in
favour of this proposal?

Mr. PiceoN: Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Drouin is absolutely right. I think
it is very important to have a French speaking or bilingual reporter in
attendance at committee proceedings, and I place the blame in this regard on
Mr. Lamontagne.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Oh, oh.

The AcTIiNG CHAIRMAN: Order.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order—

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Order.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman—

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Order, please, gentlemen. We are not here today
to place any blame in respect of the unavailability of a French reporter. That
function is not ours to perform at this time. There is a problem which exists
at this time which we must face in a responsible manner. I agree that this is
an unfortunate situation. I suggest that we may make a recommendation in this
regard but I do not think we should attempt to place any blame.

Mr. PiceoN: Mr. Chairman, if you promise to have a bilingual reporter in
attendance at our next meeting I think we can agree to continue at this time.
However, if it is impossible for you to promise to have such a reporter available
I think we should now adjourn.

Mr. CHRETIEN (Interpretation): I should like to speak in regard to the
unavailability of a French speaking reporter.

(The interpreter regrets he cannot hear Mr. Chrétien).

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am sorry the interpreter could not pick up your
words Mr. Chrétien. I will have to ask you to repeat them.

Mr. CHRETIEN: I am just suggesting that I will refuse to sit on this com-
mittee until such time as we have a French reporter in attendance.

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Chairman, I think everyone is in general agreement with
the desire to have a French reporter in attendance. However, I should like to
point out that it is important that we continue our hearings. I wonder w}.xether-
as an alternative, if you absolutely cannot get a French reporter, we can install
a tape recorder so that if anyone feels he has been misquoted or misinterpreted
he will be able to refer to the recording.

Mr. PI1GEON: A tape recorder is not official.

Mr. LEBOE: Mr. Chairman, we regret very much that this situation has
arisen. We regret that we do not have a French reporter on hand. However,
our proceedings are going to be reported to the House of Commons by way of
the printed copy of our Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence. If there are any
corrections to be made they can be made when our report is presented to the
House of Commons. On that basis I think we should proceed with the hearings
of this committee and, as has been suggested, vigorously protest against the
unavailability of a French reporter. I do not think we should throw wrenches
into the gears at this point, particularly in view of the existence of redress on.
the floor of the House of Commons.
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Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, my only suggestion is that we proceed
according to our plan, calling our first witness, and if he chooses to speak in
French we can then stand him aside and go on to our second witness.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no.

Mr. MArRTINEAU: I think that is a practical solution to the present problem.

Mr. Drouin: This is the proper way to do it.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

Mr. Marcoux (Interpretation): It would be important that we have a trans-
scription in French because a witness may wish to testify and it seems to me in
certain cases there would be translations which would be completely erroneous.
I do not think the time to make the corrections is after we have heard the state-
ment, particularly because when the official versions have been printed they are
bound together, and only certain libraries tend to have the corrected copies. I
am strongly opposed to the suggestion that French speaking witnesses should
be heard through an English trans!ation, and vice versa.

Mr. Dusi (Interpretation): I feel the same way as Mr. Chrétien who pre-
ceded me. It is important and even vital that the witnesses speak in their own
languages, particularly regarding the question with which we have to deal
where reputations will be endangered. I therefore suggest that the committee on
procedure should take the necessary measures to make it possible to provide us
with a bilingual reporter.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: In a moment I am going to ask whether Mr. Drouin
wishes me to put the motion. Before I do so, I should say that the motion to
adjourn will cut off further discussion.

Mr. PiceoN: We have here an English reporter and I think we might ask
an English witness, Mr. Davey, what he prefers.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: We have a motion and it is only by the good grace
of the mover and seconder that we have any discussion at all. If this motion does
carry, I would like to ask when the committee wishes to meet again.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: I appreciate the dilemma, but is there not in this huge
federal service somewhere a person who may be made available by tomorrow or
this afternoon who could report the proceedings in French?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Your secretary, Mr. Drouin.

Mr. DRoOUIN: Noj; she has to be in my office.

Mr. NUGeNT: I would suggest that the next meeting of this committee be at
the call of the Chair.

The AcTing CHAIRMAN: Will it be this afternoon or tomorrow?
Mr. GREGOIRE: Tomorrow morning.

Mr. GrReENE: I understand it is possible to discuss the motion with consent.
Personally, I think it should be borne in mind that committees are a little differ-
ent from normal proceedings, and these proceedings are not in the nature of
those normally before a committee. Conceivably there could be other court
proceedings founded in some degree on what happens here. Therefore, every
word is much more important than would be the case with regard to a matter
which in the traditional course is heard by these committees. I believe it is far
more important than usual that the transcription be exact and accurate.

Secondly, if you are going to adjourn, whether at the call of the Chair or
otherwise, I think it is extremely important if you cannot obtain the facilities
of a reporter who is completely bilingual or French, that the suggestion of Mr.
Scott be pursued. While it may not be the perfect solution, as Mr. Pigeon sug-
gests, it certainly is a far better solution than none at all. I think the Chair
should have the authority from this committee that in the event reporters can-

not be provided, facilities for a tape recording be provided. I think that author-
ity should be given to the Chair.
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Mr. BaLcer: I think we might adjourn for fifteen minutes. We might be
laughed at across the country if we cannot find a French stenographer in this
building in 15 minutes. We should adjourn for 15 minutes and I think the
Chairman should get in touch with the Secretary of State.

Mr. NugenT: I think Mr. Balcer is minimizing the difficulty. The task of
reporting is a very highly skilled one, and an ordinary secretary will not do.
The speed at which they have to take down the proceedings and evidence in
shorthand is considerable at times. I do not think we ought to overlook the
difficulty of finding sufficient French reporters. I believe it might take a little
while. That is why I thought the Chair should have the greatest latitude.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Are you now asking that your motion be put, Mr.
Drouin?

Mr. Drouln: Yes.

Mr. WooLriams: I think it is regrettable there is not a bilingual person
taking the proceedings. I think it is a good justification for the raise in pay.
However, I feel it would be rather difficult for all of us if we were to adjourn
to the call of the Chair. It puts too much responsibility on you, Mr. Chairman.
Surely we can adjourn for 15 or 20 minutes in an effort to find out whether in
this large service we have here there is some one or a group of persons who

‘could come forward to take these notes in the two official languages.

I would like to amend the motion for adjournment to the effect that we
adjourn for only 20 minutes.

Mr. FisuEr: We have only 15 minutes.

Mr. Dusg: Mr. Chairman, it is already 20 minutes to 12. I see no purpose
in adjourning for 20 minutes.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: If it is left to the Chair, it is my intention to call
the meeting at four o’clock this afternoon, or after the orders of the day, which-
ever is the later. I am going to put the motion.

Mr. Prceon: Is it your intention to confer with Mr. Lamontagne.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Four o’clock.

The ActiNg CHATRMAN: I now put the motion that the committee adjourn
at the call of the Chair. Is that the motion?

Mr. DuBg: Yes.

The Acting CHATRMAN: All in favour? Contrary?

Motion agreed to.

AFTERNOON SESSION
Tuespay, May 12, 1964

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I call the committee to order.

When the committee recessed it was with the understanding that we
would endeavour to obtain bilingual or French shorthand reporters.

I have a letter from the Chief of the Committee’s Branch, which says:

My endeavours to secure, on a temporary basis, French and/or
bilingual shorthand reporters for your meeting this afternoon with the
Chief of the French Section of Debates Reporting Branch the chief of
personnel of the house and the chief of the members’ stenographers
branch have to this moment been fruitless. The main reason being that
they lack the necessary experience, the speed and the knowledge of the
speakers at parliamentary committees.

My inquiry at the supreme court was equally uneventful as they
draw on the Senate shorthand reporters when their services are needed.
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Subject to the house’s approval, it is suggested to me that perhaps
tape recorders, with competent stenographer-transcribers, might be one
solution. May I say that the recruiting of this staff does not fall within
my jurisdiction.

Mr. Piceon: I remember a committee sitting last year which unanimously
decided that they would have to adjourn if they could not obtain a bilingual
or a French reporter.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I have brought with me four French stenog-
raphers from our offices. They may not be as fast as those with experience,
but they would be able to take the speeches.

This committee is becoming a circus. We adjourned for 20 minutes this
morning. We looked all around for a French reporter, but we did not find one.
We came back at four o’clock and we still did not have any French reporter.
I am wondering what is going on. I was able to find four French stenographers
in less than: half an hour this afternoon. How is it that the government of
Canada cannot find one or two French reporters for a couple of days? I am
completely surprised, Mr. Chairman. If, from 12 o’clock until 4 o’clock this
afternoon you were unable to find some French reporters, all I can say is that
I have been able to find four French stenographers and they are here; they
are at your disposal. We will speak more slowly and they will be able to take it.
I assure you they can take some stenography; I dictate my letters in the
morning and I dictate fast, and it is satisfactory to me.

The ActiNne CHAIRMAN: I think we should clear up this point now. There
is a distinction between a shorthand reporter and a shorthand stenographer—
a world of difference. The point I am reporting back to you is that there are
no bilingual or French shorthand reporters available; I did not say there are
no French stenographers. That is a point that I think should be made clear
at once before the issue becomes confused.

Mr. WoorLiams: In all fairness, Mr. Chairman, I should say, although I
do not know what are the arrangements the reporters have in reference to their
hours and their rate of pay, that there is no one in the employ of the House
of Commons, other than the Hansard reporters, who is able to take French
in shorthand and reduce their shorthand to the French language; and the
French-speaking Hansard reporters are not available.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: That is right, there is no one available who is able
to take it at the speed of a hearing.

I did not have direct contact with the Speaker, but I understand there are
five French-speaking or bilingual reporters on the staff; one is ill and that
leaves only four. Those four are all required in the house.

Mr. PiceoN (Interpretation): The shorthand reporters who have been ap-
pointed as Hansard or committee reporters in the house have been appointed
by competition. There is a great deal of difference between a shorthand reporter
and a stenographer. The material that has to be reported in the house and in
the committees is very difficult material, and the members of the staff of
the house who report this material have to pass a very severe test.

I do not wish to cast any doubt upon the work which you have done,
Mr. Chairman, but I think that we ought to refer the matter to the Secretary
of State who could take it up.

The ActiNGg CHAIRMAN: I understand—and I stand to be corrected in this—
that it is not a matter for the government; it is a matter for the house. This
is my information from the parliamentary counsel.

Mr. PiGeoN (Interpretation): If the government looks for reporters they
will certainly get them because there are such people in the courts of justice

in Quebec and Ontario, people who are efficient, bilingual shorthand reporters.
20788—3
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Let us ask the government to take action and let us ask the Secretary
of State to do it, and thereby show real bilingualism.

Mr. GREENE: In line with the submissions made this morning that it would
be extremely unfair to any witness whose mother tongue is French to be asked
to go ahead without a proper reporter, I think this whole matter is symptomatic
not only of the short-comings in this hearing but of the almost archaic facilities
that are available in the House of Commons to members in doing their work.
We have talked a great deal about the need to have more facilities in both
languages. It is tragic that there is no translation facility available for any
member of this house in languages other than his own. There is nowhere that an
English speaking member can go to obtain help in translating a letter which he
wishes to send, as a matter of courtesy, in the French language to a fellow
member. Conversely, there is no such facility for French members.

Mr. WooLrLiaAMs: This may be very sad, but surely it is not in order at
this time.

Mr. GREENE: It is certainly pertinent. This whole matter has been raised in
this committee, but it is applicable to the facilities of the house as a whole.

Mr. WoorLLiams: I am not trying to be rude to the hon. member for
Renfrew South.

Mr. GREENE: The hon. member for Joliette-L’Assomption-Montcalm ete.,
etc., etc.—

Mr. PigeoN: After distribution I will probably lose one, but I have not
lost it yet.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Order.

Mr. GREENE: At redistribution, there will be none left!

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: The point at issue is what we are going to do.

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, may I suggest—

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I have not yet finished my remarks on this
subject.

I would like to say that surely there is something rather more important
involved than even what is going on here when a committee of this house is
called and is unable to proceed. It is not the function of the government to
provide services for members; it is the function of the house itself. When we
do not even have adequate translation facilities to carry out our business—
and considering what it is costing the taxpayers to have this gathering sitting
here today—I say it is high time that we as members of parliament did some-
thing about the facilities around here.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Hear, hear, hear.

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, I am calling upon the good will of the whole
committee to find a solution to this problem. I know it is awkward and it is
nqt your fault, Mr. Chairman. All the members are very anxious to proceed
with thg business. I feel it would be unfair to ask Mr. Girouard to come here
and testify, apd it would be more unfair to force him to testify in a language
other than his mother tongue. This morning it was suggested—I think it was
perh?ps a facetious remark on the part of the hon. member for Pontiac-
Tér{uscammgue—that we could go on with the business of this committee by
calling the next witness or any witness who speaks English and who does not
mind testifying in English.

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, this has already been decided by motion
of this house.

Mr. BALCER: I am just trying to help the committee.

Mr. GREENE: And the rules provide that once a matter is settled it cannot
be brought up again.
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Mr. Drouin (Interpretation): There are two official French speaking
shorthand reporters in the service of the Senate. The Senate is not sitting today.
I wonder why we could not have the advantage of the services of these short-
hand reporters who are normally available to the senators.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am looking for direction from the committee.

Mr. LeEssarp (Saint-Henri) (Interpretation): You say there is a motion
before the committee. You say this morning we adjourned in order to obtain
a French speaking shorthand reporter. We adjourned on that matter, and I
therefore wonder why we are coming here to contradict this same matter this
afternoon. I am still of the opinion that we should not sit until we obtain
a French shorthand reporter.

Mr. PiceoN: It was decided after a motion and a vote that the first witness
would be Mr. Girouard. I think that decision was made without the thought
in mind that there would be this difficulty in obtaining a shorthand reporter
capable of reporting French language discussions. If any member of this com-
mittee had thought about this matter before the motion was made I feel sure
the decision would have been completely different. With a view to expediting
the business of this committee, I wonder what possible objection there could be
hearing another witness first. I would ask why Mr. Davey should not appear

as our first witness. That would be a perfectly logical solution to our problem.
I would like to put forward a motion on this line.

Mr. DroulN (Interpretation): If I brought a motion forward on this matter
this morning it was simply because I thought the privileges of the witnesses
might be violated by the lack of a French-speaking reporter, and I considered
that the rights of the members of this committee are the same as those of
witnesses. I would like to express myself in French while we are sitting on this
committee and to have my remarks reported word for word in the official
report of the committee on privileges and elections.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: Could we not perhaps ask the provincial government
in Quebec for some assistance?

Mr. Pigeon: Mr. Levesque, who is sitting here, will do something for us.

Mr. DuBé: It was proposed but not moved by Mr. Grégoire at the com-
mencement of this meeting that he should provide us with three or four sten-
ographers who could follow even that hon. member when dictating at full
speed. I would suggest that we start with the stenographers and then if things

go wrong we can always adjourn. At least we could try that method of
procedure.

Mr. Scort: No, Mr. Chairman; surely that would be unwise. With all due
respect to the secretaries Mr. Grégoire has brought here, I think we would be
safer to accept the present method with the translator and the experienced
reporters than to have inexperienced secretaries taking evidence. I think it
would be more reliable to proceed in the way we have been proceeding up to

now than to take people who have not passed the necessary tests and the
necessary examinations.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Are we going to waste time here in—

Mr. BaLcEr: Someone mentioned the Senate. Is it impossible to obtain
reporters from the Senate?

The Actine CHAIRMAN: There are negotiations under way at this moment
in that connection. I can tell you that. I have looked into that and I can tell
you that at this very moment there are some negotiations going on with the
Senate to try to arrange for their reporters to be here. :

Mr. Piceon: If you were to meet the Secretary of State I am sure yo
would resolve this problem.

20788—3}
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The ActinG CHAIRMAN: I have brought the problem to the attention of
the Clerk of the house. I spoke to the Speaker earlier. I have also spoken
to the clerk of the committee branch, who is also in touch with the Senate.
We have tried the Supreme Court of Canada in an endeavour to obtain their
reporters. As far as I know, we have done everything humanly possible to
have a reporter here this afternoon at four o’clock.

Mr. WoorLLiams: May I speak again?

There is some merit in the suggestion that has been made and I think
it is in accordance with the discussion that has taken place. I refer again
to page 2647 of Hansard for April 28, 1964, in which terms of reference are
laid down by the motion of the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre,
Mr. Knowles:

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his
question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964,
be referred to the committee on privileges and elections for considera-
tion and report.

Those are our terms of reference, Mr. Chairman, Surely if there are other
witnesses, and there certainly are, they could come forward and testify while
this other matter is being straightened out, or until we get out of the quagmire
as far as court reporters are concerned. Surely Mr. Davey is willing to come
forward and give evidence before this committee on the same set of facts
he has given the newspapers. If such an arrangement can be made I should
like to find out from other members of this committee why they oppose this
suggestion.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): I am opposed to that suggestion because
if I should ask a question in French, or Mr. Drouin, Mr. Lessard, Mr. Dubé,
Mr. Gauthier, Mr. Vincent, or even perhaps Mr. Pigeon, then we would still
have it taken down by an English reporter. We possibly will want to ask
questions in our own language.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it seems to be the opinion of the
members of this committee that we will require the services of a French
or bilingual reporter at some time or other. It may take time to get the services
of such a reporter, and it may well be that we shall have to employ the
reporters working in the Senate.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Until what time shall we adjourn?

Mr. GReENE: I suggest we adjourn until eight o’clock tonight.

Mr. RHEAUME: Just a minute. Give the Chairman a chance to speak.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: In view of the fact that we have caucus meetings
tomorrow and the apparent urgency of continuing our hearings I suggest that
we meet tomorrow afternoon after orders of the day.

Mr. VINCENT: We could meet then, provided that we have a French
reporter,

: T%xe AcTING CHAIRMAN: Tomorrow afternoon I may of necessity have
to mv.xte the membgrs of this committee to make a different decision. However,
we will do everything possible to get the services of a French reporter.

Mr. Scorr: Surely we will not be able to proceed in a reasonable fashion
with the services of only one French reporter.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I appreciate that fact and we have felt that
we should have a minimum of three.

Mr. $cor'r: One reporter certainly could not handle the situation, par-
ticularly if we are to sit hour after hour. This would place a hopeless strain
upon that reporter. I suggest that we adjourn until Thursday morning, allowing
you the complete day tomorrow to attempt to solve this problem.

N—— ¥
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The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am open to any suggestion of that kind. Would
you like to make a motion to that effect?

Mr. Scort: I move that the committee adjourn until Thursday morning,
allowing you the whole day tomorrow to attempt to solve this problem.

Mr. Lessarp (Saint-Henri): Mr. Chairman, there is already a motion be-
fore us to adjourn.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we should adjourn until the call of the
Chair and stipulate that our next meeting will be not later than Thursday.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): During the interval, Mr. Chairman, I sug-
gest that the officials of the House of Commons give the stenographers a test
to see whether they can become official stenographers with the ability to carry
out the duties of a reporter. We are attempting to help you in any way pos-
sible.

The AcTtiNnGg CHAIRMAN: I will try to arrange a meeting between the steering
committee and the Speaker in an effort to clear up this problem, if possible.

Mr. GrEGOIRE (Interpretation): 1 suggest that the Speaker of the House
of Commons should be asked to post notices everywhere in the parliament build-
ings asking for French stenographers. I am sure the Speaker will be able to find
many of them here.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: There are many French stenographers in the em-
ploy of the House of Commons but we are looking for reporters and there is
a world of difference.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): Let us see if they can pass a test.

Mr. WooLLiaAMs: Mr. Chairman, I think this problem is a very serious one.
If it is so important that we cannot proceed without a French reporter,
then I suggest that we refer the matter to the House of Commons and have it
settled once and for all. We are a joke in this country as a result of sitting
around this conference table doing nothing except argue about a procedural
matter. If we cannot proceed without a French court reporter, then let us refer
the matter to the House of Commons and get it settled.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I should like to ask you to hold that suggestion
in abeyance until perhaps Thursday morning at which time we can reconvene
this committee meeting.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: I would suggest that we adjourn and reconvene not
later than Thursday morning, and in the event a French reporter is not avail-
able we report the situation back to the House of Commons.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, in respect of this matter, I concur in the re-
marks made by the last member, that owing to the facilities available to mem-
bers of parliament we are regarded as a joke. It is high time we refurbished the
facilities around these buildings if we are going to proceed in a businesslike
way. The situation which exists at this time is just one example of the stone
age facilities that exist. I think this matter is of extreme importance and I do
not think the public should be given the impression that anyone is trying to
delay these proceedings by the use of technicalities. We are all anxious to get on
with our business as quickly as possible, with proper facilities.

Under those circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if at all
possible the committee reconvene tomorrow rather than Thursday.

Mr. GrEcoire: During the time we are adjourned perhaps Mr. Davey
would help us. .

The Activg CHAIRMAN: I have a motion by Mr. Scott, seconded by—

. Mr. DroulN (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I should like to speak on a
pm_nt of order. Before we adjourned this morning I made a motion that we
adjourn until we get the services of a French or bilingual reporter. I consented
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to a discussion regarding the possibility of finding French speaking reporters
but I did not agree to allow a debate in respect of other matters. I suggest we
should still be considering the motion I made to adjourn. If we allow further
discussion on that motion it should be confined to that motion. We should not
allow any other new motion to be entertained until we come to some con-
clusion in this regard.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I did not realize that you indicated that we should
adjourn until we got the services of a French speaking reporter.

Mr. DrouiN (Interpretation): We are still discussing my motion.

Mr. GrEcoire: There is another motion before us, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WooLriams: Mr. Chairman, I should like to move a motion. I move
that we adjourn and—

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Order. Just one moment, Mr. Woolliams. I was
not aware that the motion which Mr. Drouin made was to adjourn until we
found the services of a French speaking reporter.

The CrLerk: Mr. Drouin proposed the motion that the sittings of the com-
mittee on privileges and elections be suspended until the assistance of a French
speaking reporter is available.

Mr. WooLLiams: Mr. Chairman, I should like to move either as a motion
or an amendment that we now adjourn and report back to the House of Com-
mons, requesting that the House of Commons hire a staff of French reporters
for parliamentary committees.

Mr. Pigeon: I second the motion.

The Acting CHATRMAN: We already have a motion to adjourn which is not
debatable. I must ask you to vote in that regard. You can propose your motion
again on Thursday when the committee reconvenes. We now have a motion to
adjourn which is not debatable.

Mr. RHEAUME: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. At the time the motion
was made, and I take it, it was this morning because I have not heard such a
motion this afternoon, there must have been unanimous consent that we pro-
ceed with a discussion, contrary to the usual rule. In other words, we sus-
pended the rule that following such a motion for adjournment there be no
debate. That being the case I think discussions and amendments are in order.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: There was unanimous consent given that the
motion not be put but that we continue with our discussions in respect of the
problem. The mover of the motion consented to this request at that time. He
has now asked that the motion be put to a vote.

Mr. REEAUME: Perhaps the hon. member would be good enough to enter-
tain the type of amendment which has been proposed, to the effect that we
report back to the House of Commons. which is after all the agency which can
correct the situation in respect ot which the hon. member for Renfrew, as
well as others, is protesting. I wonder whether the mover would be good
enough to give consent in this regard.

Mr. DrouIN (Interpretation): I refuse to give consent for the following
reasons. Mr. Chairman, you are aware of all the facts, and the relevant dis-
cussions in respect of this matter have been brought to your attention. You
are now in a position to report to Mr. Speaker, or those officials concerned
with the responsibility of supplying staff and necessary facilities. Therefore,
I see no reason why we should have a specific motion to report to the House
of Commons in respect of this matter and I object to any amendment to my
motion to adjourn. I also object to any further discussion on the question
and ask that my motion be put to a vote at this time.

The AcTiNng CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is now calling for the motion
to be put to a vote.
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Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I think
that the motion to which Mr. Drouin has referred again this afternoon is com-
pletely out of order. His motion was made this morning and we adjourned
until this afternoon. We have now reconvened this afternoon. We adjourned
in order to ascertain whether the services of a French reporter could be pro-
vided. Unofficial stenographers are available to this committee and the problem
with which we are faced has now become a different one. The situation as it
exists now has automatically disposed of the motion as presented by Mr. Drouin
this morning. He has not presented any further motion this afternoon. In
view of the fact he has not presented a further motion this afternoon his
argument automatically falls to the ground because of the fact there are un-
official stenographers available to this committee. I say his argument obviously
falls in view of the fact these stenographers are here as a result of my having
asked Mr. Cyr, chief of the stenographers pool, to provide stenographers.
There are four stenographers available at this time. Mr. Drouin’s motion
was not presented again this afternoon in terms requiring that official stenog-
raphers be made available. We dd have another motion before us which I
feel should now have priority.

Mr. DrouIiN (Interpretation): Mr. Chairman, I think we now have a play
on words. When I used the term “stenographers” I was referring to official short-
hand reporters because there are no other persons who are able to report the
proceedings of parliamentary committees. I was concerned with the provision of
official shorthand reporters. In an attempt to arrive at a solution as quickly
as possible I agreed to a discussion in respect of the manner and possi-
bility of getting the services of bilingual or French speaking shorthand reporters.
This is the only reason I agreed, and not for the purposes of entertaining further
motions or amendments. Mr. Chairman, I was asked to consent to allowing
a discussion in respect of the possibility of getting the services of a French
speaking reporter, or reporters. We are now faced with the same situation
which existed before I made the motion. We should now consider my motion,

which is not debatable, to adjourn until such time as we get the services of a
French speaking reporter.

Mr. GREGOIRE (Interpretation): What has just been said by the member
for Argenteuil-Deux-Montagnes is incorrect. The Chairman should not be al-
lowed to reopen the sittings if we proceeded on the basis that the motion was
to adjourn until official reporters were available. I suggest that from the
moment the sittings were reopened this afternoon by you, Mr. Chairman, to
discuss further the situation we face, the motion which was made was concluded,
therefore the argument presented by the member for Argenteuil-Deux-Mon-

tagnes automatically falls to the ground. The motion moved by the member for
Bow River now takes priority.

Mr. PigeoN: Mr. Chairman, I realize you are in a very difficult position.
You are being asked whether or not the motion proposed this morning by
the hon. member for Argenteuil-Deux-Montagnes has expired before you make
a decision in respect of the motion put by the hon. member for Bow River.
I should like to ask you in your capacity as Chairman to decide now whether or
not this motion can be discussed further. ;

Mr. LEBoE: Mr. Chairman, I think we should clear one thing up at this
time. Did we actually adjourn this morning or did we suspend our sittings
until the services of a bilingual or French speaking official reporter are made
available? It was my understanding that the motion when it is actually put
to a vote will suspend sittings until we do have the services of a French speaking
reporter. I think this point should be clarified.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Why are we sitting at this time?
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Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, what worries me is that you indicated earlier
that you had made an honest effort in this regard. As far as I can understand
the situation there is absolutely no hope of getting three French speaking offi-
cial reporters and this committee will not be able to sit either this week or
next week. I think this is an extremely urgent matter and feel the situation
should be referred back to the House of Commons. The only solution I see
is to ask the Senate to adjourn for two weeks so that we can make use of
their French speaking reporters. That may sound like a facetious remark but we
are faced with an impossible situation. I am sure we cannot get three French
speaking reporters within the next few weeks and as a result will not be able
to continue with our proceedings.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It was my intention to call a meeting of the steering
committee after we adjourn this afternoon in an effort to determine a proper
course to follow and then report back to the whole committee tomorrow after-
noon.

In respect of the motion now before us, it is my understanding that Mr.
Drouin proposed the motion which was seconded, and then acceded to the
request of the Chairman that the motion not be put at that time in order that
we could attempt to make certain arrangements. I have reported back to this
committee that no reporters are available and Mr. Drouin is now asking that
his motion, which is not debatable, be put to a vote. I feel that I must put the
motion at this time.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question.

Mr. WoorrLiams: Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to speak again but as I under-
stand the situation, Mr. Drouin’s motion was not put to a vote in order to give
you an opportunity to make arrangements to provide the services of a French
speaking reporter. I am sure that you have done everything you possibly
could do and tapped every possible resource in an attempt to locate a person
or persons who could take down the proceedings of this committee in shorthand
in the French language. I understand you have failed in this regard. My hon.
friends sitting across the table suggest that this failure is not the result of
some lack on the part of the government. I will not argue with them in this
regard. I suggest this matter lies within the jurisdiction of the House of Com-
mons. This being the case I see no reason for presenting this matter to a steering
committee, because that committee will have no greater success than you have
had. I suggest that the blame falls upon the House of Commons and not on the
government. That statement should please my hon. friends. Surely we should
place this situation before the House of Commons so that the matter can be
straightened out. If we are not agreed in this regard it certainly appears that
someone is deliberately attempting to delay. Let us report this situation to the
House of Commons and get the matter straightened out once and for all so we
can get on with the business before us.

Mr. GREGOIRE: There is some manoeuvring here.

The Acrting CHAIRMAN: You have heard the motion to adjourn to the call
of the Chair. I would ask all those in favour to so indicate.

Mr. ScorT: At the call of the Chair?

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: Are you putting my motion?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: No.

Mr. WoorLLiams: What motion are you putting?

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: I am putting the adjournment motion.

Mr. BALceER: You are ruling that any other motion is out of order?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I am ruling that I have to put the adjournment
motion at this point.
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Mr. WoorLLiams: We appeal.
Some hon. MEMBERS: Delay. Delay tactics.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I am not a party to any delay. I will not tolerate
delay as long as I am in the Chair. I do feel that this is an important point.
The motion has been made and I am going to conduct the proceedings to the
best of my ability.

Mr. PigeoN: I have a suggestion which might help you. I suggest you ask
the advice of Mr. Laurendeau and Mr. Dunton!

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Are you appealing my ruling?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, perhaps you could ask the C.B.C. French
network to put out an appeal.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Do you appeal my ruling?
Mr. WooLLiAMS: Yes, we appeal.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: I ask all those in favour of sustaining the Chair-
man’s ruling that the motion for'adjournment now be put to so indicate.
Contrary?

The Chairman’s ruling is sustained. I will now put the motion to adjourn.
Will all those in favour of the motion to adjourn please indicate. Contrary?

Motion agreed to.

WEDNESDAY, May 13, 1964

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I call the committee to order.

At this time I would like to introduce two of our bilingual shorthand
reporters: Mr. Grandmaison, who was formerly with United Nations, is
presently with the board of broadcast governors, and has great experience
in shorthand reporting; and also Mr. Langlois, from the other place.

Gentlemen, we have raised the question of having shorthand reporters
here for accuracy, and with that in mind I would respectfully request that
both the questioners and the witnesses take their time and speak at a normal
rate of speed in order that the shorthand reporters may do justice to their task.

Mr. WoorLiams: Before you do that—and I am sure I speak for most
members of the committee, if not all—may I say that we appreciate the efforts
you have made in obtaining the reporters and the very judicious manner in
which you have handled the committee up to date. We trust that now we can
carry on with the proceedings and obtain the facts.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Thank you. I have nothing to add to what I said
in the house. As Chairman, I have certain responsibilities to the staff; that was
the reason for my remarks and I want to stand behind them.

Then, Mr. Scott, you raised a matter which I said could be put forward

after we had disposed of the motion. It is now in order for you to do that
if you so desire.

Mr. ScorT: Before we get into the actual hearing, I would like to raise the
the matter of whether or not all witnesses should be excluded.

The reason I raise this is that it seems to me we will be very unlikely in
this hearing to come across any written documents; anything that transpired
is likely to have been verbal and without contracts or records of any kind.
Therefore, we will be largely dealing with verbal statements of various
individuals and interpretations which other people may or may not have put
have put upon them. It seems to me we cannot do justice in such circumstances

if all the various witnesses will be sitting listening to what each preceding
witness might have to say.
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The member for Lapointe said that this had been discussed in the steering
committee and that they felt, since the press were here, little good would be
gained by excluding witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, we know that our brethren from the press report ac-
curately, factually and completely everything we say—

Mr. WoorLiams: That is bully for you now!

Mr. Scorr: —but notwithstanding that, the limitation of space in the
newspapers sometimes make it impossible for all the material to be carried.

It is common practice in royal commissions and normal courtroom
proceedings to exclude witnesses even though members of the press are
present. I think it would help our deliberations a great deal, if we are to
balance out the testimony, to hear one particular witness at a time and have all
others excluded.

If I can obtain a seconder to my motion, I move that all witnesses be
excluded from the sittings of the committee except such witness as may be
giving evidence before the committee.

Mr. NuGenNT: I will second the motion, Mr. Chairman.

(Translation)

Mr. Dusgé: Mr. Chairman, with regard to this motion I feel it will be
very difficult, if not impossible, to leave out the witnesses from this house
for the good reason that we do not yet know who the witnesses will be. So
far we only have the names of Messrs. Girouard and Davey. There may be
more than that or less. So it is impossible at this time to entertain a motion
to exclude witnesses for the simple reason that we do not yet know who those
witnesses will be.

(Text)

Mr. WooLriams: Mr. Chairman, may I reply to that?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Mr. Woolliams, yes; then I have listed Mr. Grégoire,
Mr. Greene and Mr. Pigeon.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: Mr, Chairman, I think the argument that we do not know
who the witnesses will be is very weak. If we could not exclude witnesses for
that reason, then we would never be able to exclude witnesses in proceedings
such as court proceedings. However, in this case we do know fairly well; we
may not have a complete list, but we have some idea who the witnesses will

£ be. If we wish to exclude witnesses—and I am speaking on behalf of the

motion, supporting Mr. Scott—surely all those who have something to do with
' this matter know that they have had something to do with it and would stay

/ away from the proceedings.

o The argument that we do not know who are the witnesses is, it seems

to me, a very weak argument indeed.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I would have seconded that motion except
that, unfortunately, I intend if possible to request as witnesses, among others,
the members for Trois-Riviéres, Ste-Marie, Québec-Montmorency and Joliette-
- L’Assomption-Montcalm who sit on this committee. I also intend to request
~ the member for Bow River to testify.

. I wonder if, at that time, it would not be better to reappoint the privileges
- and elections committee with only New Democrats and members of the Ral-
liement des Créditistes,

(Text) |
Mr. GREENE: Under oath, Mr. Chairman; under oath.
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(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is to prove that the motion as presented is irregular,
since no list of witnesses has been set up.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: On a point of privilege, I would like to ask the member
for what reason he would like to call me except to prove that the proceedings
are going on.

On a point of privilege, although I realize that he is being facetious, he
knows very well that I know nothing of this matter and, on a point of
privilege, I want him to state why he would want to call me in reference to
this investigation.

Mr. Piceon: I have the same question. Why do you want to call me?
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, so far we have only two witnesses: Messrs.
Girouard and Davey, but when Mr. Davey will appear before this committee,
we will then know the exact number of members on the government side who
will be witnesses.

It is very difficult to know until Mr. Davey is called. Perhaps the Prime
Minister of Canada can be called as a witness, we're not sure.

(Text)

On the question of privilege raised by the two members, I think I may say
that they will realize why I would call them only when I will ask the questions,
but it is not up to me to put my questions now as they are not in the witness
box. However, when they are in the witness box they will see why it is I
would want to call them.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, may I speak on the motion?

We have heard some very enlightening and entertaining discussions but,
with respect, I would submit that the Chair has no authority to entertain the
motion. I would refer the Chair to Bourinot’s Parliamentary Procedure, the
fourth edition, at page 468. As usual, the party I represent did a little research
on the matter rather than merely talking about it, Mr. Chairman.

A the bottom of page 468 and the top of page 469 it is stated:

Strangers are permitted to be present during the sitting of a com-
mittee of the Commons, but they may be excluded at any time; and
are to withdraw when the committee is discussing a particular point
of order, or deliberating on its report (s). Members of the Commons
may be present during the proceedings of their committees, and a com-
mittee has no power of itself to exclude any member at any stage of
its proceedings, but may obtain special power from the house for that

purpose. Such applications have not been favourably entertained by
the house.

I would point out that according to this authority, Mr. Chairman, you have
no power to entertain the motion. The witnesses or potential witnesses, or
people we conceive may be witnesses, who are members of parliament cannot
be excluded and the Chair has no authority to entertain a motion to exclude
them. I know that the hon. gentleman who suggested this procedure would
not want one witness to be favoured in any way over another; he would
not wish the member witnesses to remain in the room to hear the evidence
while lay witnesses were excluded.

As the hon. member from Bull River has said, Mr. Davey, the other
pgssible witness, who is not a member of parliament, is an “esteemed and
highly regarded Canadian”. I hope I am quoting him correctly.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: “Distinguished” is the word.
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Mr. GReeNE: I think it would be highly prejudicial to exclude one witness
for whom we have the authority while, at the same time, we have no right,
according to the same authority, to exclude any other witness. All other wit-
nesses, I take it, would be members of parliament, including the ones Mr.
Gregoire has named. I suggest in these circumstances the motion is out of
order inasmuch as it encompasses all witnesses including members of parlia-
ment.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: I support Mr. Scott’s motion. I think it is well founded.
However, we have the advantage of Dr. Ollivier’s presence and he can give
us the benefit of his knowledge of procedure.

It is a pity that we have no idea of the number of witnesses we may expect
to call; that would be the usual procedure. I, for one, have the expectation that
there is more than the particular issue being considered here. We have a duty
to the House of Commons in regard to the way in which this procedure goes
ahead.

This is not an unusual motion, and it deserves our support.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Now you have referred to Dr. Ollivier, I would be
pleased to hear from him if the committee has no objection.

Dr. OLLIvIER: I have no special opinion in this case except that I do not
know how one can exclude witnesses who have not been summoned. The mem-
bers are not summoned; they are simply called by the Chairman of the com-
mittee. As long as one has no list of the members to be called before the com-
mittee, I do not know how they can be excluded.

You would have to have a motion first asking that certain members be
called. I am not profoundly impressed by Beauchesne's opinion and for two
reasons: first, it is a pretty old opinion, and second it refers to members not
especially as witnesses but rather in their capacity as members of the house. I
imagine we should make a distinction between a member who is here as a
member, and a member who is here as a witness. You would first have to have
an agreement as to what members should be called and then to exclude those
members.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: That is the point I did not make nearly so well as Dr.
Ollivier. I think it is unfortunate that we do not have an idea of those people
we would expect to call.

Dr. Orrivier: I think it is different in the case of an ordinary witness who
has been summoned.

Mr. PiGeoN: (French) not taken.

The AcrTing CHAIRMAN: Well, I hope that we would have no gratuitious
remarks by anyone until it had been ascertained, and I would say to Mr. Greene
that when he makes his arguments, he should direct them to his motion rather
than to other parties.

Mr. GREENE: I would like to ask Dr. Ollivier a question.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nugent has the floor.

Mr. NugenT: We already have the name of Mr. Davey. The motion could
apply to him. As to the others, I do not agree that Mr. Grégoire will have a
chance to make his general fishing expedition for his own amusement, about
anything that goes on anywhere. There are four members of parliament who
are involved, and we know who they are. We do not have to order them here.
A simple request should take care of it, so we could rule that we have the
authority to exclude Mr. Davey. The rest of the gentlemen could exclude them-
selves, and any further witnesses could be taken care of later on.

Mr. GREENE: May I ask Dr. Ollivier whether there is any authority to
exclude a member of parliament from any hearing of a committee? I do not
think we can go around making rules. I believe there is an inalienable right
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for a member of parliament to attend any meeting of a committee. But here
we would change one of the fundamental and basic rules by excluding such a
member.

Dr. OLLiviER: For instance, when a committee sits in camera, you can
always exclude any or all members except those who are members of the com-
mittee.

Mr. GREENE: But we are not sitting in camera.
Dr. OLruivier: No, but it means that it is possible to do so.

Mr. CamMeroN (High Park): I oppose the motion. We know probably
already whom to call to tell his story before this committee. I call it a story.
I am not calling it evidence of a witness. It is the usual thing in court procedure
that the parties who oppose each other should be present in court so that they
may listen to the story that is told by the other side who hold a different view
from theirs. I suggest that to exclude these people on any of the grounds ad-
vanced today would be going contrary to constitutional and parliamentary
practice. I for one would vote against the motion. I am very surprised at some
of the hon. gentlemen who raised it. I think that if they took time out to reflect,
if they would consider that if they were in the same position that these gentle-
men are, they would want to have a clear story told to us, so that when they
come to make their own answers they could make them in the light of what
had been said.

Mr. DuBi: The matter is covered in section 302 of Beauchesne’s fourth
edition, which reads as follows:

(1) Members of the House of Commons are entitled to be present
at the sittings of committees of the house, as well during the delibera-
tions of the committees as while witnesses are being examined; (but
they must not interfere in the proceedings); and though, if requested
to retire, they rarely make any objection, and ought, on the grounds
of established usage and courtesy to the committee, immediately to
retire when the committee is about to deliberate, the committee, in
case of their refusal, has no power to order them to withdraw.

Dr. OrLivier: Except that you can obtain permission from the house. It
says that it can be done.

’ Mr. BaLcer: I think a number of members on this side would have no
ob;gthon to Mr. Davey remaining here. We do not want to jeopardize his
position. We want him to be treated extremely fairly. We know his difficult

position, and we want to give him all the chances possible. Therefore we want
him to stay in.

' The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: May I say that so far there have been only two
witnesses named. If that is the case, they are the only two that I shall deal
with so far as the motion is concerned.

Mr. VALADE': I think the words mentioned by the member for Lapointe
should be sufficient for the record. I could supply the name of the member
for Lapointe as well. But I suggest the names should be striken off the record.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I think it has to be said that until I have a

motion otherwise I should get the meeting going along. If they want the
motion put, I shall now put it.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): I know you have heard probably a lot
more than you should have listened to. I say that we have not extended the

gme courtesy to Mr. Girouard that he has so generously extended to Mr.
avey.

Mr. GREENE: Quite apart from the rules which are fairly clear, I do
not see what apthority we have to prevent it. These are members of parlia-
ment who are involved, and I think it is a very serious thing to diminish the
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rights and privileges of members of the house as we would be doing if we
entertained the motion to exclude them from this hearing. I would also point
out that I am sure there is no hon. member here who wishes to set a precedent
80 that this committee will gradually become a trial committee like some of
the house committees in the United States. I do not think you want this
to be a trial at all. It is just a hearing on a point of privilege. This business
about following courtroom procedure could create a very far reaching prec-
edent. I do not think any hon. member wishes it to be a court hearing. And
I would point out that in court it is a far different matter. There are rules
which specifically prescribe how the exclusion of witnesses will be carried out.

First of all, the witnesses are sworn not to discuss the matter with any-
one. But here we have the press with us in its entirety, and everything will
be covered in the newspapers. There is no rule preventing a discussion of
what goes on here with the witnesses or with any other persons. I think what
we would be doing is to set a precedent making this sort of a kangaroo court
that we have here,

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: No, no, no. Order, Mr. Greene, please. Are you
concluding your remarks?

Mr. GrReeNE: I shall, if I am asked.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I think there has been considerable debate on
this matter, and I think everybody is clear about it. If the motion carries I
shall make an order applying it only to the witnesses named to date, because
I cannot anticipate withnesses, and that is all I propose to do. Do you wish
to say anything further?

Mr. GREENE: I am satisfied.

The Acrting CHAIRMAN: You have all heard the motion. It has been
moved by Mr. Scott and seconded by Mr. Nugent that the witnesses be excluded
from the sittings of the committee, except such witness as may be giving
evidence before the committee. All those in favour? Those contrary? I declare
the motion lost.

Mr. GREENE: May we not have a recorded vote, Mr, Chairman?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Are you requesting that it be recorded by names?

Mr. GREENE: Yes.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Those in favour will please raise their hands.
Mr. Nugent, Mr. Fairweather, and Mr. Scott. Those contrary? Messrs. Wool-
liams, Balcer, Valade, Vincent, Dr. Marcoux, Messrs. Pigeon, Leboe, Gauthier,
Basford, Rochon, Crossman, Drouin, Chrétien, Greene, Dubé, Grégoire, Mul-
lally, Francis, Cameron, Loiselle, and Miss Jewett.

I now propose to call the first witness, unless there is another matter to
be brought to the attention of the Chair.

(Translation)

; Mr. MarRcoux: Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote for the benefit of the
Committee section 145 of Beauchesne’s fourth edition, which states as follows,

and I quote:

(Text)

It has been formally ruled by Speakers in the Canadian Commons
that a statement by an honourable member respecting himself and
pecularly within his own knowledge must be accepted, but it is not
unparliamentary to temperately criticize statements made by a member
as being contrary to the facts; but no imputation of intentional falsehood
is permissible. A statement made by a member in his place, is considered
as made upon honour and cannot be questioned in the House or out of it.

The AcCTING CHAIRMAN: Is there any further comment?
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Mr. WoorLiams: I would like to agree with the last member who spoke.
The rule certainly does not apply to any member outside the House of Commons.
I think there is nothing under our rules to prevent a member elaborating on
what he has said, but certainly those rules do not apply to anyone outside the
House of Commons, and with the greatest respect to Mr. Davey, there is no
reason to extend that rule.

(Translation)

Mr. MarcouXx: Mr. Chairman, I believe that we have an important matter
to settle in this committee. It concerns the interpretation which was given by
the member for Winnipeg North Centre, respecting the statement made by
the honourable member for Labelle.

The honourable member for Labelle is supposed to have told the truth
because he spoke in the House, and I submit, under section 145 of Beauchesne,
that we should extend to Mr. Keith Davey, who is the other witness appearing
before us, the same courtesy which we are granting, under the rules, to the
member for Labelle, to the effect that his statement was not reported textually.

I would like that this committee discuss or examine the interpretation
which the member for Labelle wishes to give to his statement, contrarily to
the interpretation given to it by the member for Winnipeg North Centre.

I believe that the committee should also ask Mr. Davey his interpretation
of a statement which was attributed to him in the press, and when we obtain
the interpretation of those two gentlemen, respecting this statement, I believe
that we will probably have solved this matter.

Also, I believe that in so doing, the newspapers throughout the country
will have no additional reason to deride the members of the House of Commons.

Mr. PiceoN: Personally, I do not share the views expressed by the honour-
able member for Quebec-Montmorency. The honourable member for Labelle
made a statement in the House of Commons. We must rely upon his statement.
That statement was made on his honour in the House, and I believe that we
would debase the role of the members should we give the same importance to
Mr. Davey’s statement. The latter is not a member of Parliament whereas the
member for Labelle is a member of Parliament. In other words special privileges
should not be granted to a person who is not a member of Parliament.

(Text)

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I think I would have to have a motion. I believe
we would be proceeding a bit irregularly without a motion. I would have to
have a motion before I can permit a question. If you are ready to submit a
motion, the Chair will rule on whether or not it is valid.

(Translation)

Mr. MarcouX: Mr. Chairman, this is not a matter of rules or of law. I
suggest it is merely a human matter, a matter of courtesy. A statement was
made in the House by the member for Labelle and another was apparently
made by Mr. Davey. Mr. Davey has provided no explanation of the sentence he
is supposed to have used. It can always be said that he did not utter it but he
should at least be asked to interpret it; when this evidence, when these two

statements have been interpreted I do not see why the Committee on Privileges
and Elections should go any further.

Because, according to the honourable member for Winnipeg North Centre,
Mr. Knowles, it is a matter of interpretation. He has stated that the member
for Labelle received a bribe whereas the member for Labelle never mentioned
it in his statement. I suggest it is a matter of courtesy and I hope other people,
from other organizations, from other parties, may enjoy the same advantage if
they ever find themselves in the same difficult situation.
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(Text)
The CHAIRMAN: I think we should have a motion—

(Translation)

Mr. Marcoux: The motion is to the effect that we should have the steering
committee’s report. The steering committee want us to hear two witnesses. So
I do not see why I should move that we question the witnesses in one way
or another. I simply want to make a suggestion to the committee.

(Text) )

Mr. RHEAUME: Get on with it.

An hon. MEMBER: Call the witness.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I think we should have a motion—

An hon. MEMBER: There is no motion.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I am not going to tolerate these gratuitous remarks;
I am sure they do not add to anyone’s prestige.

I will ask Mr. Girouard to come forward please. If my recollection is
correct, it was ruled that the witnesses should be sworn. Is that correct?

Mr. VALADE: On a point of order; before Mr. Girouard gives his testimony,
I wonder whether we are establishing a very dangerous precedent in this
committee by a committee of the house forcing a member of parliament to
appear before this committee without sufficient reason which would question
the honesty of the member of parliament as a member of parliament.

In order to keep the record of the house clean, I think it should be estab-
lished that a member of parliament who appears before a committee appears
of his own will and is not forced by the committee to appear. Otherwise, I
feel that the precedent which might be established could be dangerous in
respect of the proceedings of any other committee of the house.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I agree with Mr. Valade's statement. I think it
should be made clear that Mr. Girouard comes forward of his own volition,
and that he and any other members of parliament are not subpoenaed but are
invited to come forward. Mr. Girouard has tendered himself.

Mr. Marcoux: Any statement of any minister or member is apt to be
placed before this committee any time if a member says he questions the valid-
ity of the words of any minister or any member. We should not discuss all
the statements made by all the members in parliament.

Mr. OrLivier: Mr. Chairman, may I say a word in this respect.

I am quoting from May’s 16th edition, as follows:

When a member submits himself to examination without any order
of the house, he is to be treated precisely like any other witness and is
not at liberty to qualify his submission—

and so on.

There are many precedents for swearing a member of parliament. You can
go back to 1932 when Mr. Bennett was here. He was the prime minister and
he was sworn in as a witness.

The Acting CHATRMAN: Am I correct that it is the wish of the committee
that all witnesses should be sworn?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

y The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Therefore, I would ask the clerk to administer the
oath.
Mr. Gérard Girouard, M.P. for Labelle Sworn:

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: May I say that I do not want to magnify this but
it has been brought to my attention that Mr. Grandmaison is not a member of
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the House of Commons or the Senate. You may require that he be sworn. He
has no objection to being sworn, since he will be transcribing the questions
and answers. I think this is the usual procedure. As I say, he has no objection
to being sworn and I think it is the proper thing to do.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. Aimé Grandmaison in his capacity of acting official shorthand re-
porter Sworn:

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Basford, have you a question?

Mr. Basrorp: Mr. Chairman, on a point of privilege, I think it would be
only proper at this time to call to the attention of the committee that in and
about this committee room there are photographers carrying on their business
which, I think, is contrary to the rules of the house and, therefore, in my opinion
these rules would similarly apply to this committee.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask you to take cognizance of this fact and request
the photographers to desist from taking pictures and newsreels.

As you know, we are engaged in a very important function here which pos-
sibly may have an effect on the reputation of members of parliament. I think
we should make every effort to avoid this type of thing.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I would ask all photographers please to desist in
using their cameras while evidence is being taken.

Mr. Girouard has been sworn. We are leaving to your own discretion

whether you wish to tender yourself for questioning at this time or, it may be
your wish, to make a statement.

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUARD: I immediately rise on a question of privilege. I want to make
a personal statement. I believe it would be to the committee’s advantage to
hear what I have to say as it may help to guide them to some extent. I also
think that I am concerned with this matter because since the statement I made
in the House some time ago there have been numerous interpretations and a lot
has been written about it.

First of all I would like to read you section 145 of Beauchesne once again
so that it can be placed on the record, it is the section the member for Québec-
Montmorency read some time ago.

(Text)

I am quoting from section 145 of Beauchesne, fourth edition, which states:

It has been formally ruled by speakers in the Canadian commons

that a statement by an hon. member respecting himself and peculiarly

within his own knowledge must be accepted, but it is not unparliamentary

to temperately criticize statements made by a member as being contrary

to the facts; but no imputation of intentional falsehood is permissible. A

statement made by a member in his place, is considered as made upon
honour and cannot be questioned in the house or out of it.

(Translation)

I wanted to include section 145 in the report simply to explain why I
wanted to appear before this committee. If I had raised a question of privi-
lege and if I had wanted to follow the rules of the House I think I could have
avoided appearing here. There are some very important reasons for my appear-
ing here and I considered that in the circumstances I should raise a question of
privilege.

In the first place I wanted to refute, in very possible way, the accusation
made against me in the press to the effect that I had been rejected by the

Liberal party. We are here trying to find the truth if we can, and not to play
party politics.
20788—4
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I would like to remind you that this happened during a week end. Mr.
Davey made his charge towards the end of the week, on the Thursday or Fri-
day.

At that time the members of the press came to me and said:

“Mr. Davey has just stated that you had been rejected by the Liberal
party."

I replied to the press:

“That is not true, it is not possible”.

They said to me:
“We will show you the evidence”.

I never got the evidence and I waited for it for three days. After three
days I stood up in the House and I asked the Prime Minister whether, to his
knowledge, I had offered to join the Liberal party.

The Prime Minister, for reasons best known to himself, refused to answer
my question there and then. I then asked to have my question put on the order
paper after 10 o'clock. That request was also denied because it was out of
order. That is when I stood up in the House to make a statement.

I am now referring to the statement of the member for Winnipeg North
Centre which I mentioned. It reads as follows:

(Text)
“That the matter raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his
question of privilege, as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964,
be referred to the Committee on privileges and elections for con-
sideration and report.”

(Translation)
I would like to draw the Committee’s attention to that reference;

“That the matters raised be referred to the Committee on privileges
and elections for consideration and report.”

If I stand here before you, it is precisely because I want to help you
study the statements that I have made. Obviously, you could have examined
them without me. You have brought them with you; therefore, you must
have the statement I made in the House.

That statement, as you can see, is very clear. And, when I rose on a ques-
tion of privilege, I did not rise with the intention of accusing anyone or any-
thing. I rose in the House of Commons, for the sole purpose of clearing
myself of the accusations and insinuations made against me.

Some might say that I am interpreting other peoples’ words, but I
will be happy to discuss my statement as such.

I also rose to call to the attention of the House the fact that Mr. Davey in-
sulted me personally and slandered me when he said that I had been rejected
by the Liberal party.

If you refer back to the different statements made in the House by the
member for Winnipeg North Centre, you will see that I could not give to the
question of privilege any other meaning but the one that I had already given.

Besides, the Speaker himself stated in the House of Commons on April 27:

“That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his
question of privilege, as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27,
1964, be referred to the Committee on privileges and elections for con-
sideration and report.”

I think that Mr. Davey, if he said it—you will also question him-—when
Mr. Davey stated, if he made that statement, in the newspaper, that I had
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i been rejected by the Liberal party, I think that that was a personal insult against
" a member of the House of Commons.

Furthermore, and I insist on stating it, and my statement is confirmed by
the facts—the facts contained in my statement of privilege—he was slandering
me grossly at that time and that is the main reason why I have decided to
appear before you.

All this to give you the opportunity to decide whether Mr. Davey has

' grossly insulted me. I think that you will easily find out when you question the

other witnesses.
For my part, I have here the question of privilege that I raised in the House

‘" of Commons.

I say once again that, in a court of justice, an interpretation may be given
to what is not clear. But, with regards to myself, I ask you to look over the

- statement that I have made in the House. For my part, I have read and re-read

it many times and I do not find anything ambiguous in what I said in the

'~ House.

I explained the facts in the House. If any of you wish to have further
details with regard to the interpretation that may be given to my statement,
I will be happy to supply you with them.

I am not accusing anyone of anything. I have repeated facts and words
in order to clear myself of the accusation made against me.

I insist on saying it, I shall not change for any consideration whatever
the statement that I have made in the House. I do not claim to serve the
political interests of any party. An injury has been made to a member of the
House, the member for Labelle, and that member is myself. I insist that you
repair that injury.

(Text)

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: Have you concluded your statement Mr. Girouard?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, has Mr. Girouard anything to say about what
I thought was the fundamental aspect of this business, the question of the

- electoral funds, and I believe the words used were “the fat electoral fund”?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, I was asked if I had anything to say. I
am going to wait for specific questions and I will answer them.

Mr. FisHER: I will make my question precise. Was there any discussion
at any time during your dealings with Mr. Davey as distinct from other

;ndx(;rxduals about there being the possibility of your having a fat electoral
un >

i (Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: I mentioned the advantages in the House:
“A party in power and a fat electoral fund for the next election.”
I declare that all I stated in the House is true.
Mr. GrEGOIRE: Is it Mr. Davey who suggested that to you?
(Text)

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: No. I laid down the rule earlier that when a
person started to examine or question a witness he would be allowed to

- eontinue without interruption.

Mr. VaALapE: Mr. Chairman, would you instruct the witness that it is

not necessary for him to get up and then sit down each time he speaks.

The ActiNgG CHAIRMAN: Yes.
20788—4}



52 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. NUGENT: Mr. Chairman, I should like to raise a point of order. Mr.
Chairman, as I interpret Mr. Knowles’ statement in the House of Commons
it was to the effect that there had been a breach of privilege and that a
member of the House of Commons had serious allegations made against him
by someone outside of the House of Commons. It seems to me that is what
this committee is investigating and not what Mr. Knowles has suggested he
thinks is a breach of privilege. I do not think what he says we are dealing
with really amounts to a breach of privilege. The breach of privilege is
that raised by the witness is before us here. He made a statement in the House
of Commons which gave rise to this whole matter. I am suggesting that the
committee might wish to consider at this moment whether we are proceeding
in a proper manner, or whether we should have Mr. Davey as our first witness
to see whether he wants to retract his statement or not.

Mr. FisHErR: Mr. Chairman, I should like to speak on the point of order.
There must indeed be some confusion here because, as I understand the case
which has been made by Mr. Girouard, he considers we are discussing a breach
of privilege in the House of Commons against him and it goes into this ques-
tion of whether or not he is a Liberal reject. My understanding of the main or
substantial reason this was referred to the committee on privileges and elec-
tions was that there were allegations made. There was a breach of privilege
in so far as the Liberal party is concerned through its representatives in the
house including the Prime Minister. If there was a question in respect of a
fat electoral fund, on the point of order, I would respectfully suggest that we
must examine this aspect.

Mr. WooLLiAms: Mr. Chairman, may I speak on the point of order? I have
pointed out this fact on several occasions but perhaps it should be repeated
again. At page 2647 of Hansard, April 28, 1964, Mr. Knowles moved that the
matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his question of privilege as
reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964, be referred to the committee
on privileges and elections for consideration and report. That motion was
moved and seconded by our present witness. I think this committee must decide
whether we can ask questions in reference to the statement by the hon. mem-
ber for Labelle which appears at pages 2582 and 2583 of Hansard. Surely there
is a motion before this committee that Mr. Girouard is a witness. He has come
here voluntarily. I have certain questions I should like to ask this witness in
reference to his statement. If the witness does not wish to elaborate we may
then be involved in a procedural argument whether he can be asked questions
or not. If the Chair recognizes me I am prepared to ask some questions in this
regard.

Mr. FIsHER: Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Nugent would like to have a ruling
on his point of order, whether I can proceed with my line of questions.

Mr. NuGeNT: I do not want to press the point, Mr. Chairman, but I think
we should clarify that which we are investigating in order that we will know
what we are doing. I am aware that other members do not agree with me in
this regard. Mr. Knowles made it obvious in the House of Commons that he
thought we should investigate two points. The manner in which the motion
was moved I think makes it quite clear that we are investigating Mr. Davey's
allegations against a member of the House of Commons.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): Mr. Chairman, Mr. Girouard has answered
the question raised in the House of Commons. He then asked that the matter
be placed on the order paper for debate at 10 o’clock. Mr. Speaker asked him
to leave the matter in abeyance for consideration. The following day Mr.
Speaker announced that the question was out of order. Mr. Girouard then rose
on a question of privilege and made certain statements. The only thing he has
said clearly and unequivocally is that he never applied to join the Liberal
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party. He buttressed that statement by making further statements and com-
mented about the advantages of joining the party in power, referring to a
fat election fund. Those are the privileges that Mr. Knowles referred to in
his motion and suggested should be investigated. I feel they were insults to
members of the House of Commons and I do not see how we can complete our
investigations unless Mr. Davey is prepared to come here as a willing witness
and tell us the whole story from beginning to end. I feel this is what we are
here to do at this time, and to do anything in an attempt to shorten the
evidence will put this committee in a contemptible position in the minds of
the people across this country. I feel that the only statement Mr. Girouard has
made in respect of which he claims a breach of privilege is that statement in
respect of himself being asked to join the Liberal party.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: Does anyone else wish to speak on this point of
order?

Mr. LEBOE: Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that in view of the political
hassle which may develop as a result of our considerations here that we con-
sider the usefulness of our investigations and remember as we proceed, that
this is a parliamentary institution.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Has anyone else anything to add to this discussion?

Mr. Nugent, I should like to be clear on the point of order you have raised.
Are you suggesting that it be restricted to Mr. Girouard’s point of order?

Mr. NuceNT: Certainly that is the main point we are to consider here,
the point which I consider is the only one, that is breach of privilege in the
house. Other committee members may have different ideas.

(Translation)

Mr. MARcOUX: Once more we must refer to the words of Mr. Knowles
who said:

“The honourable member for Labelle has been insulted by the alleged offer
of a bribe.”

That is what Mr. Knowles said in page 2646 of the English version of
Hansard.

Even after reading the statement made by Mr. Girouard, I did never see
there was any bribe involved and, as stated in citation 145 of Beauchesne, the
statements by Mr. Girouard are assumed to be true. They are presumed to be
correct and there can be no question of questioning them.

But if Mr. Knowles suggests the statement made by Mr. Girouard as having
begn an offer of a bribe, I think Mr. Girouard could tell us if there have been
bribes or not and if there was no offer of bribes. I do not think that the matter
which should be submitted to the Committee should extend beyond that, as
the statements by Mr. Girouard are presumed to be true.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: Mr. Chairman, let me say once again I do not think we
are here to decide on the accuracy or the inaccuracy of the allegation of Mr.
Knowles. He set out certain arguments to back up the motion; those were
merely arguments in support of a motion. We have a motion before the com-
mittee and our responsibility here is to carry out the directions of the House
of Commons. For example, Mr. Knowles speaks about section 100 of the
criminal Code, “bribery of judicial officers”. That section may not apply to
anything that may be said, whatever interpretation you may put on it because
—and I am just using this as an illustration to show how we can discard
Mr. Knowles’ argument—even if a member of any party, whether it is the

Liberal party, the national Conservative party, the New Democratic party or
the remnants of the Social Credit party—
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Mr. GREGOIRE: Sometimes the remnants are better than the whole part
of the Conservative party.

Mr. WoorLiaMms: We are not here to argue this point. However, if someone
said that if you ran under the banner of the Liberal party or any other party
there would be funds made available for the election. Then under the Elections
Act, as I see it, it would be quite legal and quite proper to receive moneys
for election purposes. How do people finance their campaigns? I say we have
to exclude what Mr. Knowles has said and get down to brass tacks and decide
what the House of Commons is directing. That is why I put the question to you,
Mr. Chairman. Is the witness prepared to answer questions in reference to the
statement he made because in that statement are contained certain facts? I
believe that is what the member for Port Arthur started to do, that is to find
out what Mr. Girouard meant by some of his phrases. Has the witness come
here voluntarily to answer those questions? If he has, then we should proceed
to get to the facts.

(Translation) P

Mr. Marcoux: I apologize for speaking again, but I shall be leaving soon.
As 1 see it, when Mr. Knowles brought arguments to his question of privilege,
he meant to establish that his question of privilege was justified.

We have seen members submitting a bill for first reading and the House
accepted it assuming that the bill was justified. But when the time came for
the second reading, the Law clerk stated that the bill was out of order.

So Mr, Knowles submitted the arguments favourable to his question of
privilege, to gain the support of the House.

I always revert to my question about Beauchesne to the effect that the
statements made by Mr. Girouard in the House are presumed to be true and
not disputable, but they were interpreted because they can be subject of
interpretation.

You could have some doubt with regard to interpretations but you cannot
doubt the truthfulness of the statements made by Mr. Girouard.

~ Mr. GrREGOIRE: Before speaking on the subject, I would rather wait until
the questions begin. Section 145 of Beauchesne has just been referred to. On
a question of privilege, the member for Labelle said one thing on one hand,
and on the other hand, the Prime Minister, on a motion by Mr. Knowles,
formally and repeatedly denied the thing.

So we have, in the House of Commons, two members with the same
privileges and whose word is not to be doubted. We must believe in the truth
of the both members’ utterances, and yet they quite contradict each other.

So, according to section 145 of Beauchesne, both statements must be
accepted as being true. That is just about what some would have us do.

I think that it is those things brought up by the member for Labelle that
the House would have us consider in this question of privilege. We want to
know the facts and to know whether there is a contradiction between the
Prime Minister’s statement and that of the member for Labelle. It is a matter
of knowing where the truth lies, because there is opposition between the
two statements made by the Prime Minister himself, in the left-hand column
of page 2647 of the English language Hansard. I read:

In relation to the motion which has just been moved, I have now
had an opportunity to read the remarks of the hon. member for Labelle
as reported in Hansard. In view of those remarks and the allegations
made, and in view of the flat denial of those allegations—I repeat, the
flat denial—
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He says: a flat denial.

And in view of the reference to myself yesterday and the reference
to myself in a morning paper to the effect that I had contact with the
leader of the Social Credit Party on this matter, which I also flatly
deny—

So it can be seen that one affirms one thing and the other, another. And
yet, those two statements are in opposition.

So, in the circumstances, I would like to see the situation made clear,
and I also would like to know just how we are to reconcile the two opinions
if we are to take each as being true.

Mr. Marcoux: It is easier when the same member makes the two con-
tradictory statements.

Mr. Piceon: Mr. Knowles has done nothing but speculate. Were Mr.
Knowles here as a witness, he would be able to say that all he did was
speculate. If the honourable member for Labelle made statements in the
House of Commons, it was following Mr. Davey’s statements, which were
reported in every newspaper in the country.

I think we must base our work only on the statement made by the
honourable member for Labelle, because this gentleman would not have risen
in the House on a question of privilege if the Liberal Party’s organiser had
not made a statement which appeared in every Canadian newspaper.

Mr. BALcer: Mr. Chairman I am astonished at some of the arguments put
forward by some of my colleagues. I believe the situation to be very clear. What
was brought up by Mr. Knowles is definitely concerned with Mr. Girouard’s
statement.

Now, Mr. Girouard is before us. Moreover, our work consists in complying
with an order of the House, ordering that the statement made by Mr. Girouard
in the House of Commons be submitted to this Committee for scrutiny. It is
therefore in order for the members here present to ask Mr. Girouard for
explanations about his statement in the House.

As to what Mr. Knowles has said, I do not think that Mr. Girouard is re-
sponsible for that. He is not responsible for Mr. Knowles’s statements. The
onus is not on him to interpret what Mr. Knowles said.

So, Mr. Chairman, we must stick to what Mr. Girouard has said. That is our
order of reference, and we must follow it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: A ruling, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NucenT: With regard to what the hon. member from Lapointe said
about the two conflicting statements, there is in fact no such conflict. The Prime

Minister has denied that he was dealing with the Social Credit party. What

the member said in the house was something he had been told by a member.
When a member says he has been told something, we have to take into account
that he is saying what he has been told but that what he has been told may not
be absolutely accurate, so there is no such conflict.

Mr. GReeNE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I submit with respect—
’Mr. WooLLiAMs: We have a point of order before us already. Is this a second
one?

Mr. GReeNE: No, I am speaking to the point of order that is before us.

Our quandary is this: if we are to take the position that I understand Mr.
Girouard takes, that the only question here is whether or not he has a point of
privilege by reason of being called a “Liberal reject” by someone outside the
house, if this is his point of privilege and if that is what we are here to discuss,
then I think we cannot look beyond the statement itself and we must decide
whether being called a Liberal reject raises a point of privilege.

Mr. WooLLiams: It would be pretty tough to take!
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Mr. GREENE: If, on the other hand, we are here to do something more than
Mr. Girouard suggests, if we are here to reconcile what was included in his
statement, then I do not see how we can do so without asking questions of Mr.
Girouard as well as of other witnesses. We must do one of two things: we must
either study the statement itself without the benefit of evidence from witnesses
and say, “Does he have a point of privilege here?”, or we must investigate what
he says in enlightening the committee and what he meant by these statements
and on what facts he based them, and we must hear other witnesses on the
factual situation. However, on the point of order, it may well be that the hon.
member has a point, and that we should merely study the statement itself and
determine from that whether Mr. Girouard had a point of pr1v11ege without
hearing any further evidence.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Ruling, Mr. Chairman.
The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I invite your attention to the motion:

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his
question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, be
referred to the committee for consideration and report.

First of all, we have to confine ourselves to the one statement which was
made on April 27, and in my opinion questions can be asked of the witness to
elucidate that statement in the minds of the committee.

Agreed.

Mr. FisHER: I would like to go ahead.

Where and when, Mr. Girouard, did you meet with Mr. Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I wish to rise on this question. I ask this committee if it is
really interested in knowing the place where this event took place. If you ask
me to tell you the place, gentlemen, then I shall. If you consider it important
to know the place and date of this occurrence, I shall give them to you.

(Text)

Is the question when was that meeting with Liberal members?

Mr. FisHER: No, with Mr. Davey.

Mr. GirouarDp: The next day.

Mr. FiSHER: Where was it?

Mr. GIROUARD: It was supposed to be in my office but it was in someone
else’s office.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Whose?

Mr. FisHER: Whose office?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: I do not have an exact date. I think it was on the opening
day of this session; that would be in January. Unfortunately, my memory is
slow. The place was the Interprovincial Hotel, in Hull,

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I think the Chair has
ruled that these questions are permissible and admissible, and Dr. Ollivier
has told us that a member is no different from any other witness. Therefore,
he is compelled to answer the questions once the Chair has ruled their
admissibility.

Mr. WoorLiams: I agree with Mr. Greene. That is right.

Mr. NUGENT: On a point of order—

Mr. BALceER: He is just being a gentleman.
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Mr. NucenT: He wants to save embarrassment to other members of the
committee. I do not think there is any harm in Mr. Girouard pausing for a
while and such a pause would give those other members a chance to speak up.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no, no.
Mr. MoreaU: I do not have any right to speak in the committee, but—

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Order. We have a witness here. I would ask
members not to interrupt.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: I think I can understand the witness’s embarrassment.
Perhaps it would be less embarrassing for him to give this evidence without

other people being present. In those circumstances, can we not ask visitors to
leave?

Mr. DuBg: No.
Mr. Gn'écomz: No.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In the House of Commons, I refused to reveal the names of
the members who were there, giving as my reason that these were my friends,
who had acted sincerely in this business.

If those of my friends who are here in this room intend to testify, they
would do me a great service in so doing. But I don’t have an absolute need
of their testimony if they don’t wish to give it.

If they do wish to testify, they will be able to give you all the details in
which you are interested.

Mr. GrouarD: Very well, I'm ready to answer questions.
(Text)

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: I suggest we have a five-minute recess and in that
period of time Mr. Girouard may be able to make the point clear in his mind.

Mr. GREGOIRE: That is not regular.
Mr. DrouiN: No.

Mr. BALCER: We are under the impression that the witness refuses to
answer. Does he refuse to answer?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In no way do I refuse to answer; but I must repeat, for
the same reasons I gave in the House, that I would very much like that the

hon. members who were party to that little interview should name themselves
of their own accord.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Just give the names.
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: I shall tell you where the meeting took place: It was in
the office of the hon. member for York-Scarborough.

(Text) ;

Mr. WoorLLiams: The interpreter is having trouble. You are speaking
very quickly. I imagine the shorthand reporters are also having trouble,
(Translation)

Mr. GmrouAarp: I insist on repeating that I no longer hesitate to say in
what office this interview took place, since the hon. member has himself risen

to say it. This interview took place in the office of the hon. member from
York-Scarborough.
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(Text)

Mr. FisHer: Was it just you and Mr. Davey, or were there other people
there? If there were other people present, please identify them.
(Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: There were five of us in the office. There were Mr. Davey,
myself, the hon. member from York-Scarborough. Are there any members in
this room who were at the meeting and who wish to name themselves?

There were the hon. members from Hamilton West, Lincoln, and Essex
West.

(Text)
Mr. FisHER: In English your statement in the house included this:

The benefits: a party in power and a fat electoral fund for the
next election.

Was that the sum of what Mr. Davey put to you? Were there other people
there expressing the same attractions?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: No one else has made this accusation except Mr. Davey.
(Text)

Mr. FisHer: Mr. Davey, to your mind, offered you the benefits of the
party in power. Did he elaborate on that?
(Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: Yes, up to a certain point. Only it was the main idea.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: Can you tell us just what these benefits were?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: You ask me what the advantages were. That is exactly what
I said:

A party in power, a fat electoral fund.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Davey did not go into how big that election fund would
be or when it would be available to you?

Mr. GiroUuARrD: No.

Mr. FisHER: Did you ask him any questions in order to get more detail, or
were you prepared to leave it like that?

Mr. GirouaRrD: I asked no questions of Mr. Davey at that time.
Mr. FisHER: You asked no questions at all?
Mr. GirouArD: No.

Mr. FisHER: Can you tell the committee how long this interchange or con-
versation went on?

Mr. GirouARrD: Long enough.
(Translation)

About three quarters of an hour long.
(Text)

Mr. FisHer: You discussed this for three quarters of an hour. Were the
benefits the central point of your discussion?
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(Translation)

Mr. GirouarRD: At that moment, Mr. Chairman, I come back to the
statement I made at the beginning, I do not intend to divert from what I said
and I stated only that.

(Text)

Mr. FisHEr: I want to ask Mr. Girouard a question which requires an
expression of opinion on his part. Did you feel that these benefits which were
put to you by Mr. Davey were in any nature an inducement to you to join
the Liberal party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: If the word “inducement” were translated into French,
I would be able to reply. If then you want to say that it was tempting, that
it was a bribe, I would say no.
(Text) .

Mr. FisHer: Well, I would like to come at this question in another way.
Did you consider that there was anything wrong or unfair or prejudicial to
the privileges of the house, or to what you knew of the law, by this offer
of Mr. Davey?
(Translation) »

Mr. GirouaARD: Mr. Chairman, this is a matter of opinion, not of fact and
I am not going to answer it.

(Text)

Mr. FisHeErR: Well, you are very clear on this, that you were not offered
any bribe by Mr. Davey?

Mr. GIrROUARD: Yes, I am clear.

Mr. FisHER: You are very clear on that. Well, in connection with the
benefits of the party in power and a fat fund for the next election, had those
benefits been brought up in any way in your previous conversations with the
four members of parliament?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In my statement, I never said that I had discussed this
matter with the four members. I simply stated the fact that the four members
wanted me to meet Mr, Davey.

Nevertheless, on being urged by my colleagues, I agreed to meet with the

Liberal party’s power behind the throne, in my office—mind you in my office.
The answer is:

I was urged by my colleagues—

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: So we can assume from the evidence that you have given
that in so far as those benefits are concerned it was simply an exchange between
you and Mr. Davey, and Mr. Davey made the statement?

Mr. GirouARrD: It is not a question of assuming. I said yes, only Mr. Davey.

Mr. FisHER: Are there any other members of the committee who wish to
ask questions in this area of benefits?

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I have the names of Messrs. Woolliams, Greene,
Pigeon, Scott and Mr. Grégoire. They are the ones who have caught my eye
to date.

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, I understand your ruling has been with

regard to procedure that Mr. Fisher will complete his examination of this wit-
ness on all issues?
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The Acting CHAIRMAN: After everyone else has had an opportunity, then
Mr. Fisher may ask questions again.

Mr. FisHer: I have finished about the alleged bribe aspect, and I want to
switch to other questions.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I would respectfully suggest that you complete
so far as you are aware any of the questions you wish to ask. I think we should
hew to that line.

Mr. FisHer: All right. I will turn to the next question which seems to me
to be fundamental in this, and that is the question of:

A week later, a Liberal member of parliament belonging to that
same group approached me to tell me that he was very sorry but the
Prime Minister (Mr. Pearson) had asked his chief organizer to cease all
pressure because he, the Prime Minister, was sure to lose the regular
support of the Social Credit party if he ever stole members from that
party.

Who was that member of parliament?

Mr. GIrRouARD: A most sincere member of the Liberal party, the member
for York-Scarborough.

Mr. FisHeEr: You have nothing to add at all to the thought which would
in any way change the meaning of that? In other words, so far as you are con-
cerned you were clearly told this by the member from York-Scarborough.
There was no confusion in your mind?

Mr. Girouarp: I was told what was said.

Mr. FisHer: Did you do anything at all to check into the statement, I
mean with your own party, that is, your party at that time, the Social Credit
party?

Mr. GrouarDp: That question is out of order, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting CHATRMAN: No, no. What was the question again?

Mr. Fisuer: Did you do anything at that time, after receiving this infor-
mation from Mr. Moreau, to see whether there had been any repercussion with
the Social Credit party in connection with the matter?

Mr. Gmrouarp: I did not say it.

The ActingG CHATRMAN: Are you prepared to answer?

Mr. Girouarp: No, I did not say it. I think it is out of order.

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, I think we are on very thin ice here.
The rules of evidence state that once called and sworn, a witness must answer
questions in the same way as any other witness. I think it would be putting
the inquiry in an almost futile position if a witness could choose himself what
questions he felt were permissible. I think he must answer all questions that
the Chair holds to be relevant.

Mr. BALCER: On a point of order, I think this question is out of order.

The AcTiNG CHATRMAN: My opinion is that the question is out of order and
I rule the question out of order. Let me point out that anything he said in
conversation with anyone else—we cannot go into it. We are tied to the
statement he made. I rule the question out of order.

Mr. FisHER: All right. I will ask this question in relation to that part of
his statement: since that was brought to you by Mr. Moreau, did you in any
way hear anything either to confirm or to deny the accuracy of what Mr.
Moreau had reported to you?

Mr. GIROUARD: It is still out of order.
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Mr. BasrForp: I object to the witness telling the committee what is and
what is not in order. His answers to Mr. Fisher have been rude and flippant
on occasion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: No, no.

Mr. BasForp: It is not just a question of being out of order, it is for
members of the committee to point it out and raise it as a point of order.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: If you were in a court, the procedure would be
that the witness can refuse to answer, but if ordered to answer, then he
has to answer. There would be no harm in the member declining to answer
if the committee excused him. But he says that he does not want to answer.
What was the question again?

Mr. FisHER: Has anything happened since, or taken place since Mr. Moreau
brought this information to you to confirm or deny the accuracy of the state-
ment he gave to you?

Mr. NuGeNT: I still say it is out of order.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I ruled it out of order, but if the witness wishes
to answer, he may do so. But he does not have to.

Mr. GIROUARD: I do not wish to answer.

Mr. FisHER: Before the time this came up in the house did you have any

further conversation with Mr. Moreau on this particular part of the state-
ment?

Mr. GIROUARD: On this particular part of the statement, no.
Mr. FisHerR: You had no further conversation.
Mr. GIROUARD: On this particular part of the statement, no.

Mr. FisHER: The earlier part of your testimony seemed to indicate that
you had a thorough discussion with your four friends about this whole

question. Could I get it clear that at no time did you show any indication
that you wished to join the Liberal party?

Mr. GIROUARD: At no time.

Mr. FISHER: Are you sure that you gave them no encouragement in any
way?

Mr. GIROUARD: I said that the first time that I met those guys, I said
that I intended to go into the Conservative party, and the first time I saw
Mr. Davey I said I would go into the Conservative party.

Mr. FisHER: I would like to ask Mr. Girouard why he went to meet Mr.
Davey if he had taken that firm position.

Mr. GirouarRD: Wait a minute. I think I said it at some place here.
(Translation)

In answer to one of their questions concerning my political future, I
told them I had firmly decided to join the Conservative party.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: So it was really to get along with your friends?

Mr. GIROUARD: They were nice friends.

~ Mr. WooLLiAMs: Mr. Girouard, I shall refer directly to what you did say
in the House of Commons and try to keep my questions in order. I shall read
the paragraph to be fair to you:

About two months ago I met publicly four Liberal members in Hull.
Who were those four members?

Mr. Girouarp: York-Scarborough, Hamilton West, Lincoln, and Essex
West. y
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Mr. WoorriaMms: Where did you meet them?

Mr. GIROUARD: At the Hotel Interprovincial.

Mr. WoorrLiams: In Hull. You had a conversation with those four mem-
bers at that time?

Mr. GIrouaRrD: Yes.

Mr. WooLriams: What was the nature of that conversation? Tell us the
full conversation that took place?

Mr. GirouarDp: I will not tell you the full conversation.

(Translation)

I said in my statement. . . Just at that moment, a Liberal member got up
and went to the telephone. I thought that was a simple explanation. When the
member returned to the table, he strongly urged me not to make a hasty
decision and to take my time.

(Text)

Mr. Woorriams: Did you ever waver from that decision at all?

Mr. GReENE: On a point of order; surely this is a question which is within
the statement and the witness has refused to answer. The hon. member asked
a question which relates to the full conversation, and the witness has refused
to answer. I would like to ask for a ruling to the effect that this is an un-
challengeable question.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: I would rule on it, but if the questioner is not in-
sisting on the answer, I do not think I should make the ruling; if he does, I
will make a ruling.

Mr. LeBoE: This is a very simple thing. Here is a man asked to give
verbatim a conversation with four different individuals which went on for
perhaps two hours. Who remembers the words of all conversations? You cannot
ask a man to give this type of information.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: If Mr. Woolliams is accepting this, I will let him
carry on.

Mr. WoorLriams: I have neither accepted nor rejected the answer. I asked
the nature of the conversation, and when I put that question I was well aware
that we must confine our remarks to the statement in question. What was said
with reference to joining the Liberals and meeting Mr. Keith Davey on the
occasion when you met in the beer parlour in the Interprovincial Hotel.

(Translation)

. Mr. GirouArD: Before I met Mr. Keith Davey, national organizer for the
Liberal party, I had replied that my mind was made up, that my own organizers
in my constituency wanted me as a Conservative member and that it would
be useless for the Liberals to insist.

I agreed to meet with the Liberal party’s power behind the throne
after being urged by my colleagues to do so.

This is the part of the conversation which took place at the Interprovincial
Hotel in connection with this matter of privilege.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLrtams: What Liberal member went to the telephone—you do
not know who he had conversation with, but what Liberal member actually
went to the telephone?

(Translation) :
Mr. GirouarDp: My honourable friend, the member for York-Scarborough.
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(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: He was sort of the leader of this group, and was promot-
ing the Liberal party so far as you were concerned.

(Translation)
Mr. GIRoUuARD: He is a born leader.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: How long did this conversation with these four distin-
guished Liberal members take place in the Interprovincial Hotel?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: If you ask me how long we chatted together, it could be,
it was perhaps one hour.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: In reference to this matter only. I am not interested in
other matters.

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Approximately an hour and a half.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiamMs: About an hour and a half. After this conversation, did you
agree to do anything?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaRD: Yes. It is because my colleagues insisted that I agreed to
see Mr. Keith Davey in my office.

(Text)
Mr. WoorLrLiaMms: Did you meet Mr, Keith Davey in your office?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARD: Not in my office. The following morning, at 11 o'clock, I
received a call asking me to go to the office of a Liberal member because it
appeared to be dangerous to see Mr. Davey come to my office.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMms: Why did you consider it dangerous to see Mr. Keith Davey
coming into your office?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I received a telephone call telling me that it was dangerous
. ... it was not I who thought it was dangerous.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: Who called you and told you it would be dangerous for
Mr. Keith Davey to come to your office?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: The hon. member for York-Scarborough.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: He does seem to be prominent. Where did you finally

meet with Mr. Keith Davey, the national organizer of the Liberal party of
Canada?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaRrD: My honourable friend from York-Scarborough.
(Text)

~ Mr. WooLLiams: How long did you and Mr. Keith Davey have a conver-
sation with reference to your joining the Liberal party?
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(Translation)
Mr. GiroUuARD: Approximately forty-five minutes.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: Three quarters of an hour is a long time and a lot of
words can be expressed by various parties. I understand that you were told,
I assume by Mr. Keith Davey, “A party in power and a fat electoral fund for
the next election”. You have been quite emphatic in your interpretation of
those words. I do not expect you to give me the exact words, but what is the
import of the words expressed by Mr. Davey on that occasion in the member
for York-Scarborough’s office.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: My first answer is that I am not an official French inter-
preter, and Mr. Davey spoke in English.

Secondly, what I am saying is about the closest translation of everything
I said at that time.

(Text)

Mr. Woorrrams: Well, but I do put this to you—I appreciate that you speak
French probably more fluently than English, and I only wish I could handle
both languages as well as you do. However, coming back to the point, what
did Mr. Davey actually say to you, what were his words?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: He said: “The advantages, a party in power and a fat elec-
toral fund for the next elections.”
(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: What did he mean by a large war chest for the next
election?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: That is a matter of opinion, Mr. Chairman, and I do not
wish to answer that question. I want to answer to questions on matters of
fact.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: Did he tell you how much money would be in that
treasury?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: No.
(Text)

Mr. Woorriams: Did he suggest what riding you would run in for the
Liberal party?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: No, but I am intelligent enough to know that it was
mine.
(Text)

Mr. WoorLrtams: What did he say about the Liberal candidate who ran
against you in the last election?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrROUARD: He said: “I will take care of the defeated Liberal candidate.”
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(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: I see. He said he would look after him, so you had nothing
to worry about as far as he was concerned. I want to be fair to Mr. Davey in
this regard. Did Mr. Davey actually use the words “a fat electoral fund”, or
was it a sum of money that was so large that you felt it was a fat electoral
fund?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: He said: “A fat electoral fund at the next election.”
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMs: What did the member for York-Scarborough say? It was
three quarters of an hour and I am sure you were not singing just one chorus.
What was the contribution of the member for York-Scarborough to the conver-
sation?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: The member for York-Scarborough has nothing to do with
that part of my statement. He did not take part in the conversation or the
monologue, if you wish to call it that, because Mr. Davey was talking.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: In other words it was Mr. Davey who was doing the
talking. Was anybody else present in the room except the three of you?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: Yes, I said a while ago that there were the members for
York-Scarborough, Hamilton West, Lincoln, Essex West, Mr. Davey and myself.
(Text)

Mr. WoorLiaMS: All of you were there in the office. Did any of the others
say anything except you and Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: The others did not say anything concerning my question
of privilege.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMms: I am sure it is going through the members’ minds that
three quarters of. an hour is a long time to carry on a conversation. We know
how lpng a 30 n}mute speech is in the House of Commons. Could you not give
us a little more information so far as yourself and Mr. Davey are concerned?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: No, because the other statements which I could make have
no relation to my statement of privilege.

(Text)

Mr. Woou.mMg: What do you say about that, Mr. Chairman? Do you think
he should confine his remarks? We are building a house now, and if the remarks
are confined, then all members following me will have to follow the same course.

The AcTing CHAIRMAN: I am ruling in any conversation with anyone there
which flows directly out of that meeting.

Mr. FisHER: On a point of order:; several times in the way in which Mr.
Girouard has replied, he has assumed that we are here dealing with his question
of privilege, and he himself, I think mistakenly, has seemed to think he can
raise a question of privilege in this committee. I do not believe a witness ean
raise a question of privilege. A member of the committee can raise a question

of privilege. First of all, I would like you to rule whether he can raise a question
20788—5 '
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of privilege and, secondly, I would like you to rule whether we are merely
dealing here with a question of privilege which Mr. Girouard thinks he has.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Once he submits himself to the committee and is
sworn, he is like any other witness and should answer the admissible questions.
On the second point, it is my understanding we are not dealing with Mr.
Girouard’s point of privilege, but are dealing with the matters which arose out
of his statement on that occasion.

Mr. NUGENT: Mr. Chairman, on that point, what the witness said was that
he does not want to answer anything pertaining to conversation other than that
raised by the statement he made in the House of Commons.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It was my ruling that it would be permissible to
question anything that came directly out of that statement. That was my
understanding.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: I am going to put this question to you because, if I do
not ask you this question—I am a Conservative too—someone else will put it
to you.

The fact is you were three quarters of an hour there. We have the balance
of the conversation that took place between you and Mr. Davey, and here is
what you said:

Mr. Davey was rather suggesting at that moment that I join the ranks
of the Liberal party.

Did he ask you to join the Liberals?
Mr. GirouArDp: He offered me to join the Liberals.
Mr. WooLLiams: For the record, can you remember the words he used. He
did not abruptly say: “Join the Liberals.” He was promoting; he is a Liberal
promoter and I think it is fair to say that.
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: What he told me in essence was this:
I propose that you join the ranks of the Liberal Party. I'll take
care of the defeated candidate and as for the unsatisfied Liberal organizers,
I have just to change them.
(Text)

Mr. WooLrLiaMs: Did he say that the Liberal candidate was going to be
looked after?

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: No, he just said he would take care of them.
(Text)
Mr. WooLLiaMs: Now, you say:
The benefits: a party in power

What did he say, that they created judges, senators and other benefits?
Mr. GIROUARD: I would say this is out of order.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I rule the question admissible.

Mr. WoorrLrams: What did he say?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: He just said it was more interesting to belong to a party
in power. The benefits of a party in power, a fat electoral fund for the next
elections,

(Text)

Mr. WooLLIAMS: And, it was from those words that you felt he had
promised you a fat electoral fund for the next election?
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(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: As a benefit:
to belong to a party in power, yes.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMms: That was in that three-quarters of an hour period. I come
back to this: was there anything else said?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Many other things were said with reference to that. But
that is the essence of what was said in connection with my statement of
privilege.

(Text)
Mr. WooLLiaMs: That is, in reference to this.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In connection with the point of privilege I have in front
of me, no.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: I put it clearly to you: was there anything else said in
connection with the point of privilege now before us? I do not care whether
you talked about the price of beef in China or anything else. I am referring
to what was said in respect of this point of privilege.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: The conversation in general lasted three quarters of an
hour, yes.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaAMS: What you are saying then is that conversation took three
quarters of an hour in that office with this other gentleman.

Now, we come back to the next point:

Mr. Davey suggested that I ponder those proposals.

How long did you ponder those proposals?

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUARD: How is that, one week . . . As I said, there was no mention
of that whatsoever and a week after, the member for York-Scarborough in-
formed me of what is reported here in my statement.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLIAMS: In respect of anything Mr. Keith Davey said at anytime
were you induced to join the Liberal party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: If the word “inducement” means to tempt, to attract, yes;
if it were to mean “bribe”, the ‘answer is no.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: Well, I mean the word “induced”. Then, at no time did
you ever tell them you were going to join the Liberal party?

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Never.
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(Text)
Mr. Woorriams: Then:

A week later, a Liberal member of parliament belonging to that
same group approached me—

I assume that is the group that met in the office?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: Exactly.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaAms: What was the name of that Liberal member of parlia-
ment?

Mr. GirouaArp: York-Scarborough.

Mr. WoorLrLiams: I continue . . .

that he was very sorry but the Prime Minister (Mr. Pearson) had asked
his chief organizer . . .
And, the chief organizer would be Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouArp: York-Scarborough.
Mr. WoorLrLiams: Did he use the words “Mr. Davey”?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: Right, I do not remember whether he said the organizer
or Mr. Davey. It was quite clear to me but I do not remember the word he
used.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLIAMS:

—to cease all pressure because he, the Prime Minister, was sure to lose

the regular support of the Social Credit party if he ever stole members
from that party.

That was said to you by the member from York-Scarborough.
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUuARD: Exactly.
(Text) ‘

Mr. WoorLrLiams: What else did he say at that time about the Social Credit
party?
(Translation)

! Mr. GIrouARrD: It was very brief. I think this discussion went on for a
minute or half a minute in the hall on the way to my office.

(Text)

Mr. Woom.nuxgs: Did he discuss any arrangement as to what support
the _R{ght Hon. Prime Minister and his party and the government might be
receiving, and what arrangement there was with the Social Credit party?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: There was no question of that in this discussion which
lasted about half a minute or a minute.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: And, that conversation lasted only a few minutes?
Mr. GirouaARD: Not a few minutes, a half a minute.

Mr. Woorrtams: Now, I want you to think about this; the conversation

which lasted approximately a half a minute was really more extensive than
the one which lasted three-quarters of an hour?
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Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, but at that time it related only to my statement.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: So, what you are really saying to the committee—and we
want to be fair—is that any other conversation which took place in that
three-quarters of an hour did not pertain to this matter in question.

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARD: What I just now stated before this committee is that I
had summarized the essential part of the discussion which had lasted three-
quarters of an hour and which is relevant to the question of privilege I have
before me.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiamMs: So far as your evidence is concerned, you do not recall
the exact conversation and really what is set out at page 2583 is your inter-
pretation of the conversation which took place between you and Mr. Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I don’t think I ever said that I didn’t remember what I
said. I don’t recall having said that.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: Well, if you do recall can you elaborate on the exact
words which Mr. Davey said to you in that three-quarters of an hour?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, it is not my intention to dwell on that as I provided
it with the most accurate translation of what had been said at that time and
which applies most properly to the present case.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMS: Now, coming back to the second conversation, I believe
you said that took place—and I have been trying to follow you in the trans-
lation—in the hall, and that is the second conversation with regard to the
arrangement or the situation between Mr. Pearson and the Social Credit party.
Where did that conversation take place?

(Translation)

_ Mr. GIROUARD: The talk which the member for York-Scarborough had
with me in the hall of the 4th floor of the West Block, near my office.

(Text)

Mr. WooLrLiams: How many interviews did you have with Mr. Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Just one.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Only one. And that is the one you have described already
when you met the other members.

Have you had any telephone conversations with Mr. Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUARD: Never.
(Text)

Mr. WooLrLiaMs: Did you have any letters from Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouarD: Never.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Did you write any letters to the Liberal party?
Mr. GIROoUARD: Never.
20783—6
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Mr. WooLriams: Have you ever asked the Liberal party or any members
of the Liberal party, whether it be Mr. Davey or anyone else, to join the
Liberal ranks?

(Translation)

M. GmrouArp: I think this question is out of order because it is not in
my statement but I would be pleased to answer it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman.

Is the question which has been asked really out of order? I think it just
applies to the point raised.

(Text)

Mr. WoorLiams: Have you ever had any intention of joining the Liberal
party?
(Translation)

Mr. GiIrouARD: My answer is that it has never been asked. I think that the
member of parliament is right.

(Text)

Mr. WooLrLiams: Were you ever rejected by the Liberal party when you
were asked to join the Liberals?

Mr. GIROUARD: You used the word “asked”; I never asked and never have
been rejected.

Mr. WooLLiaAMS: In reference to what Mr. Davey has said outside the house,
you say Mr. Davey is definitely mistaken that you were ever rejected by the
Liberal party and, in that regard, your evidence and Mr. Davey’s differs.

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUuARD: I don’t know what the word “mistaken” means in French
but it was the most offensive calumny and insult that was made to me since
this was false.

(Text)

Mr. WoorrLtams: What you are saying is that the statement made by Mr.
Davey to various members of the press is a false statement and you never have
been rejected by the Liberal party?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouarD: That is right.

(Text)
Mr. WoorrLiams: You have never accepted any offer by the Liberal joint
party to join that party, have you?
Mr. GirouARrD: Never.
Mr. Woorrrams: I should like to go back to the beginning of the conversa-
tions you had and refer particularly to your statement which reads as follows:
I have decided not to mention dates, places and names of certain Liberal
members involved,—
Was there more than one meeting in the Interprovincial Hotel?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: With regard to this matter, I should not give that impression.
It was the only meeting. I would not want to let you think that there were others
as this was the only meeting which I had at the Interprovincial Hotel with these
four members of parliament.

\
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(Text)

Mr. WoorLLiaMs: In other words the word “dates” should be “date” because
there was only one meeting, as far as this matter was concerned, and that was
the meeting which took place in the Interprovincial Hotel?

(Translation)

Mr. GrouARD: That is right.
(Text)

Mr. WoorLrLiaMms: You have told us how long you were in the Interpro-
vincial Hotel. What were you doing there at that time?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, this question is absolutely useless and I
reject it.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: Where did this conversation take place in the Inter-
provincial Hotel?

" (Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: In the Interprovincial Hotel’s Grill, if the word is French.
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Were there any other individuals there at that time other
than the four members you have mentioned who overheard this conversa-
tion?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: When I was first speaking to them, another person was
present, but the subject I have been dealing with here was never mentioned
We were only five when the subject was brought up.

(Text)

Mr. WooLriaMms: No further questions.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman I have to leave shortly and I will waive my
place for the time being.

Mr. PiceoN: No. We have a list of names which should be followed.

Mr. LoiseLLE: You are not the chairman. Sit down.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: You are next on my list Mr. Pigeon.
(Translation)

Mr. PiceoN: Mr. Girouard, I want to ask you a question. You said a mo-

mgnt ago, you made a statement to the effect that Mr. Davey mentioned some-
thing about a fat electoral fund if you joined the Liberal party. Was patronage
also mentioned?

Mr. GiroUARD: This is not in my statement, I refuse to answer.

Mr. P1GeoN: I wanted to ask you this as well, when you met Mr. Davey did
he say that Mr. Pearson sent him and that he was acting with Mr. Pearson’s

authorization?

Mr. GiroUARD: This is not in my statement, but my answer would be no.
(Text)

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Chairman, most of my questions have already been
answered.

Mr. Girouard, in your statement at page 2582 of Hansard you say toward
the bottom, when you were discussing this meeting, that it would be useless

to meet with Mr. Davey. You suggested that such a meeting would probably

be useless and I am wondering what you meant by that statement,
20788—6}
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(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Because at that time I had already stated plainly that my
intention was to join the Conservative party.

(Text)

Mr. ScorT: During the interval of time between your agreement to meet
Mr. Davey and the time you actually met him did you communicate this in-
formation to any other person or persons?

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARD: This question is out of order. But if you want me to answer,
my answer is no, and it is an easy answer. Because I left the Interprovincial
around 10 at night and I met Mr. Davey at about 11 the next morning.

(Text)

Mr. FisHErR: Why is that out of order?

Mr. ScorT: Mr. Chairman, perhaps you would make a ruling in this regard.
I asked the witness whether in the interval between the time he agreed to
meet Mr. Davey and 11 o’clock the next morning when he did in fact meet
him did he communicate that information to any other person or persons.

Mr. Girouarp: No.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I was going to rule that he could answer the
question in terms of yes or no but I understand he has already said “no”. Is
that right Mr. Girouard?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. Scorr: Do you have knowledge whether or not any other person on
your behalf did communicate this information to any other person?

Mr. GIrRoUARD: I have no knowledge in that regard at all.

Mr. Scorr: Can you tell us the point of time at which you made this
firm decision to join the Progressive Conservative Party?

Mr. Girouarp: What was that question?

Mr. ScorT: Can you tell us the time approximately when you made this
firm decision to join the Progressive Conservative Party?

Mr. GirouArDp: This subject has nothing to do with the question before
us and I refuse to answer your question.

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Chairman, I am again in your hands but it seems to me
that in view of the fact the witness has said he made a firm decision that
could not be changed he should indicate when he made that decision. There is
nothing ulterior about my question.

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, I should like to speak on a point of order.

The AcrtiNnG CHAIRMAN: I rule that question out of order. Perhaps you
might ask him that question in regard to the particular evening in question. You
might ask him when he declared his intention that evening or the next day
and indicated that decision to the other people involved, but I do not think
you should ask him when he conveyed that decision to someone else.

Mr. Scorr: You are ruling that I cannot ask him when he made his
actual decision?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: That is right.

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Girouard in your answer to Mr. Fisher, and I may have
taken this down incorrectly, you seemed to say that you considered the offer
made by Mr. Davey as an inducement but not a bribe.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: It is all right, if “inducement” means in French an attractive

offer, a temptation to join the Liberal party, but not a “bribe”.
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Text
; M)r Scort: What do you mean by “inducement”? How do you interpret
that word?
(Translation)
Mr. GirouARD: I do not know exactly.
(Text)

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; one cannot ask a witness
to define terms which a member has used. The member should define the term
himself and then ask the question.

Mr. Scort: I only asked this question because my interpretation of the word
“inducement” is different from the interpretation of the witness and I did not
want to confuse the issue.

An hon. MeMBER: What is your interpretation?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Would you ask the question again?

Mr. ScorT: I am wondering whether the witness can tell me what he under-
stands by the word “inducement”. He seems to indicate that the offer was an
inducement.

Mr. Girouarp: May I ask the interpreter to tell me in French exactly what
the word “inducement” means?

Mr. ScorT: Let me put the question to you in this way. Do you feel that this
offer or alleged offer of which you have told us was designed to influence your
conduct in respect of the party in the House of Commons to which you would
belong?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: Not any more than the electoral funds, the political party
or the question of invitation. As for the electoral fund I did not consider it as a
direct offer or as an offer as such to bring me into the Liberal party.

(Text)
Mr. Scort: That answer is not quite responsive to the question I asked.

Do you feel in your mind, or do you interpret Mr. Davey’s statements as an

attempt to influence your position in the House of Commons regarding the
party to which you would belong?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: “Certainly”. At the time, it was a question of campaign
funds only, together, yes.

(Text)

Mr. Scorr: What else was there involved besides the electoral chest?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I said, “The defeated candidate...” He’ll take care of the
organizers... A party in power and a fat campaign fund in the next election.
(Text)

Mr. Sgo-rr: Were there any other proposals or statements made by Mr.
Davey during this conversation that you have not related to us?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: Not relating to this question of privilege so that I can
say it.

(Text)

Mr. Scort: You have told us that there were no other proposals made by
Mr. Davey which dealt directly with your question of privilege. Did he make
any proposal that would indirectly be involved?
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Mr. GIroUuARD: No.
Mr. Scorr: That is all.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, you have made a statement on a question
of privilege. There are several points which we might, perhaps, have wanted
made more clear. I shall begin with the subject which concerns Mr. Moreau.
When Mr. Moreau came to meet you, to tell you that Mr. Pearson had told
Mr. Davey to proceed no further because that might make him lose the
support of the Social Credit, it’s Mr. Moreau who reported that remark to
you, Mr. Girouard?

Mr. GIrouArD: Exactly.

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Exact.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was Mr. Davey who said that to Mr. Moreau?

Mr. Girouarp: I don’t know, I never said that in my statement.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You say that Mr. Moreau told you that Mr. Pearson said
to Mr. Davey:

A Liberal member from the same group came to me again to tell
me that, to his great disappointment . . . the right honourable Prime
Minister, Mr. Pearson, had asked his chief organizer to let up all pres-
sure, because the Prime Minister was sure to lose the regular support
of the Social Credit party if he were ever to steal members from that
Party.

That is what Mr. Moreau told you, Mr. Girouard.

Mr. GIROUARD: Quite right.

Mr. GREGOIRE: As a lawyer, suppose that somebody came up to you and
you were robbed of $500, and Mr. Vincent came along and told you: “Mr.
Chrétien told me that Mr. Betty told him that it was Mr. Vincent who robbed
you of $500”. Now then, in such a case, would your first reaction be to lay an
information with the chief of police against Mr. Vincent?

Mr. GIROUARD: As I am a barrister I could do that but it has no relation
with what is before us.

(Text)
Mr. PiGeoN: It is a stupid example.

(Translation)

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I will give you an example which is a little more appro-

ﬁriate. If Mr. Vincent told you that Mr. Betty told him that Mr. Pigeon said to
im:

Mr. Piceon: I object.

Mr. GREGOIRE: If Mr. X told you that Mr. A. informed you that Mr. B.
said to him that C had stolen $500 and if, upon receiving such information,
you had laid a criminal charge . . .

(Text)

Mr. PIGEON: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. Please put my name down

as objecting to this.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, it is just in connection with the statement
dated April 27. Now a member who enjoys parliamentary immunity rises in
the House and upon his honour declares: So and so told me that the Prime
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Minister had said to someone else such and such a thing. I should like to have
this point clarified. In other words, do you think that the assumption I made
regarding a robbery, that the fellow who takes his information—
(Text)

Mr. NugenT: Order.

Mr. VALADE: Order.

Mr. WooLLiaMS: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; that is surely a

hypothetical question. The witness is here to be examined on a statement of
April 27.

Mr. NucenT: He says he was told that.
(Translation)

Mr. Greécoire: I am asking you a direct question in order to show that
perhaps the accusation or the insinuation made against Messrs. Pearson, Thomp-
son and Davey could have been lightly made.

(Text)
The Actine CHAIRMAN: I rule that out of order. You can ask him direct
questions and anything that flows directly out of that conversation.

Mr. LEBoE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; he mentioned Mr. Thompson.
Mr. Thompson is not the president of the Social Credit party and was not
mentioned in this. I think he should leave his name out of this. The leader of

the Social Credit party and the president of the national association are two
different people.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
(Translation)

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I mentioned the name of Mr. Thompson not with the inten-
tion to include it in the report but because it was brought up. Mr. Girouard,

Mr. Scott asked you a question a little while ago. He was inquiring about the
meaning of a word probably contained in your statement.

That there would probably be no need for such a meeting.

Could it also have been probably useful?

Mr. Girouarp: With a certain knowledge of the law one knows that a
question which has once been asked very clearly and which has been answered

most explicitly cannot be raised again.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is perhaps because the question was not clear that I am
asking it again. The “probably” that you used, was it a written statement, did
that “probably” have a particular meaning?

Mr. Girouarp: I gave it a while ago in reply to Mr. Scott’s question.
(Text)

The Acring CHAIRMAN: The translator did not get the question. Would you
please repeat it?

(Translation)

Mr. GrEGOIRE: What meaning has the wording in the following statement:
That this meeting would probably be useless.

Mr. Girouarp: The word probably means probably.
(Text)

Mr. Fisaer: I think you should make it clear to the witness that he has
no right to rule something out of order. That is your responsibility.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: That is correct. Neither should he debate with
the questioner. Would you either answer or declare you are not answering
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and the committee will then deal with that situation. I should like to ask you
not to argue with the questioner. I would ask you, Mr. Grégoire, to please
keep your questions more concise and brief.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: In the same paragraph you say:
I replied that my mind was made up and that the organizers in my
riding wanted me as a conservative.

Who would they be? The same that you had when you belonged to the Social
Credit party?

Mr. GirouArDp: To begin with, Mr. Chairman, this question is out of
order, and if you let the member for Lapointe continue in this vein, I think
he will continue with his usual antics before this committee.

(Text)

Mr. WooLriams: That is one of the parties.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It does not seem to me this is related to the issue
now before the committee.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is part of the statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NUuGeNT: But it does not support any question of privilege of the
house.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: It is immaterial what organizer or what party
he met.

Mr. WooLrLtams: You will have to dig up your own organization for the
next election, Mr. Grégoire.

(Translation)
Mr. GrEGOIRE: I will reply this way: The shower of your insults does
not reach the umbrella of my indifference.

(Text)

Mr. P1GeON: This question is out of order.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, on the point of order, I do believe that the
member for Lapointe has a very important point. After all, there may be a
question of credibility to consider before we have finished here. All the facts
surrounding what happened and any witnesses who could corroborate or deny
evidence given by the witness are surely relevant to this inquiry on the ultimate
point of credibility if it arises.

I do not see how we can pursue the truth or falseness of evidence unless
we hear all of it and not just the part that the witness chooses to give.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Mr. Balcer?

Mr. BALCER: As you ruled earlier, I think it is absolutely irrelevant. I do
not think a member of parliament who is disappointed by the fact that Mr.
Girouard has left his party should use this committee to try to obtain the
name of the organizer who has switched with him to another party. I think
Mr. Grégoire will have to wait and find out for himself. This is not the place
in which to find out. '

Mr. GREGOIRE: I object to that. I object to the hon. member saying we were
disappointed by the departure of the member for Labelle; we were not.

With regard to knowing the names, as Mr. Greene said—I did not want to
bring it out as clearly as he did—an answer to that question might tend to
give us an idea of what is going on. If we ask questions with regard to the
conversation between Mr. Davey and the member for Labelle, we will know
the answer.
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(Translation)

Mr. Chairman, I will rephrase my question concerning a charge made by
the member for Labelle in his statement. He said this:
I replied that my mind was made up and that the organizers in my

riding wanted me as a Conservative, and that this meeting would be
useless.

I want to know this: I would ask the member for Labelle who are those
organizers. Are they the persons working for him when he belonged to the
Social Credit party, or are they other people?

Mr. GIROUARD: They are my organizers.

(Text)

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: I have made my ruling. He does not have to
answer that guestion. I stand by my ruling but you can challenge it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On what ground are you declaring this?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I rule it is not relevant. In my opinion, broadly
speaking we are dealing with these issues: Did Mr. Davey make such an offer
about a war chest? Did Mr. Davey say he could take care of all the organizers?
Did someone call Mr. Girouard and tell him—the member he has named or
the member for York-Scarborough—that the Prime Minister had made such
statements? These are the prime issues, in my opinion, for the committee to
determine. There may be some secondary facts to be brought out which will
put the answers given here and by subsequent witnesses in their proper light.
I cannot see the true relevance of whether he met with 30 or 40 organizers, and
in that regard I must rule that it is inadmissible, Mr. Grégoire.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I was asking the witness if he could tell us
whether his mind was truly made up beforehand? Before his meeting with
Mr. Davey, was he supposed to meet his organizers, and could we know which
ones?

Mr. GirouarD: No answer.

(Text)

The Actine CHAIRMAN: I have already ruled upon it. I have heard your
argument with patience, and I think we would be exhausting the time of the
committee if we were to continue. If I am wrong, the committee will correct
me. I do not want to delay the proceedings, with great respect, Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I will appeal your ruling.

Mr. VALADE: Before the hon. member appeals your ruling, I would like to
make a statement. My point is that we are not here to hear whether Mr.
Girouard took his position before or after he met with Mr. Davey. The main
issue is that Mr. Davey and Mr. Girouard met together at a certain time. This
is the matter with which we are faced. Either Mr. Girouard made a decision
before or after, and whether it was before or after has no bearing whatever on
the issue that we are to consider.

The AcTiNng CHAIRMAN: I take it you are supporting my ruling.

Mr. VALADE: Yes.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I well appreciate the point Mr. Grégoire raises; it
is a question of credibility. Mr. Grégoire says Mr. Girouard said he had already
made up his mind and that if we could pinpoint the time at which he went to
the organizers this might throw a different light upon his answer. I appreciate
this point, believe me, Mr. Grégoire; but I am ruling on the case, and I rule
that it is not relevant to the issue at the moment.
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Mr. GrREGOIRE: I appeal your decision.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I take no exception to that, believe me, Mr.
Grégoire; we will take a vote.

Will all those in favour of sustaining the Chairman’s ruling that the ques-
tion is inadmissible please indicate.

Mr. Woolliams, Mr. Nugent, Mr. Rhéaume, Mr. Vincent, Mr. Balcer, Mr.
Valade, Mr. Pigeon, Mr. Fairweather, Mr. Leboe, Mr. Cameron, Mr. Dubé. The
members whose names I have just stated are in favour of upholding my ruling.

Contrary?

Mr. Fisher, Mr. Scott, Mr. Gauthier, Mr. Basford, Mr. Drouin, Mr. Cross-
man, Mr. Chrétien, Mr. Mullally, Mr. Grégoire, Mr. Greene, Mr. Loiselle. Those
members are voting against my ruling. There are eleven votes in favour of my
ruling and eleven against, so I will uphold my own ruling.

Will you continue, Mr. Grégoire?

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I submit, nevertheless, on a point of order,
that, if there is some information that might throw some light on the state-
ment made by the member for Labelle, we must have that information.

The member for Labelle tells us that his mind was made up before he met
Mr. Davey, because he tells us that he had met his organizers before. As
the member for Bow River has tried to bring out many facts, I wanted to
bring out that one, which concerns his organizers.

Did he meet with his organizers in Labelle County?

Can he tell us how many there were? And who they were?

The advantages of a party in power and a fat election fund.

Mr. Woolliams has asked eight or nine questions to which approximately

the same answer was given a little while ago.
I am now asking one on another matter and relating to the statement

made by the member for Labelle.

I believe that knowing whether he met his organizers, whether he held
a meeting before seeing Mr. Davey, and how many organizers there were,
I believe all that is important. He coud tell us whether there were 40 or 50%,
that would be enough.

Mr. VALADE: On a point of order . . .

(Text)
Mr. BALcer: Order.
Mr. VALApE: Order.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, if I may I would like to read to you Mr.
Knowles’ motion . . .

I therefore suggest that the questions of privileges raised by the
honourable member, that the appeal in his questions of privilege, as
shown in the minutes of proceedings of Monday April 27, 1964 be
referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections so that they may
consider them and report on the matter.

The question states—The question raised by the question of privilege.
After all, it is a question raised in the question of privilege and this serves to
support the statements of the member for Labelle.

I replied that my mind was made up.

So the member for Labelle states that his mind was made up. Why?
3 The organizers in my riding wanted me to be a Conservative.
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That is why he did not want to accept Mr. Davey’s offers, or it is one
of the reasons why it was useless or probably useless to meet Mr. Davey. So
it is one of the main reasons for the member for Labelle’s decision. That is
why I submit that what I am saying is in order and within the terms of
reference, according to what is indicated.

Mr. Girouard, have you met Mr. Davey previously? Not in the lobby or
in the street but earlier, did you have occasion to talk with him prior to
meeting him in Mr. Moreau’s office?

(Text)
Mr. BALcER: This question is out of order, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. There is a statement here
and, surely to goodness, words such as “large”, “big”"—

Mr. RHEAUME: “Fat”.

Mr. GREENE: —have different meanings to different people. Surely it is
within the ambit of this committee to know what is meant by the terms.

Mr. GIROUARD: I will answer.
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Do you mean talking with him about joining the ranks of
the Conservative Party or about the weather?

Mr. GREGOIRE: I mean, did you know him before going to Mr. Moreau’s
office?

Mr. GirouaRrD: I had seen him once.

Mr. GrREGOIRE: You did not talk to him? Answer: I may have said “good
day”, but I did not talk about anything at all.

Mr. GREGOIRE: After meeting Mr. Moreau, did you meet him later?

Mr. GirouARD: I saw him at the first meeting of the Committee on
Privileges and Elections but I did not speak to him.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yesterday?
Mr. GirouARrD: Yesterday, I said “good day”.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Between the two periods... When you speak:
Of a fat electoral fund, the advantages of a party in power, a fat
election fund at the next election...

Just to have an idea of what a fat election fund may mean, were you not
elected in your riding as a candidate of the Ralliement des Créditistes?

Mr. GIROUARD: As a candidate of Social Credit.

: Mr. GREGOIRE: Do you have a membership card of the Ralliement des
Créditistes which, by the way, you have already shown to me?
Mr. GirouARDp: That is not so.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Do you have a membership card of the Ralliement des
Créditistes?

Mr. GiroUARD: That is not so.

Mr. GREGOIRE: In your opinion, did you have a fat election fund the last
time?

Mr. GIROUARD: I ;-efuse to answer.
Mr. GREGOIRE: The election fund you had, was it a fat one?
Mr. GiroUARD: I refuse to answer.

(Text)

The Actmvg CHAIRMAN: I do not wish you to say that “I have already

answered”. If the examiner asks you a question, you should answer it. He is
entitled to ask his questions.
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Mr. GmrouarDp: I said previously that I did not know what that meant
and that it was merely Mr. Davies’ words which I had reported.
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: In other words—

Mr. Chairman, I should like to make a remark here. Mr. Girouard asks
you to clear him from the gross insult or from a gross slander from Mr. Davey.
- (Text)

Mr. NuGeNT: On a point of order, on what grounds does Mr. Grégoire
make that statement?

The ActiNé CHAIRMAN: Please go ahead.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Regarding the answers we received to a point of order.

Mr. NuGeNT: You are not supposed to be making a speech.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I shall make my point of order, though.

(Translation)

In the Committee on privileges and elections, Mr. Girouard tells us that
he suffered a gross insult and a gross slander on the part of Mr. Davey for
having been rejected ... he says: On the contrary, he is the one who made
proposals to me when he suggested, when he suggested to me that I join the
liberal party.

That is precisely the important question. We want to know what are the
propositions made by Mr. Davey to Mr. Girouard. Mention was made of a fat
election fund. Since it is a fat election fund, I should like to know whether
the member for Labelle has a notion of what that could be.

Mr, Varape: You will ask Mr. Davey.

Mr. GrREGOIRE: We'll ask Mr. Davey afterwards.

(Text)
An hon. MEMBER: You have no choice.
Mr. Pigeon: Twenty million.
The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Speak through the Chair, please, Mr. Grégoire.
Mr. GrEGOIRE: I am ready to talk through the Chair, but I must deal with
those who interrupt me.
The Acting CHAIRMAN: I will deal with those who interrupt you.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: What I mean is that we’ll ask Mr. Davey afterwards what-
ever we have to ask him. Right now we would like to know why Mr. Girouard
felt rather insulted by all that, what insulted him, because there were two
points in the offer:

A party in power, a fat election fund.

There was a conversation of three quarters of an hour. We received a sum-
mary of one or two lines. What did the proposal contain? Was that ever
explained? Were there any details?

Should a different meaning be attributed to these words in the provinces
other than Quebec, words which may have a different meaning in the other
provinces.

The party in power...

Does that mean patronage?

It seems to me that the question is over-simple.

Mr. GirouArD: For a simple member.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Let’s say for a simple member.

A fat election fund...
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That means enough money so that the fellow need not fear, so that he
may be sure to succeed? When you want information on that subject, Mr.
Chairman, you don’t get any. We don’t know what happened during the con-
versation between these two men.

How can we judge? How can we be asked to settle the question? When
you ask questions that are not prejudicial, the question I asked was not pre-
judicial to the member for Labelle or to the riding of Labelle. The member
for Labelle said that he had met Mr. Davey. Then I asked him whether he
had met him. No, then there was the insinuation with regard to Mr. Pearson,

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Are you raising a point of order, or putting a
question?

Mr. GREGOIRE: I am raising a point of order for a line of questions. The
questions asked by Mr. Fisher dealt completely with the matter raised by the
member for Labelle.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: May I say with respect that I have already made
a ruling, and if you want to go to another question, I will deal with it. But
I have already made my ruling and I do not propose to let you return to it.

Mr. GreGoIrRe: I would like to know exactly, according to you, what we
have here, so we might ask our questions accordingly. What is the real matter
in front of us?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I have already stated it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Is it the motion of Mr. Knowles?

The AcTtinG CHAIRMAN: The motion is that the matters raised in the
statement should be considered.

Mr. GREGOIRE: All the matters raised in the statement?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: The relevant matters, yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: All the matters raised in the statement?

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: All of them?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Well, everything that is raised in this statement is relevant.
Will you answer yes or no?

Mr. NUGENT: Relevant to the question, as a point of privilege?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Is everything raised in that declaration or statement by
the member for Labelle relevant to our questions? I would like to ask you that.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: Would you please question the witness and I will
rule whether it is relevant or not. I do not propose to rule on generalities. I
want to be specific. I want to do justice.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I admit your justice, but is everything raised in that state-
ment relevant?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I will rule on the question as put, whether it is
relevant or not. That is the only way I can deal with it. I am not trying to be
evasive, but I cannot do otherwise. It is now five minutes to six and some of
us are going to a Rotary dinner, I believe.

Mr. FisHER: When do we meet again?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I suggest ten o’clock tomorrow, if that meets with
the wishes of the committee.
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(Translation)

Mr. DrouIN: On this motion for adjournment, as the House does not sit
tonight, I don’t see why we should not come back tonight and continue the
sitting.

(Text)

Mr. LEBOE: There is a problem that is difficult here in connection with
our meeting tomorrow. I do not want to insist, but I want the committee to
know that I have to leave in the morning, and that I had expected to be
replaced on the committee by a motion tomorrow at 2.30 p.m. That is the
problem.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: May I suggest perhaps that the committee would
not object to reverting to motions tonight.

Mr. LEBoE: Yes, but the house does not sit tonight.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Oh, I forgot.

Mr. LEBOE: I am not insisting, but I do bring it to the attention of the
committee.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: May I say that we all appreciate the difficulty
we had to get reporters here. Perhaps we could restrict ourselves and not
meet on Friday in the morning? Is it agreed then that we sit only on Thursday
morning and then come back next week? I shall not make a decision about
sitting Thursday afternoon this far away. So let us return at ten o’clock
tomorrow morning.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, May 14, 1964.
(6)
The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10:03 o’clock
this day. The acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcer, Basford, Beaulé, Cameron (High Park),
Chrétien, Crossman, Drouin, Dubé, Fisher, Fairweather, Francis, Greene,
Grégoire, Loiselle, Marcoux, Martineau, Morison, Mullally, Nugent, Pennell,
Pigeon, Rheaume, Rochon, Valade, Scott, Woolliams Vincent.—(27).

In attendance: Mr. Gérard Girouard, MLP.

In attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel and Parlia-
mentary interpreters interpreting.

The Committee resumed the examination of the first witness, Mr. Gérard
Girouard, M.P.

The acting Chairman ruled out of order a question posed to Mr. Girouard
by Mr. Fisher. g

Thereupon, Mr. Fisher having stated that he wished to appeal the decision
of the Chair; the acting Chairman stated that his ruling was not appealable.

Whereupon Mr. Fisher appealed to the Committee from the latter decision
of the Chair.

And the question being put by the acting Chairman: ‘“‘Shall the decision
of the Chair be sustained?” It was negatived on the following division:

Yeas: Messrs. Balcer, Basford, Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Chrétien,
Crossman, Dubé, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Loiselle, Morison, Mullally,
Rheaume, Rochon, Scott, Vincent, Woolliams.—(19).

Nays: Messrs. Marcoux, Martineau, Nugent, Pigeon, Valade.—(5).

Mr. Fisher appealed forthwith to the Committee from the former decision
of the Chair.

And the question being put by the acting Chairman: “Shall the decision
of the Chair be sustained?” It was negatived on the following division:

Yeas: Messrs. Balcer, Marcoux, Martineau, Nugent, Pigeon, Rheaume,
Valade, Vincent, Woolliams.—(9)

Nays: Messrs. Basford, Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Chrétien, Crossman, -

Dubé, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Loiselle, Morison, Mullally, Rochon,
Scott.—(15)

After a recess from 12:05 to 12:15 o’clock p.m., the examination of the
witness continued.

At 12:45 o’clock p.m’. Mr. Rheaume moved, seconded by Mr. Pigeon, that
the Committee adjourn until 3:30 o’clock p.m. this afternoon.
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AFTERNOON SITTING
(7

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections reconvened at 3:35
o'clock p.m. this day. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcer, Beaulé, Cashin, Cameron (High Park),
Chrétien, Crossman, Dubé, Fairweather, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire,
Lessard (Saint-Henri), Marcoux, Martineau, Morison, Mullally, Nugent, Olson,
Paul, Pennell, Pigeon, Prud’homme, Rheaume, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent,
Woolhams—( 29).

In attendance: Mr. Gérard Girouard, M.P.

"~ Also in attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel and
Parliamentary interpreters interpreting.

The Committee resumed examining the witness.

- The acting Chairman read and tabled a note addressed to him by Mr.
Girouard.

Mr. Beaulé moved, seconded by Mr. Lessard (Saint-Henri), that the
Committee adjourn at 4:55 o'clock p.m. this day until 10:00 o’clock a.m.
Thursday, May 21, 1964.

And debate arising thereon, the question being put on the said motion,
it was resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative: yeas: 20, nays: 1

And the examination of the witness continuing, at 4:55 o’clock p.m. the
Committee adjourned until 10:00 o’clock a.m. Thursday, May 21, 1964.

Maxime Guitard,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
THURSDAY, May 14, 1964.

The AcTiNg CHAIRMAN: I call the committee to order. Yesterday when the
committee rose, Mr. Leboe explained to the committee that through an over-
sight he had not succeeded in obtaining a replacement, that is, he had not
been able to bring it before the house. There was some talk at that time that
he might be replaced by whoever should replace him, and that the position
might be regularized subsequently by a motion in the house. Upon reflection I
feel that this is a very delicate matter. So the Chair rules against anyone taking
part who has not been properly constituted as a member of the committee.

Yesterday, when we resumed, Mr. Grégoire was questioning the witness.
Therefore I ask Mr. Grégoire to continue his questioning.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, to begin with I should like to have some kind
of explanation or elaboration of the following sentence which appears on page
2707 of the French Hansard, April 27th.

The member for Labelle then said...

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: What is the number, please?
Mr. GREGOIRE: April 27 in the French version.

(Translation)

One week later the Liberal member of the same group approached
me again to tell me, to his great disappointment, that the RH.P.M. (Mr.
Pearson) had asked his chief organizer to leave off all pressure because
the I-j‘rime Minister was sure to lose the regular support of the Social
Credit party if he ever snatched away the members of this party.

Mr. Girouard, is it Mr. Moreau who told you that?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Did he tell you who had told him that?
Mr. GIROUARD: No.
Mr. GREGOIRE: But he said to you: Mr. Pearson had asked:
... his chief organizer...
That is, Mr. Davey . ..
...to leave off all pressure,
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Did you check whether Mr. Pearson had said that to Mr.

Mr. GIROUARD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Whether he had said it to others.

Mr. GIROUARD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: So you are not sure at all that Mr. Pearson said this.
Mr. GIroUARD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: So then you should not have mentioned . . .

Mr. GIROUARD: I am sure that Mr. Moreau said it to me.
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Mr. GREGOIRE: Without your being sure that Mr. Pearson said it.

Mr. GIroUARD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You mentioned what Mr. Moreau had told you without
knowing whether or not Mr. Pearson had said it, yes or no?

Mr. GirouArD: No.

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: The translator says that the questioning is so fast
that he cannot follow it; he cannot distinguish between the questions and
the answers. So would you please pause after each question?

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Very well, Mr. Chairman, I'll slow down.

So Mr. Moreau told you what Mr. Pearson was supposed to have said?

Mr. Girouarp: That's right.

Mr. GREGOIRE: But you are not sure at all that Mr. Pearson has really
and truly said that.

Mr. Girouarbp: I did not check anything.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Nevertheless you thought it advisable to declare in the
House that he had asked his organizer—

Mr. GirRoUARD: I did not say in the House that Mr. Pearson had asked—

Mr. GREGOIRE: According to Mr. Moreau.

Mr. GIROUARD: I said in the House that Mr. Moreau had told me—

Mr. GREGOIRE: That Mr. Moreau had told you that.

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: After all, this is a rather serious charge.

Mr. VaLape: Order, order. There is no accusation being made against
the member for Lapointe.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, this is after all a rather serious charge or at
least a rather serious insinuation, to say in the House of Commons, on a point
of privilege, that Mr. Moreau had told you what Mr. Pearson was supposed
to have said, without verifying.

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, I say it is not a charge or an insinuation,
it is a fact I reported to the House, the fact of the conversation between Mr.
Moreau and myself.

Mr. GREGOTRE: Without being able to check it, you felt it advisable to men-
tion it in the House.

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Without being sure that Mr. Pearson had said that.

Mr. GirouaRrD: I was sure, absolutely sure that Mr. Moreau had said it to
me.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You were not sure that Mr. Pearson had said it.

Mr. GirouARrD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You thought it advisable to say it in the House.

Mr, GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Since you thought it advisable to relate in the House a
fact that Mr. Moreau had told you, but that you had not verified at all, may we
ask you now: During these three quarters of an hour you talked to Mr. Davey
in Mr. Moreau’s office, was anything else discussed but—

A fat election fund and the advantages of a party in power—
In case you joined the Liberal party?
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Mr. GirouaRD: I said that during these three quarters of an hour nothing
else was discussed and that the only things that were discussed and that
concerned my question of privilege were contained in my question of privilege.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Could there be anything else that was not mentioned in your
question of privilege and that could have been an attempt to influence you?

Mr. GIRoUARD: I mentioned the main points that were raised in an attempt
to influence me during that interview.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Very well, very well. Could there be things that were not
of major importance but could have influenced you in any way?

Mr. GIroUARD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Really nothing else was said that could have influenced
you to choose one party rather than another?

Mr. GirouAgrD: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Absolutely nothing else that would be directly or indirectly
connected with this question?

Mr. Girouarp: No.

Mr. GREGOIRE: So, in these three quarters of an hour, after talking about
this, you talked about things other than the advantages that could accrue to you
by joining the Liberal party?

Mr. GirouARrD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, yesterday in your statement you said that the
day before you had insisted that Mr. Davey come to your office.

Mr. Girouarp: I don’t think so.
Mr. GrEcoiRe: The day before, that is the evening you met the four
members.

Mr. GirouarDp: I don’t know that I insisted that much. 1 can check my
statement. No, I said: I agreed nevertheless to receive him in my office.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; this witness has been
sworn to give his testimony as to what he recollects to the best of his knowl-
edge, ability, and memory. I submit it is quite improper for him to keep
referring back to this statement and saying this is it; I do not remember what
I said, but this is it.

Mr. WooLLiams: I think the witness is entitled to say I do not remember,
but he can go back to his statement. You have ruled that the investigation is
in reference to the statement that the witness made on April 27 last, in the
House of Commons.

(Translation)

Mr. BEAULE: On the same point of order: When the witness stated in
the House that he had met with certain members of the Party, he had notes. He
did not make this fact known to the House.

Mr. BALCER: On the same point of order. What Mr. Grégoire was asking
him, he asked him a definite question on what he had said yesterday. Mr.
Girouard told him that he had said a certain thing yesterday. Of course the
witness wanted to check what he had said yesterday.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I did not necessarily mean yesterday, but the day before
his meeting with Mr. Davey.

(Text)

The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: May I say that when I ruled yesterday I chose my
words carefully. To the best of my recollection I said that the examination
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or cross-examination would be confined to the statement and the things arising
directly from the statement. I used the word “directly” because I could
anticipate that we could have some of the conversation introduced which took
place when the parties were there which would explain some of the statement
read in the House. So I used the word “directly”, and that is the ground on
which I shall rule as the questions arise.

Mr. Grégoire asked a question. He did not take exception. If Mr. Grégoire
wishes to take exception to the answer he is getting, then I shall rule on it.
When the witness gives an answer and there is a reference back to the state-
ment, then it is up to Mr. Grégoire to take exception. I could think of half a
dozen questions which I could ask to eliminate that problem, if it is a problem
to the questioner.

Mr. GrReeNE: With the greatest respect, I think we are here to elicit the
truth of the facts leading directly from the statement. Surely it makes it
difficult to elicit truth in any judicial proceedings if all the witness does is to
read back what he said before.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It is very simple. If a question is asked and the
witness refers to the statement, I would say do not bother with the statement.
I shall ask you what was said. I would rule on that. I do not think it is a great
problem, and I now ask Mr. Grégoire to continue.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, when you made that statement on a question
of privilege, on April 27, did you read a prepared statement?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Word for word?
Mr. Girouarp: Word for word.
Mr. GREGOIRE: That you had carefully prepared?
Mr. GirouarD: Yes, that I had carefully prepared.
Mr. GREGOIRE: In that statement, you say at one point:
In answer to one of their questions with regard to my political
future, I said that I was firmly resolved to join the ranks of the Con-
servative party.

And you add:
At that moment, a Liberal member got up and went to the phone.

When you read that in the House, you thought that that had some im-
portance?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: When he returned to the table, he strongly insisted that I
make no decision without first having met Mr. Keith Davey, the Liberal party
chief organizer.

Mr. GIRouARD: When he went to the telephone, I was almost sure that it was
something of that sort.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Since it was a well thought out thing, it had some im-
portance.

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Because you mentioned that the Liberal member had gone
to the telephone.

Mr. GIROUARD: I foresaw something along those lines.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Therefore, that part, you said it, that is an assumption, but
you were not sure?



PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 91

Mr. GIROUARD: That is, subsequently, the facts proved to me that it was
indeed for that purpose that the member had stood up.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You have no guarantee, no clear proof that it was to the
telephone that he went?

Mr. GIROUARD: Exactly.

Mr. GREGOIRE: A clear proof that you obtained subsequently, a clear proof
that he had called a member of the Liberal party.

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: What was that proof?
Mr. GIROUARD: He came back and he said to me:
I have called Keith Davey.
Mr. GREGOIRE: I have just called Mr. Davey?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: It was Mr. Moreau who went to the telephone?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. GREGOIRE: He then said to you:
I have called Keith Davey.

Mr. GirouarD: That is right.
He came back and he said to me: “I have just called Davey.”
Answer: Yes. '

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was Mr. Moreau who went to the telephone?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Then, he said to you:
I have called Keith Davey?
Mr. GIrouARrD: That is right.
Mr. GREGOIRE: Because, a little farther, you say:

Because my companions insisted, I nevertheless accepted to re-
ceive in my office . . .

You add:
You understand, in my office . . .

Those added words:
You understand, in my office . . .

You were insisting, you insisted on the fact, since you said:
To receive him in my office . . .

They were in your written statement, those words, when you read it.

Mr. Girouarp: That is right.

Mr. GrEGoire: For you, it was important that it be in your office?

Mr. GirouarD: It was very important.

Mr. Grécorre: The next day, it was a phone call. That was less important:
The next day I received a telephone call from a member.

Mr. GirouarD: That was less important.

Mr. GrEGoIRE: That was less important. It was less important for you to
receive him in your office?

Mr. GiroUARrD: I see no difference for me at that time. I believe that the
two facts were important.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: The day before, you insisted. You say:
In my office?




92 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Girouarp: Exactly.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You insisted on that in the House, to say that that was
important:

In your office.
Mr. Girouvarp: Exactly.
Mr. GREGOIRE: There, you insisted:
In my office.
But, the next day, following a telephone call, you agreed to go to Mr. Moreau’s
office.

Mr. GIrouaRrD: That is correct.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was less important that it be in your office?

Mr. GIROUARD: In all I acceded to Mr. Moreau's wishes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You did not care that that did not take place in your
office.

Mr. Girouarp: I said to myself: If the liberal party chief organizer left
his office to come to mine, and that it is dangerous for him to come to my office,
I understood, and at any rate I must have considered that that was of no
importance.

Mr. GREGOIRE: The other office was on the other side of the hall.

Mr. GirRoUuARrD: About fifty feet away.

Mr. GREGOIRE: If your mind was made up, you nevertheless thought it
advisable to go into the office of a liberal member to discuss the matter.

Mr. GirouARrD: Because I had no reasonable explanation to give my friend,
to say: No, I am not going there. I had confidence in him.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You were convinced that the conservative party was the
best party, that it was a better party than the liberal party?

Mr. GirouarDp: Your advances would be useless. I meant to join the
Conservative party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You did not say your advances are useless but would be
useless.

Mr. GIrROUARD: Exactly.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I have here the Quillet dictionary. Yesterday we tried to
find the definition of “probably”. You yourself said that ‘“probably” meant
“probably”. Here “probably” means likely to happen. Here it says that the
word probably means

which has an appearance of truth.
So that was apparently likely to be true, it would have been useless. That is it.
Do you agree with the definition given in the dictionary?

Mr. GirRoUuARD: I agree with the word probably as I said it—probably
useless.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Maybe it is a word that leaves some room for doubt. I would
like to find out, to clear up the doubt. The words “probably useless” mean
probably.

According to Quillet it means “Which has an appearance of truth”.
Does probably mean “Which has an appearance of truth”.
Mr. GrrouarD: I would have to look up Larousse and other authorities to
see if the term “probably” has the same meaning in other dictionaries.
(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: You are still going very quickly, Mr. Grégoire.
I have experienced this sort of thing myself during cross-examinations, and
I know it is rather difficult for everyone.
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(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, sometimes, it happens to everyone, we use

a word and when we look it up we find it does not quite mean what we
intended.

Mr. GirouARrD: Yes.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I have a dictionary here. The word ‘“‘probably” means:
“Which has an appearance of truth”.
Knowing that to be the definition of “probably”, if that is the definition of
“probably”, I say “if” would you use that word, would you use the same term?
Mr. GIrOUARD: I would use it. Larousse says:
Which can reasonably be assumed.

With my Conservative friends it was reasonable to assume—

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was reasonable to assume, but not to assert.

Mr. GirouArD: No, reasonable.

Mr. GREGOIRE: As you use the conditional and as you use “probably” or
“reasonable to assume”, that is not a certainty, but something which it is
reasonable to assume, not to assert. In view of that fact, do—

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Mr. Grégoire, it would appear to me we are going
far afield and 1 would respectfully suggest that if you want to determine
from him what he meant by the word “probably” just ask him what he meant
and then he will put his evidence on the record.

Mr. WooLriams: Mr. Chairman, now that you have interrupted Mr.
Grégoire, may I say at this time that the translators are having a good deal
of difficulty because of the speed of the questions and answers and I would
respectfully suggest that he slow down.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Have you a question, Mr. Fisher?

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, I want to be on the list.

Mr. NUGeNT: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, although I do not wish
to interrupt the cross-examination, I cannot see how we are going to get any-
where by efforts being made to get into the record another word in substitution
of this word.

The meaning of the word “probably” is well known to all of us and I think
Mr. Grégoire is just wasting the time of this committee with this line of ques-
tioning. Let us get on with our business.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, it seems to me that the
interpretation of the word “probably” is almost the crux of the entire inquiry.

Mr. RHEAUME: There is real leadership material there.

Mr. GREENE: You just lead the Eskimos and you will be all right.

Mr. WooLLiaAMS: That was a very unkind remark.

Mr. GREENE: In respect of this point of privilege and Mr. Girouard’s
explanation whether, in fact, he was correctly or not correctly called a reject,
if he had not made up his mind and if this word “probably” indicated, as I
think the member is trying to indicate in his line of cross-examination, that he
was still open to negotiation, that he had not made a firm conviction along
those lines then surely that is the essence of the entire questioning at this point.
If Mr. Girouard felt he was still in business the point of privilege is founded
on the fact an hon. member stated that this question should go to the Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce and, if he had not made up his mind, it probably
meant he was still open to negotiation. If this is so, then it is an essential factor
to determine what Mr. Girouard had in his mind in the use of the word.
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Mr. NUGENT: Mr. Chairman, the witness has described what he had in
mind and how far he was going. I suggest he has covered in very plain language
how far his mind was made up, and that he was accommodating his Liberal
friends by speaking to them, and in further accommodating them he went to see
Mr. Davey. I do not see how further questioning in respect of this word
“probably” is going to elucidate what is now so plain.

Mr. FIsHER: Mr. Chairman, I think the questioning is getting very detailed.
However, I do agree with Mr. Greene’s point, that it does not take three-quarters
of an hour to say no, or that long to satisfy your friends.

(Translation)

Mr. DuBg: Mr. Chairman, I agree with my colleague Mr. Greene that the
word “probably” is very important in this case because in order to know
whether or not Mr. Girouard was turned down by the Liberal party, we must
first establish whether he was interested in becoming a Liberal, secondly
whether he let his intention be known, and thirdly whether he was refused.

The word “probably” implies, leaves room for hope that he might be
accepted by the Liberal party.

Mr. Pi1geoN: On the same point of order, Mr. Chairman, dictionaries some-
times give various definitions for one and the same word. As far as I am
concerned I prefer Mr. Girouard’s own definition of the word. This concept is
his and he would have used it according to this concept and according to his
conscience. No one here is a specialist in linguistics. If you consult another
dictionary besides Quillet you will probably find another definition of that word.
As I said, I prefer to go by what Mr. Girouard thinks of the word “probably”
I prefer to go by what he meant when he used the word “probably”.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Mr. Pigeon, please address your remarks to the
Chair.

(Text)

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we could get on more quickly
if the witness would stop stalling around and tell us whether he was negotia-
ting or whether his mind was irrevocably made up.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I think we are getting bogged down
here. Although I appreciate the difficulties involved it seems to me the word
“probably” may be of considerable significance. But, if a direct question is put
to the witness and he is asked for his interpretation and if he used it in the
ordinary sense, that would suffice. Then, if he says he used it in the ordinary
sense, surely some 26 or 27 members sitting around a table can interpret
what he means when he says he used it in an ordinary or normal sense. Al-
though I have not ruled Mr. Grégoire out of order, I think there is a limit to
this sort of questioning and in my opinion, we are getting very close to it at
this time.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I do not want to impose one meaning of
the word “probably” more than another on the witness, I only want to know
what he meant by that word. As Mr. Greene said, did he give the Liberals
reason to hope that he would be such an esteemed member, or did he slam the
door as he left? Did he give them any reason to hope? I am ready to accept
the definition given in any other dictionaries Mr. Girouard may have. There
is the other definition: It is reasonable to assume. I do not know whether other
dictionaries will give other definitions or the same definition, but the one I
have here says: That which is assumed—

(Text)
The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: Order, please. Gentlemen, I do not want to be in a
position of arguing with the different members of the committee.




PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 95

I think you have put the question properly and astutely: “Did you choose
©  your words and prepare this statement carefully when you made it?” And, he
| said yes, and he agreed he used the word properly. Now, it is not my wish to
. make any further interjections. After a question is put and an answer given I
see no point in going over and over it. You may want to ask the question a
second time and I would take no exception to that, in order to make sure the
witness is tied down and it is clear in everyone’s mind.

I would ask all the members to bear this fact in mind. Please let us move
ahead.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: And so, Mr. Chairman, in order to find out exactly what
“probably” meant—in brief you meant that you allowed him reasonable grounds
to assume—

Mr. GirouaRrD: I think the word “probably” would be more satisfactorily
interpreted if yqu turned to the preceding page of my text. I answered that my
mind was made up, and the organizers in my riding wanted me as a Conserva-
tive and that the meeting would probably be useless.

The words probably useless at the time were more courteous than any-
thing else.

My mind was made up, the organizers in my riding wanted me as
a Conservative and the meeting would probably be useless.

Mr. GREGOIRE: In your opinion it was necessarily useless?

Mr. GirouARD: Useless, but courteous.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, yesterday you gave me—in answer to a
question I asked you, I got an answer that somewhat surprised me, when we

were discussing the reasons for your move, as you stated that you had never
belonged to the Ralliement des Créditistes. Is that what you said?

Mr. GiroUuARD: I was never asked that question as such.

Mr. GrEcoIRe: I asked you twice. I said: Yes you were and you answered,
no, you were not.

Mr. GIROUARD: You were not questioning me at that time.

Mr. GRrEGOIRE: You stated, as a witness, that you had never belonged to
the Ralliement des Créditistes.

Mr. GirouArD: I did not state that as a witness, you were not questioning
me. It was not your turn.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I am sure the evidence taken down by the reporters will
show it. Did you state that you had never been a member of the Ralliement
des Créditistes?

Mr. Gmrouarp: Will you restate that question.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I will restate the question. Did you ever state that you
had never been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes? Have you ever
been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes?

(Text)

Mr. MARTINEAU: Mr. Chairman, this is not a relevant question.

Mr. LorseLLE: Mr. Chairman, on that question, may I say that I was here
yesterday and I would like to talk on this matter in French, if you do not
mind.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Yes.

(Translation)

Mr. LoiseLLE: We must put an end to this sort of questioning, as to
whether a question be legal or not. Since yesterday, we've been hedging with
questions of procedure.
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However, I remember that the witness Girouard yesterday told Mr.
Grégoire that he did not have a Ralliement des Créditistes card. Mr. Grégoire
said to him, “You showed it to me”, and Mr. Girouard said to him, “No”. And
now he doesn’t want to answer the question. He was under oath when he
replied, and Mr. Girouard was on the stand when he gave that answer.

If the answer were true yesterday, then it is true today. I hope that this
will stop. All we want is to know the truth.

(Text)

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, I take exception to what the member said
and I want to bring this question to the attention of the member for Saint-
Henri.

Mr. LoI1sELLE: Sainte-Anne.

Mr. VaLape: He said that the member for Labelle has refused to answer
a question. The member for Labelle never has refused to answer a question.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Whether he has or not is not important now. The
point is that if he gave an answer it is now on the record.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, when I ask a question. ..

(Text)

Mr. P1ceoN: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Grégoire is repeating
the question, as a result of which we are losing very valuable time.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: There is no one without sin around this table so
we will deal with the questions as they arise.

Would you repeat your question?

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, have you ever been a member of the Rallie-
ment des Créditistes?

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Chairman, is this question relevant to the case being
studied here?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, seeing that. ..

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I rule the question is not relevant to the issue.

Mr. FisHErR: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, there is something we
have all shied away from here. As there is a wide interest in this hearing, it
seems to me we should be thinking in terms of other things other than the
question of a fat electoral fund. It seems to me that we should put questions to
ascertain why there are shifts, and I think we should get around to the question
of party principles and the reasons why people shuffle one way or the other.
For that reason I think this question is relevant.

Mr. NUGENT: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman; as you said, if a question
was put and answered yesterday it is now on the record. Sometimes questions
are asked and answered which are not relevant, and I hope the Chairman will
not make the same mistake again. As I say, if the question has been asked it is
on the record. The fact it is ruled out of order at this time should be sufficient
and we should be content with the ruling.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, before I appeal your decision, because I
believe it to be important, because he said, at one time:
I answered him that I was perfectly well aware that my constituency
organizers wanted me as a Conservative. ..
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I find that quite important. It is because I wanted to know... I wanted to
know whether he had ever been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes. I
believe that that is directly related to the subject. He left one political party to
enter another. I wanted to know what party he belonged to previously. That is
directly related to the subject, and it gives rise to a number of questions.

That is why I ask you to let us prepare the groundwork for our questions;
otherwise, the truth will be hidden from us. He cannot be incriminated by a
mere answer of “Yes” or “No” to the question, “Are you a member of the
Ralliement des Créditistes?”, and there isn’t a court anywhere that is going to
prosecute him for that.

Mr. GIROUARD: You are quite...

(Text)
The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Marcoux, have you a question?

(Translation)

Mr. Marcoux: If we allow ourselves to ask questions such as those which
have already been asked, then I say, Mr. Chairman, that this question should be
considered as being out of order.

Because the Ralliement des Créditistes party simply was not recognized
at the time. It was recognized only after Mr. Caouette had separated from the
national movement.

I think that making statements like those of Mr. Fisher, on party loyalty,
is only taking us away from the subject.

The way things are going, I think that, if there is cause to advance learned
subjects or subjects which may be of interest to the Committee, I think it would
be good that I raise a few in the House myself; so that this Committee might sit
the year 'round. It would thus be very interesting to reporters to hear what goes
on in this Privileges and Elections Committee. Especially knowing Mr.
Grégoire. . .

Mr. BEAULE: I do not think it right for the hon. member to make insinua-
tions about other members.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I believe that the Ralliement des Créditistes was a political
party before—

Mr. PiGeoN: Mr. Chairman—
(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: So far as the Chair is concerned, I think I have
heard sufficient submissions and I am ruling the question irrelevant to the
issue before this committee. I have made my ruling, Mr. Grégoire.
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: So, Mr, Chairman, if you will allow it me, I won’t ask him.
I won’t ask him whether he was a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes.
I'll ask him something like this: “Mr. Girouard, did you say yesterday that
you have not been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes?”

Mr. GiroUARD: I would have to see the record to be sure that this ex-
change did take place between the member for Lapointe and me. When he
asked his questions, the member for Lapointe acted like Balaam’s ass.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, on a question of privilege: You said

yesterday that the witness was just like any other witness. Well, since yes-
terday, he has behaved like a boor.

I am speaking on a question of privilege. I say that, to speak thus before
the reporters and CBC people:

“Shut your trap”

makes him a boor.
20821—2
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I didn’t hear him.

I say, as a matter of privilege, I am speaking on a question of privilege,
I say that, since yesterday, the member from Labelle has been telling us lies,
and I can prove it.

Mr. GirouARrRD: Mr. Chairman...

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Order, order. As long as I am in this chair I am
going to run this meeting according to proper rules. No one will be bullied
and intimidated in this room.

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Grégoire has no right to use such words.

The ActingG CHAIRMAN: Order. It is disgraceful the way members of the
House of Commons are conducting themselves in this room. I am not being
backward about stating this. Surely we can have some common decency in
the way we behave here. I must say that those remarks are entirely out of
order. We must get back to the business at hand. Mr. Girouard was asked a
question yesterday to which he answered that he had been a member of the
Ralliement des Créditistes party. As I understand it, he says now he cannot
remember it. In view of the fact he did answer the question yesterday I
would permit you to ask him the question and close it off subsequently. How-
ever, I should like to make it clear that I permit you to ask this question only
if he answered the question yesterday. Did he answer the question yesterday?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

Mr. PigeoN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; I ask Mr. Grégoire to
withdraw the expression he used when he said Mr. Girouard lied to the com-
mittee. I ask him to withdraw that.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Mr. Grégoire, have you heard what Mr. Pigeon
said? What is your answer to that?
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Well, Mr. Girouard...

Mr. Chairman, if what the member for Labelle has stated before us
yesterday, that is for the time he has been here, proves to be true, I shall
withdraw my statement, but I shall beforehand carry on with my questions.

Mr. Girouarp: I will refuse to answer that man if he does not take his
words back.

The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: He said he would do it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, let us say that what I said was irregular.
(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Please get back to the question and let us go on
with this.

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, I think there is a motion before the committee
that Mr. Grégoire withdraw what he has said. He has called the witness a
liar, and I think no member of parliament is entitled to say that. You should,
as Chairman, request the member to withdraw his remark.

(T'ranslation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, such things were said yesterday as:
Shut your trap, you're too small for me,...

Or one was said to be a jackass. Is this to go through?

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Whether or not this was the case, it was not
drawn to my attention. Had it been drawn to my attention I would have dealt
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with it. That was yesterday. The time is now past and we are dealing with
a new problem now.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Then, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw what I have said that was
irregular.

Mr. PiceoN: That were not the actual truth.
(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Are you withdrawing your remarks directed to-
wards the witness which impugns the witness’ veracity?
(Translation)

Mr. GrREGOIRE: I take back my irregular statements.

Mr. BALcER: Mr. Chairman...
(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I appreciate the point.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I withdraw the non-parliamentary words. I have done it,
I have withdrawn them.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Did you state that the witness was lying?
Mr. GREGOIRE: No.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Did you at any time say the witness was lying?
Mr. GREGOIRE: No, Mr. Chairman.

The ActiING CHAIRMAN: We can clear this up if you are prepared to 'say
you withdraw any remarks which may have been inferred as saying the
witness was not telling the truth. Remember that the witness is under oath,
Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I know that.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: Do you withdraw those remarks?
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: In my remarks, I did not refer to the witness himself buf
to his statements. I withdraw what I have said that was irregular.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Mr. Chairman, I know that some of us may lose our
temper at this stage but surely the distinguished member, and many of us.
respect his oratorical abilities, realizes he is asked to withdraw words calling
the witness a liar. Surely he understands he is asked to withdraw those words
without equivocation.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: I did not understand that.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Let us get on with the hearing.

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the reporter could read the exact

words uttered by Mr. Grégoire, and then you would be in a position to decide
if these words should be withdrawn.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Every witness here is going to be accorded proper
conduct and proper treatment, and I am not going to permit anyone to call
a witness a liar—that is going to be the determination of the committee. I
want to make that abundantly clear. I put the question to you, Mr. Grégoire,
Did you call the witness a liar? You should know whether you did or not.
(Translation)

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, the situation is very serious. The witness is
actually under oath and what he is being accused of is perjury. I ask the

member and I ask you, Mr. Chairman, to require the member to withdraw
20821—2}
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az;leg‘sely the statement he made when he said the member had not told the
And not to quibble.
Mr. BEAULE: Mr, Chairman, on a question of order...

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Did you say the witness was not telling the truth?
Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes,
The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I ask you to withdraw those remarks.
Mr. GREGOIRE: All right, yes, I will withdraw them.

(Translation)

All the remarks that were not in order or regular.

Now, Mr. Girouard, did you not state before the committee yesterday
that you had not been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes?

(Text)

Mr. BALCER: You ruled that out of order, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GREGOIRE: But you said that I could ask the question if the question
was asked and answered yesterday. I am asking exactly the same question I
asked yesterday.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: You asked the question. Did you get an answer
yesterday?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: That ought to be sufficient. You have asked the
question and received an answer. We cannot return to questions time and time
again.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I did not answer that question as a witness yesterday. When
you intervened to tell me I had introduced myself as a member of the Ralliement
des Créditistes I said to you: No, rather as a member of the Social Credit party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Did you ever give yourself as a member of the Ralliement
des Créditistes?

Mr., GIrOUARD: Never.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Then you did not say yesterday that you never had been a
member of the Ralliement des Créditistes?

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: He just answered the question.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You did not state yesterday that you had never been a
member of the Ralliement des Créditistes.

The ActTiING CHAIRMAN: If he has answered it, that is sufficient.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: He did not answer yet.

Mr. REEAUME: How many chairmen have we here?

Mr. GREGOIRE: May I ask the question I asked yesterday? What was the
answer Mr. Girouard gave yesterday?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: He answered the question. I do not want to get
into an argument here. We are getting into an area of irrelevancy on this point
and I ask you to go on to your next question.

(Translation)

Mr. BEAULE: On a point of order. This morning Mr. Girouard did not answer

the question. Mr. Grégoire asked him whether or not he was a member of the

Ralliement des Créditistes.
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= (Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Let us get it clear once and for all that we are
going to have order in the committee. The Chair has made a ruling, and if

you are not satisfied with it you can appeal my ruling.

Mr. GREGOIRE: What is your ruling?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I ruled that Mr. Girouard answered the question
 yesterday.
Mr. GREGOIRE: May I ask the question he answered yesterday?
The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: No. If you asked the question, you asked it. Let

' ¥ us get on with the matter. That is sufficient.

v
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(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, you mention in your statement that you
changed political party or at least it was: your decided idea to change political
party. What was then your political party, before the one you belong to at
the present time?

Mr. GIrouaRD: I may answer: I was in the Social Credit party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: In the Social Credit party. It is a national party. Are there
provincial organizations in the Social Credit party?

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I rule that question irrelevant.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, you know we are asking some questions and
we want to know where the truth lies. We are ready to accept the statement
of the member for Labelle unless parts of the statements are false or facts
prove the contrary. Yesterday I put a question to the member for Labelle, and
the report will show it. The member for Labelle answered me that he has
never been a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes. I am now speaking
on a question of privilege. He said he had never been a member of the Rallie-
. ment des Créditistes party. That tends to disprove what Mr. Greene called the
credibility of the witness. I have here the printed report of the committee on
 privileges and elections of October 9 where Mr, Chrétien put a question on

. that day to Mr. Girouard, and I quote:
(Translation)

Mr. Girouard, are you a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes?
(Text)

Mr. GIROUARD (said in English):

I am a member of the association or the organization of the Province
of Quebec which is called the Ralliement des Créditistes.

(Text)

Mr. GREGOIRE: And Mr. Girouard answered:
(Text)

Mr. GrEGOIRE: But yesterday he said the contrary.

The Actmnc CHAIRMAN: If he did, he did.

Mr. GrREGOIRE: I want that to be recorded.

~ Mr. Barcer: With all due respect, the member is trying to leave the
impression that the witness has not told the truth. I was sitting here yesterday,
following very closely what Mr. Girouard was saying. Mr. Grégoire asked him
whether he was then a member of the Ralliement des Créditistes.

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: I do not want to cut the hon. member off but

I ruled that I feel the question is irrelevant to the proceedings before the
committee,




102 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. BALCER: But on this point of order I would like to say that a member
has left the impression that the witness did not tell the truth yesterday. Yes-
terday the member never said he was not a member of the Ralliement des
Créditistes. Mr. Grégoire asked him the question, “Are you a member of the
Ralliement des Créditistes party?” The witness answered, “I am a member of
the Social Credit”, and it stopped there. He never said he was not a member
of the Ralliement des Créditistes; he said he was a member of the Social
Credit.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: In any event, I do not see why we should be slow-
ing the committee down for this and getting off into minor things that, in my
opinion, are irrelevant. Will you proceed with your questioning, Mr. Grégoire?

Mr. GREGOIRE: It is my last line of questions for the moment.
(Translation)

Mr. Girouard, the first meeting with the 4 liberal members took place at
the Hotel Interprovincnal?

Mr. Grrouarp: That is correct.

Mr. GREGOIRE: In the grill?

Mr. Girouarp: That is correct.

Mr. GREGOIRE: What time was it approximately?

Mr. GIROUARD: Around 10 o’clock in the evening. There might be a
difference there.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Between nine and eleven o’clock?

Mr. GIROUARD: Approximately.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Were you alone with the four liberal members?

Mr. GirouarDp: At the time we started that question I was alone with
them, but before I was not alone.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Were you long before then at the Hotel Interprovincial?

(Text)
Mr. GirouAaRrDp: Right.

(Translation)

Mr. GRrREGOIRE: No, he said that the meeting began between 9 and 11
o’clock. My question is the following: had he been long in the Interprovincial
Hotel grill?

Mr. GirouArD: I have no objection to answering that. I got to the Inter-
provincial Hotel about twenty minutes before the discussion on that subject
began.

Mr. GREGOIRE: And how long after the beginning of the meeting with
the Liberal members did that subject come up?

Mr. GirouarD: The conversation lasted about an hour or an hour and a
half. I think the subject came up about a half hour after.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was the conversation a rather serious one, or was it
friendly?

Mr. GIROUARD: Before getting on to so serious a subject, it was friendly.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: But when you got onto that subject, it became serious, the
conversation was a serious one.

Mr. Girouarp: Yes, Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GREGOIRE: That was done seriously, and you agreed to discuss the
question even though your mind was made up.

Mr. GmrouARD: There wasn’t that much of a discussion—

Mr. GREGOIRE: On the probabilities of the business.

i
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Mr. GirouarD: There wasn’t that much discussion on the probabilities of

the business. Because, when mention was made to me of my political future,
I said that:

I had made up my mind to join the Conservative Party.

At that moment, the member for York-Scarborough got up and went to
the telephone, and when he came back, he insisted that I meet Mr. Davey.
There wasn’t much discussion about that, and it would likely have been of
no use.

Mr. GREGOIRE: So, Mr. Girouard, there were serious reasons, which you
did not reveal, but which led you toward the Conservative Party rather than
toward another.

Mr. GirouarD: Obviously, decisions are always serious.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I'm going to read to you the speech you made on October
17th—

October 17th, 1963.

The advantage of a party in power and a big campaign fund for the
next election.

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Did he not answer that question, between nine
and eleven o’clock?

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Girouard, as you were saying, you had made up your
mind to join the Conservative party.

Mr. GirouarDp: Well, that’s what I said.
Mr. GREGOIRE: —When you say—I quote:

I don’t envy the position of the Leader of the Official Opposition,
who sits among 97 members whose only wish is to have his head from
one minute to the next—

(Text)

The Actine CHAIRMAN: No. On what date was it? Was it on October 17,
1963? I rule that out of order, Mr. Grégoire. It would be admissible if you
entered the realm of the conversations that led into Mr. Grégoire making
the statement immediately preceding what was said in the hotel about chang-
ing allegiance, but any statement he made last year is entirely out of order.

Mr. GREGOIRE: May I ask the question and before he answers it you could
rule on the question? May I ask the question first? Maybe you will find this
statement really relevant to the matter under consideration.

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: No. I do not want to get into a field where some-
thing is left on the record which might reflect unfavourably on the witness.
I will not get into a witch hunt here. I am ruling anything that was said or

written back in October, 1963 irrelevant to the matter now under consider=
ation before the committee.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: If 1 were able to show that the member for Labelle did
not have, according to his previous statements, the intention of joining the
Conservative party, would that not be relevant to the subject we are now
studying?

The Actine CHAIRMAN: I fail to see the relevancy of this issue, that is
his intentions at that time, to the matter at hand.

Mr. NUuGeNT: I think I can help the Chair. I tried to answer Mr. Grégoire
on a point of order half an hour ago but the Chair did not give me the oppor-
tunity. It is obvious from his line of questioning that he thinks the purpose
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of this inquiry is to examine into the mind and reasoning of the witness why
he changed his allegiance. Once the questioner disabuses himself of that notion

he will cease bringing in so many irrelevancies.

Mr. GREENE: I should like to speak to the last point of order. I think that
the honourable member is not completely stating the case. Mr. Girouard as a
member is entitled to great respect. His view is that this inquiry is to deter-
mine whether or not he was trading, whether he was in fact rejected as a
result of these trading negotiations. This is Mr. Girouard’s view, with respect,
Mr. Chairman. This is what I understood that Mr. Girouard had said yesterday
at the outset of the hearings. He felt this point of privilege was to determine
whether or not his privileges as a member had been breached by this state-
ment that he was a reject. This is what I understood Mr. Girouard to have
said. If so, and it is based on the fact that he was accused of the charge, that
these negotiations should have been before the Department of Trade and Com-
merce, if this is the point of privilege, then surely his state of mind, his intent
at the time he was meeting with these people, is very pertinent to the inquiry.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Let me say, Mr. Greene, that if all members had
paid a little closer attention to the Chair they would find that in answer to
Mr. Fisher I thought I made my position clear as to the matter before the
committee. This keeps coming up. I made my position clear. I read the motion
in the house that came out of the statement made by the hon. member on
the 27th, that is the matter arising from the statement. That is what I said
we were looking into.

I made it very clear, Mr. Greene, because Mr. Fisher put it to me very
pointedly, quite early in the hearing, and I replied. So let us not keep going back

over it.
Mr. GrREGOIRE: The problem whether he was rejected or not.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: The point of order was not whether he was rejected
or not. That may be incidental to the consideration. But I will state once more
that I stated this, and that I referred you back to the motion first of all.
I think it would help everyone if we looked at Mr. Knowles' motion when
he moved that the matters raised by the hon. member from Labelle in his
question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, be re-
ferred to the committee for consideration and report. It was the matters
raised to be referred for consideration and report. At that time he alleged among
other things that there was a fat election fund; reference was made to the
party in power, and to certain hearsay remarks allegedly made by the Prime
Minister. They are, in my respectful opinion, the main points for consideration
because these are the things which would prejudice the privileges of members
of the house. Other things would not prejudice them, but this is a committee
on privileges and its function is to deal with anything that would prejudice
the privileges of a member of the house; it seems to me it is crystal clear.
I have stated my opinion and I cannot keep repeating it. It would just slow
down the work of the committee. I have made my ruling and I would ask

the committee to keep to it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I wish to speak on the point of order because I think this
is a very important problem now. The question we have in front of us is: were
the privileges of the member for Labelle bribed or destroyed by the offer,
if there was an offer, from Mr. Davey. The accusation was that he was a
rejected Liberal. If the member for Labelle was always firm and serious in
front of Mr. Davey, this accusation brought up by the member from Labelle
is a good accusation. But if the member for Labelle gave reason to believe
that he was open to any discussion, then I think it is a point we have to con-
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sider. Mr. Chairman, I think that if you give me the opportunity, it may be that
I will not prove it but I will give you some good arguments which would
clear up the situation.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: As a lawyer, the answer to your problem is
coming out of your own mouth. Ask the question. Ask him what he said to Mr.
Davey and what Mr. Davey said to him. This seems to be a very simple matter.

Mr. GREGOIRE: He said: how did it happen.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Ask him after they got into their room, what did
they say?

Mr. GriEcoIRe: He did not answer.

That is the only answer we received.

The ActiNGg CHAIRMAN: I cannot myself believe that you are so naive to be
put off as easily as that. You are a lawyer, and I respectfully suggest you are
a very competent pne. I cannot help you if you do not ask relevant questions,
when there are so many which could be asked. This is what amazes me. Let
us get on.

Order, order. Are you reading from the letter of October, 19637
October, 1963?
Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: Well, I ruled on that. I would at least hope that
you would have some respect for the Chair, for the committee, and for the
House of Commons. Please believe me when I say that. So let us have no more
of it.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: So, Mr. Chairman, this may necessarily be my last question
about the statement. You really did consult your constituency organizers, as
you said in your statement.

Mr. GirouARrD: I said it in my statement, and my statement was true.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was that before or after meeting Mr. Davey?

Mr. GiroUARD: If you read my statement carefully, it was before.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was before?

Mr. GirouARrD: I told him:

That my constituency organizers wanted me to be a Conservative.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was that long before the meeting with Mr. Davey, or just
before?

Mr. GIroUARD: I specified no date in my statement, and the time has no
importance.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, I submit that is a highly improper
answer. :

The ActiNGg CHAIRMAN: I agree. If Mr. Grégoire wants to put that question
to him, it is a perfectly admissible question.

Mr. NUGeNT: Yesterday he was trying to determine how far before, and
it was ruled out of order. I suggest it is still out of order today.

The ActiNne CHAIRMAN: Put your question Mr. Grégoire.

(Translation)

. Mr. GRrEGOIRE: Was it a long time before the meeting with Mr. Davey, or
just a few days before, that this meeting with your organizers took place?
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(Text)

Mr. NUGeNT: You have already ruled on that yesterday.

Mr. LoiseLLE: Yesterday when you ruled this out of order, it was because
he asked for some names.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: I thought he was referring to the statement he
prepared for the house. I misunderstood him.

Mr. LoiseLLE: It is not a question of somebody asking how long he took
his position, but did he meet his organizers.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: You asked that question yesterday and I ruled
on it. My ruling was appealed, and we had a vote on it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: If you will read the notes you will find that you declared
the question to be irrelevant. The one I asked was “were these organizers”?

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Yes. Put your question and I will rule on it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: My question is this:
(Translation)

That your organizers told you they wanted you as a Conservative. Was it
only in the few days before your meeting with Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouARD: If the Chair asks me to answer, I shall; otherwise, I will not.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I pass.

Mr. DuBgé: Mr. Chairman...

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I rule the question to be irrelevant. If the witness
wants to answer it, he may, but I rule that he does not have to answer it.
Have you completed your questions?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Yes.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: May I say that I have on my list, Mr. Dubé, Mr.
Fisher and Mr. Rheaume as being interested on asking questions. I may have
missed somebody.

Mr. RHEAUME: I think you ruled that before Mr. Fisher goes on for his
second round I would be allowed to ask questions.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: That is right. Then it would be Mr. Dubé, Mr.
Rheaume, and Mr. Fisher, if he wishes to start a second time.

Mr. Scorr: With respect to your ruling on Mr. Grégoire's question, did
you rule it to be irrelevant?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Yes, I did. I felt that it was irrelevant to the
issue before the committee.

Mr. FisHer: I think you might say that in carrying it to a logical
conclusion I might wind up as being the last man at the time. But there are
a lot of other members who have not indicated that they want to go on the
list. I do not mind being last on the list that you have now. But if other
members who have not asked questions keep on, then it seems to me—

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I will deal with that. Now, Mr. Dubé.

(Translation)

Mr. DuBk: Mr. Chairman, to revert to the statement in the House, to
the witness statement of April 27 as shown on page (2707) of Hansard. Mr.
Girouard stated:

At that time the Liberal member got up and went to the phone.
Mr. Girouard, did you agree to the Liberal member getting up and going to
the ’phone?
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Mr. GIrRoUuARD: He did not ask for my permission. He did not even tell
me what he was going to do.

Mr. DuBE: Your discussion before the telephone call had nothing to do
with the possibility of your meeting Mr. Davey?

Mr. GrouARrD: Nothing at all at that time. I had merely announced my
intention of joining the Conservative Party and immediately I had said that,

or a couple of seconds later, the member for York-Scarborough got up from
the table and went out.

(Text)

The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: Would you speak up, Mr. Dubé; the inter-
com is not functioning too well.

Mr. DuBg: I will speak louder.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: All right then.

(Text)

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I am sorry. I was checking over here. Occasionally
the attention of the Chairman is distracted. I did not quite catch your question.
(Translation)

Mr. DuBE: Mr. Chairman, I am coming back to the statement made in

the House, to the statement of the witness, dated April 27, as reported in
Hansard, on page 2707.

Mr. Girouard said this:

At this moment, a Liberal member rose and went to the telephone.

Mr. Girouard, did you consent that the Liberal member rise to go to the
telephone?

Mr. GrouARrD: He did not ask me permission to. He did not even tell me
at all what he was going to do.

Mr. DuBk: Did not the discussion that preceded the phone call refer to the
possibility of meeting Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouArRD: Not at all at that moment, no. Simply that I have an-
nounced my intention to go into the Conservative Party, and it is immediately
in affirming this or within a second or two that the Member for York-Scar-
borough rose from the table and withdrew.

Mr. DuBg: You are telling the committee that there was no question of
your meeting Mr. Davey before the telephone call?

Mr. GIROUARD: No.

Mr. DuBk: Now, did the same Liberal member not make a second ’phone
call?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. DuBé: Was there no discussion between the two telephone calls?

Mr. GirouaRrp: Precisely. When the member for York-Scarborough came
back after the first ’phone call he said to me:

I have just spoken to Keith Davey. You must meet him before you
make up your mind.

I said: That will not help you at all, it is useless.

Never mind, come and meet him, will you meet him? Come and
meet him.

’

I do not mind meeting him, if he comes at my office tomorrow morning.
After that the member for York-Scarborough got up and he agreed to the
meeting with Mr. Davey taking place in my office.



108 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. DuBE: Did you remain at the table until the member for York-Scar-
borough returned?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. DuBk: Now, during the conversation at the hotel before the first ’phone
call and between the first and the second ’phone calls and after the second
'phone call, did you tell the member for York-Scarborough or the other
members at the table that you liked the atmosphere with us, with the Liberal
members of Parliament?

Mr. GrrouarDp: I said to those young friends that I found them very
congenial; that if the party and its organizers were like them, it would be well
worth while.

Mr. DuBg: Did you not also say that your chances of being reelected in
your riding in Quebec with the present leader of the Conservative Party were
not much better than with Social Credit?

Mr. GiIrouARrD: Never.
Mr. DuBé: You never said that?
Mr. GirouARrD: Never. It was Mr. Tassé who said that.
Mr. DuB£: You say that the understanding was that the meeting would
take place in your office and you insisted, and I quote:
In my office, you understand—

During the conversation was it not suggested that you should meet in Mr.
Macaluso’s office because his office is nearer yours.

Mr. GirouARD: I think I said very definitely: in my office. It was a way of
showing them their efforts were useless and that I was not in the least bit
interested in such a meeting.

Mr. DuBg: Now, when you got to his office did you not have a discussion
with the Liberal members before Mr. Davey arrived, did you not discuss a
flag, a distinctive national flag, and the Liberal party’s position up to that
time?

Mr. GrouARD: So far I have not gone beyond my statement and if the
Rule applied to other people who have questioned me I would ask you . . .

Mr. DuBg: I am asking the witness whether he did not discuss the policy
of the Liberal party regarding a distinctive national flag.

Mr. GIRoUuARD: I submit, Mr. Chairman, that I have so far refused to say
anything about discussions that had nothing to do with my statement and you
said several times . . .

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I rule that to be relevant since broadly speaking
it is leading up to the allegation. There may have been inducement and so on
which arose out of the general conversation at that time in the office which
culminated in the formation of this committee. With respect I would rule it
admissible. So I ask you to put your question.

(Translation)

Mr. GimrouarDp: The question—

Mr. DuBk: Did you not discuss the Liberal party’s policy regarding a
distinctive flag.

Mr. GiIRoUARD: Before Mr. Davey came I talked with them, Mr. Chairman.
They were talking about their party, about the advantages in joining them,
politics in general and I know they talked about the flag at that time.

-
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Mr. DuBg: Did not Mr. Macaluso go to his office and come back with a
sample letter written by Mr. Pearson regarding his position concerning a
distinctive national flag?

Mr. GrouArD: I do not yet understand how we got into this discussion,
Mr. Chairman—I will follow your instructions—If you want me to tell you
everything I said in that connection, but as I said, this has nothing to do with
my question of privilege.

Mr. Dusgé: I submit that it certainly does have something to do with it,
and that the question is related to the matter and that if the witness refuses to
answer, other witnesses—

(Text)

The Actine CHAIRMAN: I deem this to be relevant since it took place in the
office where all this allegedly arose. I rule it to be admissible. Would you put
your question, then?

(Translation)

Mr. DuBg: I am asking my question for the 4th time. The witness admitted
he had a discussion concerning the flag.

(Text)
The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: No, just ask the question.

(Translation)

Mr. DuBg: Did Mr. Macaluso come back with a form of letter of Mr.
Pearson?

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Macaluso showed me a form of a letter which he told
me Mr. Pearson very often addressed to people who wrote to him on the
subject of the flag.

. DuBg: Did you read that letter?

. GIROUARD: Yes.

DuBg: Do you still have it?

. GirouARrD: No.

. DuBg: Did you give it to Mr. Macaluso?

. GIrouARD: No, I think he gave me copies. He told me: “keep this.”

Mr. DuBé: Did you not say, after reading that letter, that you were very
happy about the position of the Liberal party on that subject, and that you
were convinced? Did you not say: That convinced me?

Mr. GirouarDp: I said I was very happy to see that Canada was to have

a distinctive flag but I did not admit that it was to convince me finally or to
a certain extent to join the Liberal party.

M. DuBk: Now, when Mr. Davey came into the room, was there any
discussion between you and him or did he do all the talking?

Mr. GirouarDp: I talked first to Mr. Davey. I said: I think you are aware
of the fact that I announced to my friends that I was going to join the
Conservative party, and I hope you evidently see that I came her merely to
please my friends. That was the first warning.

Mr. Dusk: Did you ask Mr. Davey for the support of the Liberal party
in my country . . .

Mr. GirouarD: Not at all, he himself made the suggestions saying that the
organizers were to take care of that, and, as for the defeated candidates, they
would be taken care of.

Mr. DuBk: Was the statement you delivered at the House prepared in
advance?
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Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. DuBg: Did you show it to others before making it at the House?
Mr. GirouarDp: That statement of privilege, no.

Mr. DuBE: I refer to the statement.

(Text)

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: They cannot hear you in the booth. Would you
please speak up, and lean forward a little? Thank you.
(Translation) v

Mr. Dusk: I refer to the statement of April 27?

Mr. GrouArDp: Did I show it? No.

Mr. DuBk: Nobody saw that statement before you made it at the House?

Mr. GirouarD: My secretary, certainly. No, I say I think not that I remem-
ber, and not that I know of.

Mr. DuBgé: Did you enter into negotiations with members of the Con-
servative party, before making that statement at the House?

Mr. GirouARrD: I could answer very easily, no. No, I did not speak about it
to the Conservative party, neither speak nor show.

Mr. DuBg: I am asking you if there were negotiations with the Conserva-
tive party before the decision?
Mr. GirouarD: I advised the whip of the Conservative party that I would
raise a question of privilege regarding the accusation of Mr. Davey at my place.
Mr. Dusé: Now, you mention in your statement, in a separate paragraph:
The benefits . . . a party in power and a fat electoral fund for the next
elections.
Does this paragraph represent your own conclusion, or has anyone made an
offer to you in those words?
Mr. GrouaRrDp: This represents the offer made by Mr. Davey to convince
me to join the Liberal party.
Mr. DuBg: And where was this offer made?
Mr. GirouARrD: In the office which is always mentioned, the office of the
member for York-Scarborough.
Mr. DuBg: When this offer was made, were the four Liberal members
present?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
Mr. DuBk: Do you remember the words which Mr. Davey used to make
this declaration? I quote:
The benefits . . ., a party in power and a fat electoral fund for the next
elections?

Mr. GIrROUARD: As I said yesterday, Mr. Davey was speaking in English, but
this is almost the most accurate translation I can make of what he said at that
time.

Mr. DuBg: Do you remember a few of the words which Mr. Davey would
have used?

Mr. GiRoUARD: I remember very well: party in power and fat electoral
fund. Those are two precise expressions.

Mr. DuBk: Did he say that in English or in French?

Mr. GIroUARD: In English.

Mr. DuBgk: In what words did he say that in English?

Mr. GirouArD: I do not remember.




PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 111

(Text)
Fat . . . I think it is “fat electoral funds”.
(Translation)
He said:
Fat, fat electoral funds.
(Text)
Mr. PigeonN: That is awful.
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: It is an almost exact translation.
Mr. DuBE: Are you sure?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, I am.
Mr. DuBE: You said also in your statement that one week later—

One week later, a Liberal member of the same group approached
me again to tell me, to his great disappointment that the M. H. P.

Minister, Mr. Pearson . . . etc.
Could you tell us where and when was that statement made and by whom?

Mr. GrouArD: One week approximately after our meeting in the office
of the member for York-Scarborough, in the corridor of the 4th floor of the
West Block, coming very close to my office, at room 423, by the member for
York-Scarborough.

Mr. DuBé: You were referring a little while ago to a fat electoral fund.

Did the 4 members who were present take part to the discussion concerning
that particular point?

G1rouarp: No.

DuBg: They were present?

. GIROUARD: Yes.

. DuBé: Did you question Mr. Davey in that respect?

. GirouaRrD: No.

. DuB&: Did you ask for precisions?

. GIRoUARD: No, it was clear.

. DuBg: In other words, you did not ask Mr. Davey any question?
. GIrouArDp: Yes, in the meaning of my statement exactly.

. DuBé: What do you mean?

. GirouarD: How are you? How are you? General discussions. But when
he made these proposals I did not interfere.

Mr. DuBg: That is all for the moment.
(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Would you proceed, Mr. Rheaume?

Mr. RHEAUME: Mr. Girouard, you stated the meeting in the Interprovincial

hotel beer parlour involved yourself, Mr. Moreau, Mr. McNulty, Mr. Gray
and Mr. Macaluso; is that right?

Mr. GiroUuARrD: Yes.

Mr. RHEAUME: Had you met there by accident or had there been any
previous arrangement to meet for this particular purpose?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Because I was at that time with one of the organizers of

my county, and those members were at another table, and at one time we
joined them for a drink together.
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(Text)
Mr. REHEAUME: I take it you joined them just for social purposes because

you are good friends?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: Exactly.
(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: In the meeting that occurred the following morning in
Mr. Moreau’s office—and, I believe that is where it occurred—again, Mr. Mc-
Nulty, Mr. Gray and Mr. Macaluso were present.

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Exactly.

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: On the previous evening in the Interprovincial hotel lounge
had the other members in this group other than Mr. Moreau made overtures
to you and discussed this in general or was it only the member for York-
Scarborough?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaRrD: The member for York-Scarborough rose, without mention-
ing it personally at first. He then came back and said that Mr. Davey
wanted to meet me. That is when the matter was discussed in general terms.
They said: you have nothing to lose; before deciding, you must meet him and
find out what he has to tell you.

It was all fairly general.

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Are you prepared to state to the committee, for example,
that Mr. McNulty also participated definitely in this kind of conversation?

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Except for the Member for York-Scarborough, I woulfi find
it very hard to identify the Members who passed remarks on that particular

subject. I could not say.
(Text)
Mr. RHEAUME: Were there any of these other members who remained com-
pletely silent throughout this?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I could not state this either. Sitting at a round table makes
it impossible.
(Text)

~ Mr. RHEAUME: Now, on the following day we have just learned that Mr.

Macaluso left Mr. Moreau’s office and presumably went to his own office. You
have told the committee that.
(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I said he went out again, then came in carrying a letter.
Of course, I am unable to say where he got the letter from.
(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: And, he showed you this letter.
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
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(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Did you read this letter? And, he identified this as a letter
that the Prime Minister, Mr. Pearson, occasionally used.
(Translation) :

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, because it was not signed. Indeed, there was nothing

to indicate to me it came from the Prime Minister. He said: Here is a letter
which the Prime Minister addresses to people asking for information concern-

ing a flag.
(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Was this letter—the model—in English or in French?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: I do not know; it could very well be written in English
also, but this I do not know.

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Was it a form letter or a circular letter which is used to

send out to many, many people or was it a model for a personal kind of
letter?

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARD: It rather looked like a standard letter he was handing out
to Members to tell them: Whenever someone writes you concerning the flag,
tell them this. That is what it looked like,

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: You read this letter; did it state that the Prime Minister’s
views or the views of the Liberal party were that there should be two flags?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUARD: It was indicated in the letter; it said: Time has come for

Canada to have a distinctive flag but it would be suitable at the same time

to keep the Red Ensign in order to show that we are still part of the Com-
monwealth.

(Text)
Mr. RHEAUME: Was there any suggestion in the letter that the Prime

Minister supported the view that the flag for one part of Canada might be
different from the flag for another part of Canada?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouaRrD: No.
Mr. DrOUIN: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. Before going any further

on this matter, I believe we should produce the letter. I think that he did not

give it to Mr. Macaluso. It would thus be easier to interpret it, to know its exact
meaning.

Mr. PI1GEON: On the same point of order. Supposing that a member of
Parliament tabled a letter . . . . it does not follow that it would be the letter
seen by Mr. Girouard, it could be a forged letter.

Mr. Drouin: I ask Mr. Girouard to produce the letter that he has seen.
(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Please address your remarks to the Chair.

Mr. Rheame, the answer was “no” to your last question.

Mr. ReEaumME: Did Mr. Macaluso at this time also bring in a flag or some-
thing that appeared to be a flag?
20821—3
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(Translation)
Mr. GIroUuARD: I do not recall having seen any flag designs.

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Did Mr. Macaluso state by way of elaborating, on the
meaning of this letter, that a flag design had been prepared for the Prime
Minister?

(Translation)
Mr. GIroUuARD: I do not think that the discussion has brought that out.

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: I would like to repeat the one question again. The letter
did indicate that the red ensign—

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, do we understand by the
questions now being asked and the fact they are not being ruled out of order
that we are widening the scope of this hearing?

The AcTtiNG CHAIRMAN: No, no, we have not widened it.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: This is part of the seducement.

The ActingG CHAIRMAN: We are dealing with what happened in the office
when Mr. Davey and the other four members of parliament named were present.

Mr. RHEAUME: Those are all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I would like a ruling from the Chair, as I was
not quite sure of the point which Mr. Fisher raised in respect of procedure. I
would like to have that clarified.

Mr. FisHER: It was just a point concerning putting my name down on the
list in order to ask a question. I think everyone in the committee should do this;
otherwise, I might not get my question put for another two days. However, my
apprehension has been ill-founded because my turn is coming.

Mr. GREENE: I have questions to put but I have no objection to allowing
Mr, Fisher to proceed.

Mr. FisHeERr: I wanted to ask you—

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: If I may interrupt, Mr. Scott, do you wish your
name put on the list?

Mr. Scorr: Yes.

Mr. FisHEr: Have you received any requests from any of the people
involved in this other than Mr. Girouard to place statements or give us any-
thing in connection with the events that took place which would be their
personal report? For example, I am thinking at any of these meetings of the
four members of parliament.

If we are going to have the committee proceedings printed I am anxious
we should have these as exhibits, and the sooner we can get them printed the
better because it would allow the committee to make up its mind. Has anyone
approached you in this connection?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: There have been some people who, I presume, will
be witnesses; they have indicated to me they are going to make an oral state-
ment and, as Chairman, they have asked me to permit that. I understand they
will not be written statements. Only two have spoken. However, they may not
be witnesses. As you know, this is up to the committee. And, they may change
their minds. However, I can tell you as Chairman it was indicated if they were
called they would make an oral statement.

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: I think it should also be made clear if they give an
oral statement they are open to cross-examination.




PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 115

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Oh, yes. As Chairman I would extend to all wit-
nesses the courtesy of making an opening statement, and then offer them to the
committee for questioning.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Girouard, in describing Mr. Davey you used the words
“eminence grise”, gray eminence. As you know, this is an historical reference
applied to the name of Cardinal Richelieu and Cardinal Mazenod. Do you
realize that Cardinal Richelieu really ran France, that he was the king? And,
by your use of this expression, are you giving an indication that you felt Mr.
Davey really ran the Liberal party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArDp: I think, I am of the opinion that a party’s chief organizer
has a lot to do with a political party; and, when I said the power behind the
throne (eminence grise) I was merely referring to someone who, in the back-
ground, controls the desti.nies of a party.

(Text)

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, it was not Cardinal Riche~
lieu but Father Joseph.

Mr. FisHER: But, it follows that you felt Mr. Davey was a very important
power in the Liberal party. Did these four members who talked to you suggest
you meet with other people in the party such as Mr. Pearson?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Not at all. After the first telephone call, first of all, I did not
know it, and when Mr. Moreau came back from making his call, he said:
I have called Mr. Davey, and he wants to meet you. That was the only sug-
gestion made. Mr. Davey wanted to meet me.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: You never raised the question that perhaps you had better

talk with Mr. Pearson or Mr. Favreau or any other active politician rather than
Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouaRrD: No.

Mr. FisHer: Did you think there was anything unusual in the approach
that they would have you speak with the organizer rather than with the
senior man in the party?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I understood that, if one was ready to ask the chief

organizer to come and see me, I was a very enviable member of the House of
Commons.

(Text)

Mr. FisHer: But, at no time in the conversations you had with Mr. Davey
himself did he raise the question of your talking with Mr. Pearson or with any
of the other senior elected representatives of the Liberal party from Quebec?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: Suggest that I meet them, no.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: And, their names were never brought in with the idea they
should talk with you in respect of how you would fit in with the Liberal party?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Very well, Mr. Davey told me that he would try to meet
the Liberal party’s provincial organizer, in order to attempt to bring pressure
to bear on other members so that they would join the Liberal party.

20821—33
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(Text)

Mr. FisHEr: Now, Mr. Girouard, I want to get this very clear. At all times
Mr. Davey talked within the framework of the organization and the organizers
and not within what we might call the level of the elected representatives or
the cabinet?

Mr. GIrouArD: No.

Mr. FisHER: In connection with the talk you had which went on for three-
quarters of an hour and which you said, not unkindly, was largely a mono-
logue—

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. FisHeEr: In other words, Mr. Davey dominated the conversation. You
were asked by Mr. Grégoire whether you had asked Mr. Davey any questions,
and I think you said no.

Mr. GirouAarp: I did not say no. When he talked about the advantages to
me of the party in power and the fat electoral fund I asked no question on
this,

Mr. Fisuer: Did Mr. Davey ask you any questions in order to determine
whether you would be comfortable in the party in respect of the party’s policies
or program.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: The discussion covered all those facts. Here are the reasons
why I should join the Liberal party, and Mr. Davey summarized the advantages
there would be to being a member of the Liberal party.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: But Mr. Davey never put questions to you to determine
whether he felt you were fit and suitable for the Liberal party in respect of
its programs and policies.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. GIROUARD: This time it will be said that I am boasting . . . I shall
repeat what he said to me, he told me that he had not had occasion to meet
me very often but he had heard it said that I was a very desirable recruit for
the Liberal party.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: Could you give any indication—and I know this may embar-
rass you because, I suppose, it is flattering—why you would be a suitable
acquisition to the Liberal party.

(Translation)
Mr. GIrRoUuARD: I think he mentioned my talent as a speaker.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: And, at no time did he raise any question with you whether
you would be suitable from the point of view of the party in connection with
the ideas that you have as distinct from the ideas of the constituency.

(Translation)
Mr. GirouArDp: He told me immediately that I was interesting to the

Liberal party, he stated that firmly.
(Text)
Mr. FisHER: So, you never came back with any questions on your part

probing Mr. Davey in respect of, for example, what the Liberal party stood
for or what its attitude was to any of the issues in which you were interested

as an individual politician.
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, because of his own initiative, he settled all those
questions. He spoke straightforwardly like that, he spoke of the organizer, of
the defeated candidate, of the party in power. It was very clear. I swear it.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I want to ask you a question which you may not care to
answer. Did you not feel it strange or odd that all the information that came
to you from Mr. Davey was strictly concerned with organization and nothing
of it concerned principles?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Not so much the case. I said to myself: if he is intelligent,
he will stop so as not to compromise others in that. I found it quite normal
that he should take it upon himself to make advances without too much
references or what have you.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I want to backtrack a little bit but it is still on this point.
I would take it from your statement, Mr. Girouard,—this is your statement,
not your other remarks in the House where you were very flattering to Mr.
Balcer—that the key reason why you were prepared to move and you told
these people you were going to move to the Conservative party, was that your
organizers felt that this was what you should do. Is that correct?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I did not say that it was my main reason. I merely said
that my mind was made up—
That my mind was made up, that the organizers in my county
wanted me as a Conservative and that this meeting would probably be
useless.

Those were the two reasons:

My mind was made up and my organizers wanted me as a Con-
servative.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: So that in this respect your decision was final. I have another
question which you must determine yourself whether you want to answer or
not; I cannot press it. Would you care to give us the reasons why your
organizers were in favour of your joining the Conservative party? I should
like to add a footnote to this question. The reason members of the committee
and I would be interested is I think that Mr. Girouard’s reply to this question
of mine would be relevant to the matter of Mr. Girouard being called a
Liberal reject.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: My answer would be that if more reasons are wanted . . . .
my answer would be that I gave many reasons in the statement that I made
in the House when I joined the Conservative party. Furthermore, if we con-
tinue in this way, we shall be ruled out of order again. If you want reasons,
you will find many in the statement that I made in the House when I joined
the Conservative party.

(Text)
Mr. FisHeEr: I would like to have them on the record if you could give
them to us. It seems to me this is relevant. I am getting ahead of what we may

hear from Mr. Davey, and I think we might save time in getting a reply from
Mr. Girouard now because we will be dealing with this idea of a Liberal
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reject. There are probably a number of reasons that may be advanced why
Mr. Girouard is a Liberal reject and I think we should be fair to Mr. Girouard
and give him the opportunity to state the reasons why he is definite and sure
that this is a calumny. It seems to me that these reasons must relate to the
reasons why he was certain he wanted to be in the Conservative party.

Mr. NuGgeNT: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; it seems to me that once
the witness has said there are other reasons that were sufficient to him, there
is no need for us to delve further into them. The question whether or not
he is a reject can be handled directly when we deal with whether or not
there were invitations to him to joint the Liberal party. This was well
covered and I fail to see why the particular reasons he had in mind for
Jjoining the Conservative party are relevant to this inquiry. Surely we can-
not in this committee weigh up what he figures were his reasons and use
this as a device for figuring out what he really meant.

Mr. FisHER: I had no intention of pressing this question; I thought it would
be to his advantage. If he does not answer it, it is fine.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: It is not that I refuse to answer, it is that it will lead us out
of order, perhaps to other matters having no bearing on the present case.

(Text)

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: I am inclined to agree with the witness. Whether
he is a reject would have to be based on what happened; the use of this
expression would have to be based on what took place during these interviews
and what was in his mind. I feel it would not be relevant to discuss whether
he did or did not communicate it to Mr. Davey.

Mr. FisHeR: I will ask Mr. Girouard the following: Did Mr. Davey pause
in the three quarters of an hour which was largely a monologue or did he give
you any opportunity to comment upon the proposals or conversation he put
forward?

(Translation)

Mr. GmrouarDp: I recall having had a couple of opportunities to comment,
but I have always abided very scrupulously to the idea. That is fine. Now you
know how I came here and how I proceeded. If you want to speak, speak. But
you are well aware of what I was thinking when Mr. Davey was talking and
saying such and such a thing. As far as I am concerned I told you that I thought
this was of no use.

(Text)

Mr. FisuEr: Did Mr Davey, as the conversation drew to an end—and I
am not talking about the other people there—express any disappointment or
any indication that he could provide you with further information?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouARrD: He said: In any event think about what I proposed to you.
I replied: Very well; good day.

(Text)
Mr. FisHEr: What were the other things that Mr. Davey talked to you
about?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: He did not talk to me about anything else besides what is
contained in my statement, apart from the usual greetings and the mere trifles
of no concern with the problems we have here.
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(Text)
Mr. ScorT: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; surely the committee
decides whether the conversations pertain to a matter under investigation.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am afraid I did not even hear the question or
the answer as I was trying to get an indication from you when the committee
would rise.

Mr. WoorLiams: I think it would give the reporters a chance to have
a few minutes rest if we could adjourn for a short time now.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Do you want to finish this question?

Mr. FisHeR: I should like an indication from Mr. Girouard. I have been
moving very quickly. Were there other things talked about?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, of no concern at all with the matter but dealing with

unimportant things, with the usual greetings.

(Text)
Mr. Fraser: Could you give us an idea of the subjects that were talked
about?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Apart from the statement therein, the conversation simply
dealt with topics such as: How do you do? What county do you represent?
And you are an organizer? The meeting of one man with another.

(Text)

Mr. Fi1sHER: Let me ask you whether questions such as the following were
raised by Mr. Davey. Did Mr. Davey get into any discussion of the relative
advantages of his party as against any other party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: No, I would not say that. He just pointed out the advan-
tages there would be in being in his party.
(Text)

: Mr. FI§HER: Did Mr. Davey get into any of the advantages that might lie
with the Liberal party for you personally in terms of your advancement to,
say, senior positions in the party?

Mr. GiroUuARD: No.
Mr. FisHER: Did Mr. Davey get into any of the areas of an analysis of the

Liberal personalities in the province of Quebec who are in the House of
Commons?

Mr. GIrROUARD: No.

Mr. FisHErR: Did he get into any such analyéis in terms of the other
parties in the House of Commons?

Mr. GirouaRrD: No.
Mr. FisHER: Did Mr. Davey get into any questions concerning such things

?s judi'c’ial appointments or advantages that might come to you as a practising
awyer?

Mr. GiIrouArD: No.

Mr. FisHeEr: Did he not touch on anything like that at all? Did he sug-
gest to you that there was a patronage list that would be available to you?

Mr. Girouarp: No.

The_Ac'mm CHAIRMAN: There is a lot of levity in this committee. I am
not casting any reflection on anyone and I am not referring to you, Mr.
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Fisher, but there is a lot of levity around the table. I feel this is a grave
matter and I would think committee members may find this is no matter for
levity, so I would ask you to conduct yourselves accordingly, please.

Mr. FisHER: I have covered a number of possible subjects that Mr. Davey
could have raised. I do not want to leave any unpleasant inference against
you in this but I want to tell you that I am surprised that Mr. Davey could
talk this long and only cover such a narrow range of subjects.

I should like to ask you this final question, the last one I will put to you.
Is there anything that he brought up that is not touched upon in any of the
remarks you have made or any of the suggestions I have made?

(Translation)

Mr. GmrouARrDp: There is nothing else which he has brought in concerning
the present case. Whatever other conversations there could have been were of
no interest to the case submitted before us.

(Text)
Mr. FisHErR: What were these other things?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I talked a little about it a few minutes ago when I said
what he thought of me when he met me at a certain place and told me that
he had heard about me. Those were the kinds of subjects we talked about. There
was nothing dealing with the question of joining the ranks of the Liberal party.
It was simply a matter of acquaintance between two men.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: During the questions or the statement that you said Mr. Davey
made was there an opportunity for you to say something? Could you remember
whether, when this opportunity came, Mr. Davey put a question to you and
then there was a pause?

(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARD: No, I think that Mr. Davey was interested in knowing what
I thought of all his proposals. This is why I always seized the opportunity to
tell him: You may talk, but you know that I have a mind of my own and that
my mind is made up.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: After the meeting with Mr. Davey broke up and you left, a
week or some time later you encountered Mr. Moreau and three other mem-
bers. I am asking you the following question because I know you live in
proximity to them in so far as the west block is concerned. Did you have any
conversation or words of any kind that hark back to this meeting with Mr.
Davey with any of the four members of parliament?

Mr. GirouArD: No.

Mr. FisHer: In other words, there was a complete void during that interval?

(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: This may seem strange but it was exactly at that moment
that I said to myself: They realized that this is getting us nowhere. I found
it also strange not to hear anything about it during that week.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: In so far as you are personally concerned—you may have

covered this yesterday but the repetition may not be harmful—in that week

did you do anything in any way that related to the offer that had been put
to you?
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(Translation) .

Mr. Grouarp: No and, at any rate, certainly not in connection with what
I said.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: You did not take it back to your organizers, for example, who
had already indicated to you that they preferred you to be a Conservative?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouARD: Unless I have to, I shall not answer that question.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I would like a reply to that. You see, it seems to me it is
relevant because it would indicate, if Mr. Girouard had gone to the organizers
who had partly determined that he should go into the Conservative party, that
he was taking this offer with a certain amount of seriousness.

Mr. NuGeNT: On a point of order, it seems to me that any member who
feels he should consult with his advisers and organizers and keep them happy
would feel he should go back and report to them a conversation of such im-
portance. I do not think that whether or not he did that would have any
significance whatsoever. Just because he did it, if he did do it, would not neces-
sarily make it relevant to this committee.

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order, I would think that Mr. Fisher’s ques-
tion is directed to the issue of whether or not these negotiations were being
considered by the witness. If they were being considered, then reporting them
to the organizers indicates that his state of mind was such that they were being
considered. If so, this is surely pertinent to the statement he made denying
the fact that he was a reject. Surely this is pertinent to the very essence off
this inquiry.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: My view at the moment is that he could answer
whether he spoke to his organizers but not what he said to them or who they
were. If you open the door on what he did say to them, then we might find
ourselves in a field of questioning which could go on indefinitely.

Mr. FisHER: With respect— to use the phrase of my learned friend—if
Mr. Girouard answered that he had gone to his organizers, it would open up
the question. However, this is the responsibility with which we are charged.
I am not going to push it any further.

The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: I can see a lot of inherent dangers in this. The
committee would then wallow in it and we would go on in another direction.
I may be imposing court procedure but the courts do this because otherwise
trials would drag on and on and never terminate.

Mr. Basrorp: On a point of order, surely the whole essence of the state-
ment is that this member for Labelle was not shopping around for a political
party. Surely that is the whole essence of his statement and surely therefore
it is material for us to ask questions and get answers to determine whether
or not he was shopping around. Surely part of his shopping around process
would be having a discussion with the distinguished Canadian organizer of
the Liberal party, as Mr. Woolliams described him, and reporting this con-
versation back to his organizers. Surely it is material.

Mr. NucenT: The witness having already said that his mind was made
up, that does not leave the committee much scope to draw any inference from
the fact that he reported back. There is a perfectly logical explanation why
he would feel it to be in his interests to communicate the conversation to his
organizer and this does not give an indication as to his state of mind or any
clue other than what he has already told us.
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Mr. Basrorp: In answer to some questions put by Mr. Woolliams yester-
day, we heard from the member for Labelle the fact that he spent a week
pondering this.

Mr. Scorr: On a point of order, it seems to me that one of the difficulties
we are going to be in throughout is that almost everything we deal with will
be hearsay, conversations and statements between people. I do not see how
we are going to avoid facing up to the fact that throughout this inquiry we
are going to be judging hearsay evidence and hearsay statements. I do not
see how you can close this off at this point. This is all that will come before
us, nothing will be in writing. I know it is difficult and even dangerous but
I do not see how you can avoid dealing with it.

Mr. WoorLriams: On that point of order just raised by the last member,
hearsay evidence certainly is not evidence whether it is in writing or not,
and if the witness has a conversation with Mr. Davey and tells us what Mr.
Davey says, that is not hearsay evidence. If other members of parliament
volunteer to give us evidence, if they describe the conversation they had
with the witness or Mr. Davey, that is not hearsay evidence. I therefore do
not see that there is much weight in the last argument.

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, the point has been raised that if Mr. Girouard
has talked about his conversation with Mr. Davey to any of his organizers,
it would leave the impression that Mr. Girouard has been shopping around.
I do not think that is so. Even if Mr. Girouard had talked with three or four
of his organizers, had related to them the circumstances of the conversation
and had told the organizers that he told Mr. Davey he would not join the
party, I do not think we can interpret that as a fact that he has approved
Mr. Davey’s offer.

Mr. RHEAUME: One of your fears I think is that if we insist that the wit-
ness discuss every person he might have had conversation with in that week,
not only in Mr. Girouard’s case but Mr. Davey’s, we can end up with 300 or
400 witnesses.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: My opinion is that he can be asked the question
whether he spoke with the organizers and then not go any further than that.
I will put the question to him.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: At this point, Mr. Chairman, I think one will want to go
further; if you allow this question, I shall ask to go further and who knows
what this is going to lead to . .. There are a lot of people who are going to
come here. If one says that I have discussed the matter with organizers, it
means that I was taking it seriously. Reporting everything that has been said
during the week is going to be . . .

(Text)

Mr. WooLLtAms: Listen to the ruling of the Chair.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: My ruling was—if I understood Mr. Fisher’s
question correctly—

Mr. FisHER: May I put my question?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. FisHER: In the interval did you contact and speak with the organizers
to whom you referred in your statement?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: I was approached by the organizers regarding this matter
because they had heard about it through others. My own organizers came to
ask me . . . The news had been published in Le Devoir, there were news to
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the effect that members of the party would join the Liberal party ... Some of
my organizers asked me if this were true. I said no. That is what happened.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: This is in the interval?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. FisHER: Your organizers came to you rather than your going to them?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. FisHER: After the Davey meeting, in leaving Davey was there any
suggestion on his part?

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Did he answer that? I do not want to have him
say yes. I thought it should be clear that it was after the Davey meeting.

Mr. FisHeR: Yes, he answered that his organizers approached him.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: After the Davey conversation; that is the point.

Mr. FisHER: In leaving Davey, was there any suggestion made by Mr.
Davey that he would have further meetings or negotiations with you?
Mr. GirouARD: No.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, although when he told me: You will think about it,
I could presume there would be. However, no appointment was made nor was
it agreed to make one.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: What was that last part again?
(Translation)

Mr. GrouaRrDp: That is what he told me: Think about my offers. I pre-
sumed there would be another meeting although, actually, there was no future
meeting arranged and there was no question of our meeting again.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I want to ask you an omnibus question. In that interval of
a week, did you take the matter raised with you by Mr. Davey to any of your
immediate colleagues in what is known as the Social Credit party as distinct
from the Creditistes party in the house?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I would have many reasons for not answering this question
the main one being that if such a thing had been disclosed to my colleagues,
it would have been at a caucus meeting. I think everyone present is gentle-
manly enough to agree that what goes on at a caucus meeting is not to be
disclosed publicly.

(Text)
Mr. FisHER: What is that again? I do not understand?
(Translation)
Mr. GirouArD: Had I informed some of my colleagues of this conversa-

tion at a caucus meeting, I would ask the honourable member to be gentle-
manly enough not to question me on what happened at the meeting.

(Text)
Mr. FisHEr: I will not ask you what happened in caucus, but aside from

caucus, in your relations with Mr. Ouellet, had you discussed it with him?
Mr. Gmrouarp: No,
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Mr. FisHER: Or with other people who may be in your caucus but not at a
caucus meeting?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUuARD: Mr. Chairman, I will not answer this question unless I am
bound to do so.

—Recess.
—End of the morning session.

(Text)

Mr. FisHeR: I shall have to ask the Chairman to rule on whether the ques-
tion is relevant.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Your question was “did he speak to other members
of the Social Credit party about this conversation with Mr. Davey?”

Mr. FISHER: Yes.

Mr. BasrForp: It seems to me that this is exactly the same question. His
statement was in essence that he was not shopping around. I think we have
the right to ask the question.

Mr. BALCER: I raise the same point of order. I do not think that members
should use the expression ‘“shopping around”.

Mr. FisHeR: I am not using that expression.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Let us take a break now for ten minutes after
which we will resume, and I will ponder this question in the meantime.
—Recess.

—After recess.

The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: Will the meeting now come to order. Perhaps this
might be an opportune moment for us to consider our hours of sitting. The Chair
is ready to entertain suggestions.

Mr. FisHER: I have only one and it is not connected with the hours of sitting.
It is that before we have any other witnesses we should have the printed
record to look at.

Mr. BALCER: And we should have it in French, too.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I agree. I do not think any transcript should be
released to anyone until it is simultaneous in French and English.

Mr. WoorLriams: That would delay proceedings, because it might be a week
or two weeks from now, and we will never finish the matter referred to us by
the House of Commons. We have never had that opportunity before. Surely we
can examine or cross-examine witnesses without a transcript of the evidence.
You do not even get that privilege at a trial.

Mr. FisHER: I do not think it should take two weeks. I think we should
have it by Monday.

Mr. GREeNE: I wonder if the Chairman could suggest to the committee
when we might have the transcript, depending on when we adjourn.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I just throw this information to you. The French
reporter informs me that if there were no sittings this afternoon he would have
the transcript ready for the morning. The reporter says that. I do not say it.

Mr. BALcer: We want it in French as well.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I know. It was the French reporter I was speaking
to.

Mr. RHEAUME: Do you mean that it would be printed and published?
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The AcTING CHAIRMAN: No, no. May I say that the point is well taken. The
information available is that it would be about Monday before it would be
printed and available in both French and English.

Mr. FisHeRr: I am agreeable, if the committee wishes to go along with it.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: When do you wish to adjourn today?

Mr. GREENE: I am not clear about Mr. Fisher’s point. I think his point is
very well taken. I think that before we decide when to adjourn, if we do not
decide to adjourn until the afternoon, we would not have the transcript, by
Monday, I take it, that is, if we sit this afternoon?

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: It would depend on the printing bureau. Monday
is a holiday.

Mr. GReeNE: If we adjourn at noon we definitely could have it by Monday.
Is that it?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I cannot make any definite commitment.
Mr. FisHER: I am sorry that I raised the point. I withdraw it.

Mr. WooLLiAMs: Tomorrow. I have heard rumours to the effect that the
house may adjourn. It is a Friday, and then we will not be sitting on Monday.
If we should proceed this afternoon I think we could then hold our next meet-
ing next week.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I am going to say something which I hope will not
touch off remarks in the House of Commons. If we meet this afternoon we will
have only one French reporter. If you want to carry on, you will have to do so
at a slightly slower rate because we will have to give the reporter a break. It
is possible to go on, but we would only have one French reporter because the

other reporter has duties to perform in the other place. I bring this to your
attention.

Mr. GREENE: You mean one reporter in French and one in English?

The AcTiNnG CHAIRMAN: Yes. We may have to give them a breather now and
then because there is just the one reporter operating. Let us clear first things
first. When do you want to arise this morning?

Mr. WooLrLiams: Twelve thirty.

An hon. MEMBER: Make it one o’clock.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I will compromise at 12:45 p.m., if that meets with
everyone’s approval. Now, in respect of this afternoon’s sitting, do you wish to
sit, bearing in mind we may not be sitting tomorrow? As you know, there is a
rumour going around that the House will not be sitting.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: I would not think this would hurt the Liberal feelings but
I have a luncheon engagement at 12.30 with a Liberal lawyer from Calgary.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: But, how about this afternoon. I am prepared to
have a motion put now.

Mr. RHEAUME: Mr. Chairman, I move we resume our hearing at 3.30 or
after orders of the day this afternoon.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Yes, whichever is later. The other day I suggested

4.00 o’clock or after orders of the day, whichever was later, not sooner, and the
committee met at 3.30.

It has been moved and seconded that we meet at 3.30 or after orders of the
day. All those in favour? Contrary, if any.

Now, gentlemen, we have cleared the air in that respect. Then, we will

meet at 3.30, or after the orders of the day, whichever is later, and we will ad-
journ at 12.45.
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I now revert to the question raised by Mr. Fisher. As I understand it, his
question was, did the witness speak to any other members of the Social Credit
party about his conversations with Mr. Davey outside of caucus. I have given
this matter very anxious and careful consideration and I must, with reluctance,
say that I rule it inadmissible.

Mr. FisHER: Can I appeal your ruling?

The ActiNngG CHAIRMAN: Yes, if you wish to appeal the ruling, you may.

Mr. WoorLLiams: If I may interrupt, I have heard questions put in respect
of the organizers and others. Surely when any member of parliament becomes a
witness and questions are asked in respect of what discussions he has had with
his leader or other colleagues in his own party, there is a recognized privilege
here, through tradition. For example, surely this witness could not be asked
what his discussions were with the Social Credit leader before he became a
Conservative.

Mr. Scorr: But, Mr. Chairman, the question was: “Did you consult?”
That was not what you said.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Mr. Chairman, could I finish with my remarks. I do appre-
ciate the remarks from the side. As I said, if a question was asked, did you
have a discussion with your leader or other Liberal members, that goes to the
direct point of privilege, which is a tradition which has been established.
All of us have discussions with our own members and leader and, perhaps, our
own organizers.

Mr. MARTINEAU: In respect of the appeal taken by Mr. Fisher, I would
refer you to Beauchesne’s, citation 295, which reads as follows:

No standing order provides for an appeal from the chairman of a stand-
ing or select committee.

But, it says, despite that, at times an appeal is taken.
Then, it goes on to say:

It seems therefore that a reversal by the committee, of the chairman’s
ruling, would be ineffective.

In other words, if the member persists in his appeal it would have no
practical result and the Chair could still stand by his ruling.

Perhaps in view of what I have said the member may withdraw his appeal.

Mr. P. M. OLLivIER (Law Clerk, House of Commons): There is no appeal
to the house. There used to be but there is not any more.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I would welcome the parliamentary counsel’s
comment in this respect.

Mr. OLLIVIER: As you know, previously there were appeals from committee
to the house. I think it was in 1956 that Mr. Speaker Beaudoin decided there
should not be any more appeals from the decisions of the Chairmen of com-
mittees to the house itself. So, if there are no appeals at all from the Chair-
men’s decisions, it seems there would be none to the house and, therefore,
there would be no remedy from such decisions. I think there could be an
appeal in the committee because there cannot be an appeal to the house as
that right has been abolished by a decision of a speaker of the house.

Mr. MARTINEAU: Would the parliamentary counsel comment on this last
sentence of citation 295.

It seems therefore that a reversal by the committee, of the chairman’s
ruling, would be ineffective.

That is set out at page 241, citation 295.
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Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I think I might be of some assistance in this
respect.
I think the hon. member from Pontiac-Temiscamingue inadvertently has
not read the whole of this citation, which commences:
Under standing 12, the speaker’s decisions on points of order are subject
to an appeal to the house . . ..

Everything that follows is subject to that. Probably he is speaking of an appeal
from a standing committee to the house.

Mr. MARTINEAU: But, read the last sentence of citation 295.
Mr. GREeNE: Reversal by the house.
Mr. MARTINEAU: It says: “reversal by the committee”.

Mr. Francis: In view of the fact an appeal from your ruling is not without
precedent I think it is rather late in the day to raise this kind of point.

Mr. Basrorp: You are just trying to keep things out of the committee.
Mr. RHEAUME: Shame!
The Actiné CHAIRMAN: Have you any further comments, Mr. Ollivier?

Mr. OLLIVIER: Previously that was the only sort of appeal that could be
taken. You could not take an appeal in committee from the chairman’s
decision.

My point is if you cannot take an appeal to the house now there would be
no remedy at all and, therefore, I think it has developed that appeals could be
taken in some very special cases. I do not think we should have a lot of appeals.
But, otherwise, it seems unfair—and you already had a precedent. You already
appealed a decision and the Chairman had to vote on his own decision.

Mr. Francis: I am glad the parliamentary counsel made that reference be-
cause I had that in mind when listening to the argument. It seems from one day
to another we experience trouble in keeping things consistent.

Mr. FisHeR: I have appealed your ruling. In view of these arguments, you
may want to put the question whether or not there is any appeal. However, at
this time I would like to ask you directly.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Initially there were no objections raised to my
ruling. It appeared everyone was unanimous and took no exception to it. Now
there is a division I am satisfied I should put it to you whether there should be
an appeal or not from my decision. I would only say that before I made the
decision I gave anxious and careful consideration as to where it might lead us.
If there are other witnesses to follow, where will that get us? I will now say
to you that I have ruled that the question was out of order. All those who favour
the opinion that there is an appeal from the Chairman’s decision please stand up.

The CLERK OF THE CoMMITTEE: Messrs. Balcer, Woolliams, Rheaume, Vin-
cent, Scott, Fisher, Crossman, Dube, Green, Mullally, Basford, Morison, Rochon,
Cameron, (High Park), Francis, Beaule, Gregoire, Chretien and Loiselle.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Contrary?

The CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE: Messrs. Nugent, Valade, Pigeon, Martineau,
and Marcoux.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I will now put the appeal to the committee. Mr.
Fisher appeals my decision.

Mr. GReeNE: Would you read the question?

The Actmneg CHAIRMAN: I do not want to misinterpret you, Mr. Fisher, What
was your question?

~ Mr. Fisuer: Mr. Girouard, did you in the interval of a week between the
time you spoke to Mr. Davey and had a conversation with Mr. Moreau, speak
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about the offer that had been made to you by Mr. Davey to any of your colleagues
who are part of your caucus but not within the caucus?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I ruled that question to be inadmissible and Mr.
Fisher appealed my ruling. Those in favour of sustaining the Chairman’s ruling?

The CLERK OF THE CoMMITTEE: Messrs. Balcer, Woolliams, Nugent,
Rheaume, Vincent, Valade, Pigeon, Martineau and Marcoux.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Contrary?

The CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE: Messrs. Scott, Fisher, Crossman, Dube,
Greene, Mullally, Basford, Rochon, Morison, Cameron (High Park), Francis,
Beaule, Gregoire, Chretien and Loiselle.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I declare the Chairman’s ruling has been overruled
by the committee and I have no alternative but to declare the question ad-
missible.

Mr. FisHER: Would you care to answer Mr. Girouard?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaArD: Mr. Chairman, in case I answered this question, may I ask
you whether one of the honourable members present at this table would have
the right to require of me that I name the persons I would have informed of this
matter? May I ask you this?

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: The question was put to you and you have to answer
it; you cannot answer it with a question.

(Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: In that case, Mr. Chairman, I have a statement to make. In
that case, I leave it to the committee; I refuse to answer. I have come in person
before the committee to explain my case, and I am prepared to have the question
referred to the House. In any case, I don’t intend to allow that a question of
privilege, raised, in all honesty, by me in the House, to be made into a political
question. No other friends of mine had to see to that. So, I claim, and I point
out:

Continues in English . . . . (Sic)
(Disobedience to the orders of the Committee . . . .) (Sic)
(Mr. Girouard—after English) . . . . (Sic)

I hold that, at the present time, the Committee has not the authority to
ask me to reveal the names of those of my friends with whom I had conversa-
tions. I am ready to go before the House to explain.

(Actg.-Chairman: All I can say, the question
has been put to you ... .) (Sic)

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: All I can say on that, Mr. Girouard, is that the
question has been put to you and you either have to answer or refuse to
answer.

Mr. GirouARrDp: I refuse.

Mr. BALcer: I have a question for clarification, Mr. Chairma_n. I am pot
quite sure if I understood Mr. Fisher’s question correctly. Is Mr. Fisher asking
Mr. Girouard whether he has discussed this matter with some members of the
Social Credit party or is he asking him to name them?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: He just asked him whether he discussed this with
some members of the Social Credit party.
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Mr. FisHER: Did he discuss with them the offer of Mr. Davey?
Mr. GroUuARD: I refuse to answer.

Mr. FisHEr: Then we have a situation where the witness refuses to answer
a question that had been put with the approval of the majority of the com-
mittee. I can only ask you to consult with the parliamentary counsel and
authorities as to what the regulations provide.

(Translation)
Mr. GIroUARD: I refuse to answer (Sic). I refuse to answer.

(Mr. FisHer: Then, we have a situation
where the witness refuses... (Sic)
(Text)

The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: This is subject to further consultation with the par-
liamentary counsel but it is my understanding that the Chairman has no power
to deal with it in the committee and that it has to be reported to the house and
then the house makes the order as to what is to be done. I say that on the
strength of May’s Sixteenth Edition, page 674:

If a witness refuses to answer a question properly put to him, or to
produce a paper which he has been directed to produce, the matter is
usually reported to the house. In such cases the house has ordered the
recalcitrant witness to attend at the bar, where he has been admonished
by the Speaker as to the necessity of answering such questions as may be
put to him by the committee.

Mr. WooLriaMms: I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if I could ask the witness one
question. Did he appreciate the question is not to name anybody but whether

he had actually discussed any problem with the Social Credit party organizers
or members?

Mr. FisHER: I did not say “any problem”. I was more exact than that, I said
“the Liberal offer”.

Mr. WooLrLiamMms: Do you appreciate you are not being asked to name any-
one; you are merely asked whether you discussed it?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Questions have been asked me by members of the Conserva-
tive Party before this Committee; they would have liked—it’s easy to under-
stand—they would have liked me to play the game, I refused to play politics.
Questions were asked me by members of the Liberal Party; I again refused to
play politics. And now, a member of the NDP would also like to play politics;
I can tell him that I'm not prepared to do it, and that I prefer to undergo the
discipline of the House.

(Mr. Fisuer: I don’t have to take that . ... (Sic)
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I do not have to take that.

Mr. GreeNE: I wonder if the counsel could help us, if Dr. Ollivier could
help us by telling us what the procedure is now?

Mr. OrLivier: You would have to report him to the house but he would not

be cited at the bar of the house. A member has to answer from his seat to the
report that would be made in the house.

Mr. .BASF(.)RDZ I think this is the only thing we can do. We have come to a
very serious impasse here. We have a motion referring this matter to the

Committee, a motion of which Mr. Stanley Knowles spoke and which raised
a very serious charge of bribery.
20821—4
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The Acrine CHAIRMAN: Let us have that clear, Mr. Basford. What Mr.
Knowles may or may not have said in the house is not relevant to this com-
mittee, but just the motion he made. Let us have no talk of bribery in these
proceedings. After the hearing is completed let us make an examination and a
finding of fact on the evidence presented to us. The committee will determine
this question and we will proceed with the questions. There may be a number
of questions you want to raise. There may be other questions raised which
the witness feels he does not wish to answer. The committee may wish to report
these to the house. I suggest we proceed with further questioning.

Mr. FisHERr: I am not going to proceed with any further questions.

Mr. GREENE: I think this is unfair to other witnesses. There are other wit-
nesses who could conceivably in time have to answer. It is very unfair. It is
left hanging in the air as to what questions a member has to answer. I think
they should be taken in turn, and until he is forced to answer the questions the
hearing cannot continue.

Mr. RHEAUME: Since it is now 12.45 p.m., and we are at the point of being
about to adjourn, might I suggest that the Chairman may wish to review the
matter with learned counsel and prepare some report to the committee before
the thing bogs down in petulance or anything else.

Mr. FisHeER: I would like this matter reported to the house.

(Translation)

Mr. PiceoN: Mr. Chairman, just one comment. We had agreed to stick to
the statement made in the House by the member for Labelle. Since we have
been sitting in this Committee, you have given many decisions; you called the
members to order so that they would confine themselves to the statement made
in the House of Commons by the member for Labelle. So I don’t think it would
be right to refer to all manner of speculations for which the member for Labelle
is not responsible, since he asked that it be solely a matter of the statement
he made in the House.

(Text)

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: What I propose to do is to adjourn the committee,
and we will come back at 3.30 p.m., or following the orders of the day.

Mr. FisHER: You do not have a motion to adjourn. There is a process which
takes place and I want that process to take place. This is not a case of petulance.
There have been some comments made, on my putting this question. But I think
it is a fair question, and I thought I had the support of the committee. But there
is a process now, I want that process to take place.

Mr. NuGeNnT: The process is automatic, that we adjourn at 12.45 p.m., be-
cause we agreed upon it. So we are now adjourned.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Just a moment; before I took this stand, I said
it was without any deep examination of it. I want to make sure that the com-
mittee is charted on the right course, and that we are doing the correct thing.
I have no desire to protect or shield any witness. But nevertheless I want to
keep the committee in its proper course of action. In my experience I have not
run across this sort of problem before. We said we should adjourn at 12.45 p.m.
I want to give it consideration. I think in fairness to the Chair I should do so.

Mr. FisHER: That is fine, but I am not going to ask any more questions until
the matter is cleared up.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: All right. I take it that there is no exception to that
position. The committee is now adjourned until 3.30, or until after the orders
of the day.

The committee adjourned until 3.30 p.m. or until after the orders of the day.
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AFTERNOON SITTING

THURSDAY, May 14, 1964.
(Text)
The Actine CHAIRMAN: I would ask the members of the committee to come
to order at this time.

At approximately 2.30 p.m. Mr. Girouard came to me and handed me this
note.

Mr. PiceoN: May I ask if the hon. member for Saint-Denis is a member of
the committee?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I understood he was placed on the committee. To

the best of my knowledge, that is so. However, I will rely upon the members to
advise me.

(Translation)
Mr. PrRup’HoMME: Mr. Chairman . . .
(Text)

The Actine CHAIRMAN: If I may continue, at approximately 2.30 Mr.
Girouard came to me and handed me this note. I will table this statement and
read it into the record. It reads as follows:

Mr. Chairman: My colleagues from the Social Credit party gave me
permission to answer Mr. Fisher’s question. I am ready.

This note is signed by Mr. Girouard, Labelle.

Mr. FisHER: It seems to me, with respect to the wishes of Mr. Girouard
wanting to consult his colleagues, that his statement raises something which is
outside the question whether or not he is prepared to answer the question. In
other words, all I am saying is that he is prepared to answer the question because

of internal factors and this does not give me any satisfactory basis on which
to proceed.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to make any great issue of this but I would
like to suggest if a question is accepted by the Chair, no matter what other
people outside the committee may be prepared to do, the witness should answer
it. That is the undertaking I would like.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I attached no significance to it. This note was
handed to me and I just put it into the record.

May I point out that had he been brought before the house it probably
would have ordered him to answer the question. However, since he is ready
to answer it we will now deal with it.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Mr. Chairman, let us have the question put again and if
he is going to answer it let him do so.

Mr. FisHER: Are there any other members who wish to comment upon
this matter?

Mr. FAIRWEATHER: If I may do so, Mr. Chairman, my impression, for what
it is worth, is that this witness has been trying to protect friendships which, of
course, is not unusual. As I say, it is not an unusual thing for a decent person
to want to do that. I think we want to be sure we do not construe something
beyond what he is attempting to do when he does not answer. He tried this
yesterday, and I thought it was very courteous on his part not to involve other
people. It is in that context I prefer to look at the lack of an answer to a
question.

The AcTinGg CHAIRMAN: It seems to me that this is going to further delay

the proceedings. I think you can draw your own conclusions and, inevitably,
20821—4}
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you will have to do this by expressing them. Now then, it is not going to make
any difference. It seems to me you have formed your own opinions.

Mr. FisHER: I will repeat my question. In the interval between the time
you had an offer from Mr. Davey and Mr. Moreau approached you in the corridor
did you consult with any of your colleagues of the Social Credit party, but not
within the formal caucus framework?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouarDp: I have not consulted with my colleagues, but I have told
some of them what went on.

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I did not hear the answer.

Mr. Girouarp: I did not consult anyone but I announced or related to
them what happened in Mr. Moreau’s office—that is, to some of them.

Mr. FisHER: You went to see them with this information?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. F1sHER: Why?

Mr. GIrRouARD: Just because they were my friends and I wanted them to
know what was going on.

Mr. FisHErR: Would you object to telling us what the reaction was?

Mr. GrouarD: They said do what you want; you are free.

Mr. FisHER: They said you are free. I want to ask another question, and
you may not wish to answer it. I will not press it. However, this question does
interest me very much and, to my mind, I think it does relate to the case.

Would you tell us why there was such a long interval from the time you
were positive you were a Conservative or were going to join the Conservative
party until the time you formally made it, which introduced this whole matter
here?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: I know that, had I seen several organizers, I wanted to see
as many as possible, and as many voters as possible. It was only after I had
fully satisfied my curiosity that I decided to announce my decision.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I just want to reflect on your answers because it may suggest
to some people in this committee that the very fact you had this much more
to do in order to finalize your opinion might be an indication your mind was
not made up as formally as you have indicated.

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I had quite made up my mind, but that was not enough
in itself, it was sufficient that the greatest number possible in my constituency
should have accepted it, when my organizers were pressing me to join the
Conservative party, I also wished to assure myself that those who voted for
me thought the same way. After I had had time to assure myself that those
who voted for me thought the same way, I announced my decision.

(Text)

Mr. FisHer: Well, I think that is a fair answer.

I wanted to ask you another question, which I will not press. However,
as I said before, it seems to me to be relevant.

You left us with the impression that Mr. Davey had made you an offer.
I think that is fair. Now, I would like you to tell us, if you wish, whether you
had any other offers at any time in mind during this whole proceeding?
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(Translation)

Mr. GmrouArDp: I don’t understand the question. You want to say: Had
Mr. Davey offered me something else? .
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: No, no. I mean any offers from any other sources.

Mr. GIROUARD: No.

Mr. FisHErR: Not of this character or kind?

Mr. GiroUuArD: No.

Mr. FisHER: I have no further questions.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Now, although I might have the wrong list I have
here Mr. Scott, Mr. Greene, Mr. Balcer and Mr. Grégoire. I do not know
whether or not I am looking at yesterday’s list.

Mr. Scort: I thought we were not to have a second round.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Is there anyone who has not questioned?

Mr. GReeNE: I will pass for the time being.

Mr. RHEAUME: Let us have a ruling.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I will recognize any person who has not had an
opportunity to date to put questions ahead of those who have.

Mr. Scort: I wanted to ask one or two concluding questions in respect of
your state of mind both at the time you met the four members of parliament
and at the time you met Mr. Davey.

In answer to various questions from Mr. Grégoire you used phrases which
indicated to me that at that time your mind was formally and unchangeably
made up to join the Conservative party. Would that be a fair statement?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. ScorT: Did you make clear, in your opinion, to the four members
of parliament that your decision to join the Conservative party was firm and
unchangeable?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Oh! absolutely, it was the first time, when we met at the

hotel, the first thing I said to him was: I intend to join the Conservative party.
I made it quite clear.

(Text)

Mr. Scorr: Immediately that you had the meeting with Mr. Davey did
you make clear to him right at the start that your decision to join the Conserva-
tive party was unchangeable?

(Translation)

Mr. GmrouArDp: After discussing things that had nothing to do with the
matter, that were not related to the matter, the first thing I said to him was:
I hope you are aware that I have told these people that I am joining the
Conservative party and that I only came here to please them.

(Text)

Mr. Scorr: Did you say or do anything which, in your opinion, would
have led the four members of parliament to assume you were open to negoti-
ation on this decision?

(Translation)
Mr. Girouarp: I do not think I did anything in that connection. Now,

as for them, the fact that I agreed to meet him might have raised their hopes,
but hopes that what I said proved to be quite unfounded.
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(Text)

Mr.' Scorr: Did you do or say anything to Mr. Davey that would have
made him think you were open to negotiations?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArp: I did not say anything in that connection but, as I said,
the fact that I listened to him patiently may have raised his hopes.

(Text)

Mr. ScorT: You told us yourself you made your statement in the House
of Commons from a prepared text and I believe you also sent a text to the
press gallery by way of a press release?

(Translation)

Mr. GrouARrp: I do not think so, my statement of privilege, I still had it
when I announced that I was joining the Conservative Party. I am not sure,
mind, but it can be easily checked, but I do not think I made it. I may have.
It is easy to check, I do not think I did.

(Text)

Mr. Scorr: If it turned out you did, in fact—

Mr. Woorriams: What difference does it make?

Mr. ScorT: I am informed that in the statement to the press you made no
mention of the alleged monetary offer, and I was curious about that.
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: Maybe.

(Translation)

If I gave out a press release in duplicate or in several copies it is all
the same because I had one in front of me. I could easily remember if I had
a minute or two to think it over. I do not think so. I do not think my statement
of privilege was given to the press.

(Turning to the newspaper reporters) Did I send it?

(Text)

Mr. Scort: That will be all, thank you.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Mr, Balcer, I believe I had your name next.

Mr. BALceER: I have no questions.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Then I have Mr. Grégoire, Mr. Pigeon and Mr.
Greene.

Mr. GReEeENE: I will pass for the time being.

The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: Then that leaves Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I will pass for the time being.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Then I will come back to Mr. Pigeon.
(Translation)

Mr. PiGEON: Mr, Chairman, referring to a statement Mr. Davey made to
Mr. Girouard regarding a well-filled election fund, a large fund in other words,
according to you Mr. Girouard, when Mr, Davey made the suggestion, other-
wise said, the offer, did you feel he was speaking with authority, and in the
name of the Prime Minister of Canada, when he made such an offer?

Mr. GirouARrD: No, I have merely repeated what Mr. Davey said without
checking.

Mr. PiceoN: Did he seem to be speaking with authority?

Mr. GIRoUARD: I do not know what he seemed to be doing. I merely noted
what he said and I do not know Mr. Davey well enough to distinguish his face
from someone else’s.
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Mr. PiceoN: That was apparent from Mr. Davey’s version.
(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Now, now.
(Translation)

Mr. BaLceEr: Did he have his fund with him?

Mr. Piceon: Did he mention any specific amount?

Mr. GirouArD: No.

Mr. Piceon: $60,000, $70,000, $100,000?

Mr. GIROUARD: No.

(Text)

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask whether or not this
witness will be recalled later if we wish to have him recalled?

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Olson raised the rather pertinent question
whether the witness would be subject to recall.

Mr. NucenT: If, after the committee has heard the rest of the witnesses
the committee feel that there is some necessity for recalling him, then I think it
is within our power to do so.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: That was my reaction. If there are any questions
which have not been put to him and are new, then the committee might desire
to recall him on something that has arisen as a result of questions put to other
witnesses. However, we are getting ahead of ourselves for the moment.

Mr. OLsoN: It makes quite a difference. I would like to ask the witness if he
is prepared to come before the committee again after we have questioned some
of the other witnesses?

(Translation)

Mr. Grouarp: I came here the first time to answer pertinent questions.
I am still prepared to do so.

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I think we should proceed on the basis that we are
examining him for the final time, and then we will have to cross that bridge
when we get there.

(Translation)

Mr. BEAULE: Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask a few questions. Mr,
Qirouard, a while ago you said to Mr. Fisher that you preferred to take your
time, to consult your organizers and constituents before making a statement
before the House. Could you advise us about the number of your organizers at
the present time?

Mr. PauL: Out of order, Mr. Chairman.

(Text)

. The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am ruling that question as not relevant to the
issue.

(Translation)

Mr. BeavLi: The day you made your statement before the House, have
you met Mr. Gerard Ouellette, member for Rimouski, either in the forenoon or
before the opening of the House?

Mr. GirouARD: I met him in the forenoon.
Mr. BeauLE: This morning, you stated that you had never met anyone.

Mr. Girouarp: I have never said that. I was asked whether I had met
Mr. Davey or Mr. Ouellette and my answer was no.
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Mr. BEAULE: These organizers to whom you referred, are they new organ-
izers or the one you had before?

Mr. PauL: Objection.
Mr. BaLceEr: This is child’s play.
(Text)
The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: That is out of order.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, he is not asking for any
names; he is just asking a general question regarding when Mr. Girouard
consulted his organizers—were they the organizers with whom he was elected
or were they other organizers?

Mr. NuGceNT: What is the difference?

Mr. GREGOIRE: That is a general kind of question.

Mr. MARTINEAU: We are opening a vast field that has nothing to do with
the inquiry.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am ruling it irrelevant.

Mr. OLsoN: On another point of order, if we keep using the word “organ-
izer” we should have some definition of it.
(Translation)

Mr. BEAULE: Mr. Chairman, in his statement, the member for Labelle men-

tioned that he had consulted his constituency’s organizers. I think that these
questions are related to his statement, if we stick to his statement.

Mr. PAuL: Mr. Chairman . . .
(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: That is what he said. He was talking to his or-
ganizers. Whom he deemed to be his organizers is his personal opinion. You may
not think they are his organizers.

Mr. RHEAUME: You might even be surprised to find out who they are.
The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Beaulé can continue his questions.

Mr. OLsoN: On a point of order; inasmuch as he was elected as a Social
Credit member in the first instance I wonder whether when he calls someone an
organizer he is speaking about an elected executive of the Social Credit party
within his constituency or is he speaking about other people in the polls with
whom he had contact?

Mr. NUGenT: I do not think there is any point in that either. You ruled on
the same basis before.

The AcTingG CHAIRMAN: If he wants to state the type of person he had in
mind, he can do so.
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I think that each political party has organizers‘ who are
your organizers and I hope that the members here have enough merit to l}ave
men dedicated to them. I have men who are devoted to me, who remained

devoted to me and who will be so during the next election.

Mr, BEAULE: My questions are concerning these organizers and, in my
opinion, they are in order.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Girouard, did you get any indication from Mr. Davey that

not only had they presented an offer to him but that he or his colleagues were
going to do some checking on you in the interval after the offer?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Nothing could have directly led me to believe this. I can not
recall any particular sentence that could have allowed me to believe such a
thing.

(Text)
Mr. FisHER: The central point from which this whole matter arose was your

reaction to Mr. Davey’s statement that you were a Liberal reject. Is that a
fair statement?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I meant that my main purpose in making my statement was
to destroy Mr. Davey’s allegation, yes.

(Text)

Mr. FisHErR: Have you any explanation of how it could be possible for
Mr. Davey to take this view?
Mr. WooLLiaAMS: On a point of order, that is a hypothetical question. Surely

the witness does not have to decide on probabilities and possibilities; he is here
to answer facts.

The AcTtinG CHAIRMAN: Will you put the question again? I keep asking
members to repeat their questions. I assure you it is not on purpose, but I get
trapped every now and then.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Girouard, have you any idea of how Mr. Davey could
have the view that you are a Liberal reject?

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Unless Mr. Girouard can base it on some specific
fact, then I would rule it inadmissible because he would be giving an opinion.
So unless he can base it on some specific fact I would not allow this question.

Mr. FisHER: This is what I want to know. I am assuming we are going to
hear from Mr. Davey and we will be dealing with this particular question so
I want to get his opinion. It is frankly an opinion, not a fact.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: It would be most interesting to answer that question.
(Text)

Mr. FisHER: Did Mr. Moreau give you at any time any indication that this
attitude would be taken by Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: I shall answer this. I had no idea that such a thing could
happen and when the reporters came up with this, following my joining the
Conservative party, I did not dare believe it. I told them: “It cannot be, it is
impossible”.

(Text)

Mr. FisHER: I am not sure what you mean here.

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: When Mr. Moreau told me what I said in my statement,
namely that the Prime Minister had asked Mr. Davey to cease all.pressure, I
was firmly convinced that such dealings were over. Now, that Mr. Davey should
one day take advantage of that, I don’t think a gentleman would do such a
thing.

I never thought at first that Mr. Davey would mention the fact that he had

w:;,nted to meet me and still less that he would make a false statement on that
subject.
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(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. Ouson: I would like to ask Mr. Girouard this question: In your con-
versatiqn with Mr. Davey, which took three quarters of an hour in Mr. Moreau’s
o@ice, did Mr. Davey say to you that he would consult with the members of the
Liberal organization in the Labelle constituency?

(Translation)

Mrt GirouarD: No, I said that he had said he would like to meet the
provincial organizer of the Liberal party to see whether there was a possi-
bility to get others.

Mr. Prup’HOMME: Other what?

Mr. GirouARD: Other “creditistes”.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the member for Labelle
one or two questions not directly concerned with his statement. When you
said that you had definitely made up your mind to join the Conservative
party—that was in February, in the middle of February—had you had at
that moment conversations with the official members of the Conservative party?
Or had they already accepted your adherence to the party?

Mr. Gmrouarp: This question does not concern my statement, but I am
pleased to say no.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was it accepted by them?

Mr. GirouArDp: I did not make any proposition to them at that time.

Mr. GREGOIRE: No steps had been taken yet. Now, after your meeting with
Mr. Davey, did you tell Conservative members of this meeting, Conservative
members or Conservative organizers?

Mr. GirouArDp: Not before the matter was made public.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was made public by your question of privilege of April 27th?

Mr. GIROUARD: Definitely.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Before April 27th you had not talked to any Conservative
member or candidate?

Mr. GIrRouARD: You assume a reply that I did not make.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Did you, between February 18th and April 27th, talk to
the Conservative organizers about your meeting with Mr. Davey?

Mr. GrRoUuARrD: I should like you to specify the organizers of my riding
or the national organizers.

Mr. GREGOIRE: At the party level?

Mr. Girouarp: No.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Conservative organizers at the level of your riding? I am
talking about that meeting with Mr. Davey?

Mr. GirouARrD: No.
(Text)

Mr. GREGOIRE: The question you asked is whether he spoke to any Con-
servative organizers in his constituency about his meeting with Mr. Davey.

Mr. NuGgenT: Is that not the same question?

The AcTing CHAIRMAN: I ruled on that question.

Mr, NUGENT: Mr. Grégoire went over that whole line of questioning.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I never asked that question and now I am asking my question
to the point. Did Mr. Girouard talk with any Conservative organizers in his
constituency or Conservative organizers at the national level about that meeting
with Mr. Davey and what happened there?

R ———
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Mr. GiIrRouARD: No, not about that meeting.

Mr. GREGOIRE: So it was the Social Credit members of the Thompson group
who heard about it before April 27th?

Mr. GiIrouARD: Would you please repeat?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Only Social Credit members and none from the other parties
except the four Liberal members mentioned this meeting with Mr. Davey
before April 27th?

Mr. GIROUARD: I said before that I had advised the whip of the Conservative

party that I would raise the question of privilege in order to refute Mr. Davey’s
charges.

(Translation)

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Did you make your application to the Conservative party
before or after Mr. Moreau told you that he wanted the pressure to cease?

Mr. GIROUARD: About two days before I said it in the House,

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was then only that you entered upon negotiations?

Mr. GirouARD: Yes. There were no negotiations, I just offered my services.

Mr. GREGOIRE: You went around to all your organizers in the Labelle riding
to ask them whether they would accept you as a Conservative member?

Mr. GIROUARD: You assume something I did not say. All the organizers!...

Mr. GREGOIRE: Let’s leave out the “all” . .. You went to see certain or-
ganizers or several organizers of your riding to ask them whether they would
accept you as a Conservative member, and you went around, as you said, to
find out whether you would be accepted?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. PRUD’HOMME: Isit ...

Mr. PiceoN: Keep to the rules.

Mr. GREGOIRE: This question is in line with the one Mr. Dubé asked this
morning regarding the flag when you were apparently shown a letter by Mr.
Pearson. Did you state that morning to other members of the Social Credit
Rally or the Thompson group that if a political party undertook to give us a
distinctive national flag and to take certain steps to give family allowances
then you would be ready to join that party?

Mr. GIROUARD: I can answer that question. It has always been my opinion
tha.t a party which would give us a distinctive national flag would be a worth-
while party. But I do not remember saying I would join such a party.

Mr. GREGOIRE: And concerning the increase of family allowances?

Mr. GiroUuARrD: I do not remember saying I was ready to join such a party.
(Text)

'Mr. VaLaDE: I want to raise a point of order. I do not think a member of
parliament should be asking another member of parliament what would be
his attitude in the House of Commons if a certain point were to be raised.

~ The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: You are quite right, but ne matter who the witness
is, if he wants to answer a question I will not take it upon myself to stop him

from doing so. If he refuses to answer, then I will rule on that. This strikes
me as the proper thing to do.

Mr. WoorLiams: I think, Mr. Chairman, that surely we have the privilege
of raising points of order.

The ActiNngG CHAIRMAN: That is right. However, if a witness wants to

answer a question I do not want to be in the position of stopping that witness
from answering the question.
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Mr. NUGeNT: I trust that when you know a question has been asked
before and ruled out of order you will not wait for the witness to object
because then we are going to be in great difficulty.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I do not want to get into another argument with
members of this committee. I have objected when a question has been ruled
out of order and the next question flows out of it. I do not want a witness
saying that he would have gladly answered a question but the Chairman
stopped him.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: Speaking to that point of order, if we leave it in that
fashion, then we are going to have to object on points of order continuously.
We trust you will rule on the relevancy of the questions and answers as they
come forward.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Your point is well taken.

Mr. RHEAUME: I should like to speak to a refinement of this point of order.
I can foresee the danger of asking a witness, who is under oath and who is
a member of parliament, what his position will be on any given issue, when
it may be subsequently presented to the house, concerning a subject of legis-
lation which requires a vote. There is a subtle refinement there.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Yes, you are correct.

Mr. GReENE: I take it then that if it is a type of hypothetical question
concerning your position in the house, it is out of order. Is that your ruling?
I have heard submissions in this regard and I did not hear your ruling.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: If I feel a question is out of order I assume the
responsibility of pointing it out to the witness. If the witness wants to answer
the question, I will not stop him.

Mr. NuGeNT: May I suggest that if you are going to give the witness the
opportunity to answer questions which are out of order, then surely he can
have the same opportunity of refusing to answer because he does not feel like
answering them. I think a question cannot be put and answered by the witness
if the Chair rules it out of order and that his wishes in this regard, whether
or not he wishes to answer, should not matter. Out of order questions cannot
be answered.

Mr. MARTINEAU: If he answers a question that is out of order it would
become in order to follow up that question with another one.

Mr. WoorLiams: This is a vicious circle.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I have had this point brought to my attention and
I will govern myself accordingly.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: With regard to the national flag, which was brought under
discussion during the meeting that last three quarters of an hour in Mr.
Moreau’s office with Mr. Davey, who brought up the matter of the national
flag to the extent that a member went to the trouble of fetching a letter in his
office?

Mr. GIROUARD: It was certainly one of the group, I cannot identify him, it
was one of the group.

Mr. GREGOIRE: A Liberal member is supposed to have brought the matter
up. Mr. Chairman, this may seem rather an odd question but it can nevertheless
help to throw light on the matter. A fat election fund was mentioned. . .

The advantages of a party in power.
Mr. Girouard, during the meeting with Mr. Davey did you let him know

that if you changed parties you would bring along several other members of
your former group, of Mr. Thompson’s group?
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Mr. GIROUARD: Definitely not because I did not even give him the impres-
sion that I would come in myself,

Mr. GREGOIRE: Without speaking of the Liberal party but of another
political party?

Mr GIrouArD: I never said anything of the kind. I did not do anything that
could have given that impression.

Mr. GREGOIRE: One final question. When you joined the people of the Con-
servative party, was one of the reasons for your joining, one of your main
reasons for joining at that time, and which might have encouraged your col-
league to join, which might have convinced him, the fact that you were assured
the member for Three Rivers would get the better of the leader before long?

(Text)

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: No, no. You do not have to answer that question.
I rule it out of order.

Mr. RHEAUME: If the questioner insists on this kind of slurring, then we
shall have to move a motion of censure against him for this kind of talk.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I have some written statements.

The ActingG CHAIRMAN: I am not interested in them.

Mr. GREGOIRE: I shall not read them, but I have them,

Mr. GReeNE: I do not understand your ruling. Have you ruled that questions
relevant to other conversations, other negotiations, are ruled out of order, or
merely this reference to the Leader of the Opposition?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am not making any generalities I will rule when
the questions severally arise, Mr. Greene.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Can we have an answer, as Mr. Greene mentioned, to the
offers which might have been made?

4 The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: When the questions are raised, I will deal with
em,

Mr. GREGOIRE: Did you deal with mine?
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Greene.

~ Mr. GREENE: Witness, the first time you met the four members in Hull,
did you know all of them personally?

Mr. GIROUA.RD: Not exactly by their names, but I knew their faces pretty
well, because with two of the four men I was quite friendly.

Mr. GReeNE: You were quite friendly with two of them?
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GReeENE: Which two were they?
Mr. GIROUARD: Moreau and Macaluso.
Mr. GREENE: But you did not know their names, I take it.

Mr. GirouarD: By name, no, but I knew Mr. Moreau and Mr. Macaluso.
They were familiar faces to me.

Mr. GREENE: But you did not know them well enough to be familiar with
their names?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrROUARD: With Mr. Moreau, yes.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: I think in your statement you alluded to the fact that you

carried on conversation by reason of your friendship with these four. How

}&ng gxad you known Mr. Moreau who was the only one whose name you
ew’
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Since I am in parliament, since the last session.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Had you not known him apart from your association in
parliament?
(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: No, we met very frequently, since I am in Parliament.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And any association you had with him was as a member of
the house?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArDp: I do not quite understand what that means.
(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Had you been out with him socially before on any other
occasions?

(Translation)

Mr. GroUuARD: Yes, on several occasions.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: On several occasions, and he was the only one of the four
with whom you were on this degree of intimacy, then?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Therefore it was because of the friendship which was dis-
played that you carried on the negotiations with these friends. Was that the
reason? It was because of your friendship with Mr. Moreau, I take it?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRouARrD: Yes, and also because I had a very high regard for him and
I firmly believed in his honesty and sincerity.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Now, you told us that your conversation with these members
lasted for some half an hour, in the establishment at Hull; is that correct?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: More or less.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And during that entire period of half an hour the matter of
your political association was the subject of discussion?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: I do not think I said we discussed this matter only. We
discussed a number of things. In fact, in our overall discussion, this question of
politics did not take too long.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Was there any political discussion prior to your declaration
of intention to leave the party?

Mr. NUGENT: On a point of order, I do not mind the question if something is
going to come out of it, but this has been gone over by at least five questioners,
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and there is no new approach in Mr. Greene’s questions. I wonder how long we
must continue to go over and over the same thing? Perhaps Mr. Greene wants
this to go on all day. But surely there is a limit to how many times the same
point may be threshed out.

Mr. GREeNE: On the point of order, I believe as a member of parliament
and a member of this committee I have the right to carry on such relevant
examination and with admissible questions as I deem advisable. While I thank

the hon. member for his advice, I prefer to rely on my rights as a member of
this committee.

Mr. NuceNT: I would ask for a ruling. Is there an unlimited right to ask
the same question about the same subject matter?

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: If it is a relevant question I would hope that the
members would conduct themselves accordingly. I appeal to their good judgment
and common sense in their approach to these matters. If this were a court of
law, I could make a quick decision and determine it. But, unfortunately, I am
not in that position and I have to rely on the members’ good judgment.

Mr. MARTINEAU: There is a rule in parliament about repetition. It is against
the rules to engage in repetition.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I have heard the same thing in my short time here
said over and over again on many occasions. Let us get back to the business at
hand, Mr. Greene?

Mr. GREENE: Was there any discussion of a political nature before you made
this declaration of your intentions to leave the party?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: It would be very embarrassing for me to answer to this. As

much as I would like to say “no”, a discussion between five politicians may
always involve a matter of politics.

(Text)

Mr. GReENE: And what proportion of the conversation was devoted to
political matters?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: That would be the last part. You ask me how long it took?
This is most embarrassing. Now, say the time to introduce my story, then the
first telephone call, and also the second call: that would amount to approxi-
mately twenty minutes for the part referring specifically to this question.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Approximately 20 minutes? Would that be correct?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: Once more, after three months, it would be difficult to say.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And was this information with regard to your intention to
leave your party elicited by reason of some question, or did you volunteer it.
(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: No, if there was a question . . . I was asked at a certain
time, which I do not recall: What are you going to do at the next elections?
I told them: I do not know what I am going to do at the next elections, but
what I do know is that I strongly intend to join the Conservative party.
(Text) »

Mr. GReeNE: Now, this intention that you demonstrated on this occasion—

had you ever demonstrated that intention, or told anyone of that intention
before you told it to these four men?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: I could give you an answer but I hope this is going to
be out of order as I do not wish to proceed any further on this subject. How-
ever, as it happened at the opening of the session, it was easy to figure that
I had been in my riding just before and that I had decided along those lines
at the time of my arrival.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Had you ever indicated that intention to any other member
of parliament?
(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: No, it was the first time, it was the opening of the session.
(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Had you ever indicated your intention to any member of
the party to which you were going to switch your allegiance?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I think he answered that question earlier. I am
positive about that. It was in answer to Mr. Grégoire.

Mr. GREENE: Excuse me. I did not recollect it. Since I have not received
a transcript, I have not got it in my notes. ;
Do you recall any other specific matters of conversation in the grill
in Hull?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In that connection, no. It was the main and only topic
discussed that evening.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: This is the only specific recollection that you have of that
entire conversation which lasted some 20 minutes?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Yes, convince me to meet Mr. Davey, I suppose.
(Text)

Mr. GReENE: Now, Mr. Moreau made his first phone call. Did he make
any request of you with regard to reconsidering your position?
(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: No.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Did he indicate to you prior to making his first phone call
that he was phoning Mr. Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: No.

(Text)

Mr. GReENE: Did he ask your permission whether he might phone Mr.

Davey?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Prior to making his second phone call, between the two phone
calls, there was some considerable discussion about this matter?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: There was some discussion, yes.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Do you recall any specific matters which were discussed?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: It was then that my friends tried to convince me that I
should meet Mr. Davey. They said: You simply must meet him. I said to them:
It would be useless.

“Never mind, we are asking you to at least come along and meet him”,
in other words it was an attempt to have me meet Mr. Davey.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any discussion during this period of the advan-
tages of joining the Liberal party, or of the great benefits in doing so?
(Translation)

Mr. Gmrouarp: No. No.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: None of the members pointed out any inducement to you at

that time?
(Translation)
Mr. GIrRoUuARD: No, I am quite positive about that.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: The sole matter of discussion was the question of your meet-
ing Mr. Davey. Prior to making the second phone call did Mr. Moreau indicate
to you that he was going to call Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUuARD: He had not said anything to me before the first phone call.
When he returned after phoning he said: You should meet Mr. Davey; I have
called him and he is ready to meet you.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You had then agreed to meet Mr. Davey when he went to
make the second phone call?
(Translation) :

Mr. GIrOUARD: On the condition I have mentioned several times, yes, on
condition everyone was told that I was going to be a Conservative, that the
meeting was absolutely useless.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And did you tell him that you were permitting him to make
this phone call then, having that firm design?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: They knew why because I told them: I am not going, T am
not going. They said: It will not put you under any obligation, come and
meet him.

O.K., you want me to go, then I will.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Your evidence I take it is that you did not indicate to him
that you were permitting him to make the call?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I think I showed them why by saying: O.K., if you insist
I will go. I think it was clear that it was because they insisted.
20821—5
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Is there anything further that you recall of the conversation
after the second phone call?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, because when he came back after the second phone
call he said to me: Very well, Mr. Davey will see you at his office tomorrow
morning. I said: Goodnight, see you tomorrow morning. And I left immediately.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: When Mr. Moreau returned with an appointment, you agreed
to keep that appointment?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Yes.
(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: I want to be quite sure of this in order to be fair. Is that
all of the conversation that took place in this 20 minute period? Is that all
you can recall?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: Yes.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: During that period who of the four members was doing
the talking?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: As I told you, Mr. Moreau did most of the talking but the
conversation was general.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: So all the members had something to say?
(Translation)

M. GirouArD: I cannot say all the members, but in my opinion the con-
versation was general.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And their conversation was directed towards the end of
holding a meeting?

(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: That is right.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was the conversation carried on in French or in English?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: In French. There may have been a mixture, but mostly in
French.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any English spoken at all?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrRoUARD: I believe the three gentlemen are bilingual.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: So far as you can recall it, nearly the entire conversation was
in French?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You have told us that there was a fifth person present.
(Translation)

Mr. GrouaRrD: Not at that time.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You say there was a fifth person present before any dis-
cussion of politics.
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
(Text)

Mr. GReENE: And the person was one of your organizers? Is that correct?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: Organizer and friend, one and the other and one without
the other.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I wish to ask two questions of this witness at
the present time and in order to be completely fair I would like to have a ruling
on them beforehand. I will give you my reasons why I submit they are admis-
sible, if you have any doubts about them. Had you indicated to this organizer
who was with you from your county your intension of changing to the Con-
servative party before you indicated it to the others?

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: I rule that question to be inadmissible, We have
been through the question of organizers and our attitude on it.

Mr. GreENE: I would submit that the question is permissible for this
reason: You sire, have ruled on the question of organizers generally, quite
properly, and I submit and bow to that ruling. But the information that this
particular organizer was there was volunteered by this witness It was not
elicited in any other way. In his examination—and I made very careful notes
at the time—he volunteered the fact that there was an organizer there from his
county.

Mr. NuceNT: The first time I heard it was in reference to the question if
there was anyone else present, anyone at all, and he had to give that information.

Mr. GReeNE: That is exactly the point and I thank my honourable friend.
The question was asked: Was there anyone else present? And in answer the
witness said “Yes, one of my organizers”.

Mr. NucenT: He volunteered the information.

Mr. GrReeNE: He did not have to say who was there. He was asked if any-
one was there and he volunteered the information that there was an organizer

there. So I point out that his organizer was there with the entire group,
apparently.

Mr. NuceNT: I object to Mr. Greene misquoting the evidence The evidence
is clear that the organizer had left before any relevant conversations. I do not
think it is right for any member of parliament to misquote evidence. That was
evidence volunteered in response to a question which the witness was required
to answer. I think the Chairman should ask Mr. Greene to observe some sort

of propriety and remember his position as a member of parliament.
20821—5}
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Mr. GREENE: I thank the hon. member for lecture No. 2. I would point
out that I did not misquote the evidence. What I said was that there was an
organizer there.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Let us come quickly to the point. I suggest to
you that if the witness says that an organizer was not present during the
discussion of political parties, it seems to me it is irrelevant. Ordinarily, the
reason I would consider any question whether he was there is that some
person on the committee might want to have him called as a witness. But in
view of the answers given by Mr. Girouard that he was not present, it seems
to me that this disposes of the matter.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On this point of order, the witness was not present at the
conversation with the four Liberal members, but he was before that time with
the witness, and the witness volunteered his views on politics to the four
Liberal members among whom he included the names of one or two. But
before that he was with one of his organizers. It would be interesting to know
if he talked about his change of political parties with this organizer.

The ActiNngG CHAIRMAN: It would be interesting all right, but the question
is whether it is relevant. I do not doubt that it was very interesting.

Mr. GREENE: Might I point out that all these people were present.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Might I suggest to you that you put a question
to the witness. I do not want to conduct the inquisition—oh I beg your pardon,
I mean the inquiry.

Mr. GREENE: I do not think my inquiry has been any inquisition.

The ActTiNG CHAIRMAN: I suggest that you ask him the question, and if
he says no, then I would think the point was adequately covered.

Mr. GREENE: I only point this out. I am bound by your ruling subsequently,
if it is against me. The five people were all present. The witness has said
his memory of the conversation after three months is not complete. But, he
has said he believes the man had left at the time the conversation with respect
to politics began.

So we also know that that state of the witness’ mind in regard to his
intent at this time is very important, I submit, having an organizer there
present either at the time or immediately before with this entire group,
whether or not this information that was volunteered to these four Liberals
is an act of friendship, whether that information was or was not given to
his own organizer immediately before is surely relevant in the determination
of this.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Mr. Greene, I ruled on this. As I understood it,
this witness said that he thought the fifth person had left.

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, certainly.
(Text)
The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: That is, before any discussions in respect of politics
arose, Is that right?
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: I bow to your ruling, Mr. Chairman.
An hon. MEMBER: Bow to the facts.
Mr. GREENE: When was the next meeting you had with any of these people?
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(Translation)
Mr. GIRoUARD: With whom?
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: With these four people that you had met.
(Translation)
Mr. GIrRoUARD: The next morning.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any further discussion between yourself and any
of these people prior to that meeting?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrRoUARD: No, because I left right away to go home, and I returned to
my office the next day at about ten o’clock, and I received a phone call.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Whom was the phone call from?
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Moreau.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: What did he say?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: He said to me: “Davey was to meet you in his office, Now,

could you come to mine? That’s because it would be better if Mr. Davey were
not seen going into your office”.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Was this in French or English?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I think so.
(Text)
. VALADE: That is about the fifth time you asked the question.
Mr. GREENE: Was that in French or English?
Mr. Girouarp: I think it was in French.
. GREENE: And what did you say in answer to that request?

. GIroUARD: I remember I hesitated a little bit and I said “all right, I
will go over”.

Mr. GreeNE: Did you give any indication to him at that time you still
had a firm resolve you were not interested?

Mr. GirouarDp: Not in that phone call, no.

Mr. GReeNE: You then went to Mr. Moreau’s room?

Mr. GiroUuArD: Correct.

Mr. GREENE: Who was present when you arrived?

Mr. GroUuARD: I think the four members were there.

Mr. GREENE: Are you sure of that,

Mr. GIROUARD: Sure, pretty sure.

Mr. GREENE: No one else?
Mr. GirouaRrD: No.
Mr

. GReENE: How long were you there on this occasion?
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Mr. PiGeoN: You keep repeating the question.
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Just to the best of your belief.

(Translation)

Mr. PRup’'HOMME: Oh, never mind.

Mr. GirouARD: Three quarters of an hour later.
(Text)

Mr. GReENE: During this period of three quarters of an hour the entire
discussion was about polities?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: No, I said at the beginning that we talked of many other
things.
(Text)

Mr. WoorLiaMs: We have had that a million times.

Mr. GREENE: When you first got in there do you recall what was said?
When you first came into the room do you recall what was said?

Mr. GiIrouArD: Not what was the first thing said, no.

Mr. GREENE: What matters of that discussion do you specifically recall
with respect to politics?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I remember perfectly well having said, “I hope that Mr.
Davey is well aware that my intention is to join the Conservative party. I
hope that has been made quite clear to him”.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: This was said before Mr. Davey came in.
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Were there any other political discussions you can recall
before Mr. Davey came in?
(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, I was asked that question. The flag question was dis-
cussed that morning.
(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Were there any other matters that were discussed which
you can think of?
(Translation)
Mr. GmroUuARD: I don't think so.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Can you remember anything that any specific one of these four
people said?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Can you remember anything specifically that you said during
this entire period apart from the one statement?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I remember perfectly well having said the sentence I've
just said. That caution on the subject of my political intention.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Can you recall anything else or is this the only recollection
you have?

(Translation)

Mr. GRouARD: I think that’s the only thing I remembered, because I
considered it to be very important.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Again, can you help us with the amount of time in that 45
minutes that was spent on political discussion and the amount of time spent
on other matters?

(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: I think we waited for Mr. Davey, oh, I don’t know, about
ten or fifteen minutes; and during that time, those fifteen minutes, we spoke
of one thing and another and then, when Mr. Davey was there, twenty minutes,
a half hour...you know...

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Would it be fair to say there were approximately, so far as
you can recall 35 minutes of political discussion? Is that fair?

Mr. GirouarD: That is, as far as I can recall.

Mr. GREENE: You are not too certain of the exact time but it was some-
where in the neighbourhood of 35 minutes?

Mr. GirouarD: Yes, it is possible.

Mr. NUGENT: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, again I hate to bring
this up but I would point out that it is not just Mr. Greene who has rights as
a member of parliament in this committee. During this entire time he has not
brought out a new point or asked a new question. He is deliberately repeating
questions that have been asked two or three times, and the rights of every
member in this committee are affected. We all have rights, one of which is
not to have the Chairman allow a member of a committee to so abuse our
time and our purpose here by deliberately repeating over and over again
questions which have been answered clearly and in detail. Also, I think it
is an abuse of the witness. I would hate to think we are going to conduect our-
selves in this way with any witness appearing before us. If that is the case the
witnesses may expect that every member of the committee in order can ask
all the same questions over and over again. Certainly I think it is up to the
Chairman to protect the rights of the other members from our time being so
abused, as it has been by Mr. Greene during the last 30 minutes.

Mr. GreeNE: I think we can see who is wasting the time of the committee.
But, if the hon. member has any specific questions he wishes to object to
and to which he knows the answers he can verify it by the record.

Mr. NUGeNT: I can in respect of every one of these questions of yours;
they are all on the record.

Mr. GrReeNE: You can object with respect to each question and then we
will check the transcript when it comes out; but, in the meantime I believe that
I, as a member of this committee, am permitted to cover the grounds I deem
essential in respect of this inquiry. I do not believe it is up to the hon.
member to decide whether questions have been answered. As I said, if he
wishes to object to an individual question he can do so.
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The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I must say that I have a certain measure of
sympathy for the point raised by the hon. member. I believe there has been
some repetition. However, I do feel there were a couple of points raised which
might have some bearing. However, Mr. Greene, I would hope you would
move along and get to the gist of the matter.

Mr. WooLLiams: I wonder while Mr. Greene is perusing his notes if we
might at this stage consider whether we are sitting this evening. As you
know, there is a motion before the house at 5 o’clock with respect to the
production of certain papers. Then, I believe on Friday—and we can all smile
at this—some of us will have time to go home. And, I believe there is a
holiday on Monday. It may come to the point of when we may meet again.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: First of all, as I understand it, the question is
when are we going to rise today?

Mr. BEAULE: At 5.30.

Mr. WoorLiams: That might speed Mr. Greene’s cross-examination some-
what.

Mr. LEssARD (Saint-Henri): Five thirty.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Is 5.30 acceptable to the committee?

Mr. P1GEON: At 5 o'clock we discuss Mr. Paul Martineau’s motion.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Will some of the members of the committee be
participating in that debate?

Mr. WooLLiams: It is our motion.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: If it is the wish of some of the members of this
committee to be in the house at the time this motion is heard I think the com-
mittee might accede to your request and take this into consideration when we
are discussing the time to rise.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I would suggest at 4.55.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: Yes. The next question is when do you want to
reconvene?

An hon. MEMBER: Tonight.

An hon. MEMBER: Thursday.

An hon. MEMBER: Eight o'clock

An hon. MEMBER: Tuesday.

Mr. WoorLLiaMms: Some of us have to get back.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I would hope we would not be meeting before
Wednesday. I do not want to delay this because I know certain witnesses have
expressed a desire to get on with it. On the other hand, some of the witnesses
have a long distance to come and Monday being a holiday they may not be
back on Tuesday. Wednesday struck me as good day. But, if you wish to leave
it until Thursday I am in your hands in this regard.

Mr, WoorrLiams: On Wednesday there is caucus.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Tuesday afternoon, I suggest.

Mr. WoorrLiams: That is all right for you, Mr. Grégoire, but if the holiday
is to be of any advantage to anyone in western Canada we would have to
fly back Tuesday morning. A lot of us fly at night over these long distances.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Wednesday is all right with me, Mr. Woolliams.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: It is going to be either Wednesday afternoon or
Thursday morning.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Mr. Chairman, I suggest we will be organized by
Thursday.

Mr. BALCER: Is there no sitting tonight?
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The AcTinG CHAIRMAN: Let us have some order here. Are we meeting next
Wednesday at 3.30 or next Thursday at 10 o’clock?

Mr. BEaULE: I move that we sit next on Thursday at 10 o’clock.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: All those in favour? Contrary?

Mr. PigeoN: There is Mr. Davey to consider.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Davey will be in Ottawa for many years.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: What about the question of sitting tonight?

Mr. PiceoN: Not tonight.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, we have only the one reporter and after
a whole day I think he deserves a rest. We must have pity on him,

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Girouard has been on the stand quite a long
time and if we are going to continue tonight I think out of deference to him
I should let him stand down. As you know, he has been under heavy fire for
quite some time and I think we have a duty toward him. If Mr. Girouard has
any engagement tonight I think he should be granted that courtesy; that is,
if his evidence is not concluded.

Mr. GREENE: I understood the motion was that we would adjourn until
Thursday.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Unless I hear any remarks to the contrary I suggest
we rise at 4.55 and return at 10 o’clock next Thursday.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The ActinGg CHAIRMAN: Will you continue, Mr. Greene; you have 10 minutes.

Mr. GReeNE: During the 35 minutes of political conversation how many
minutes would you say that Mr. Davey was there?
(Translation)

Mr. GiroUuARrD: I couldn’t say. I think Mr. Davey was there with us for

about a half hour. It’s hard to put a time on that, too hard. When Mr. Davey
arrived, the first thing—

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Now, you have told us what you recall about the exact
words that you used to the four Liberal members who were there before
Mr. Davey got there, and there was some discussion of a flag. You say that is
all you can recall in that regard. Can you tell us exactly what you remember

or what words were spoken while Mr. Davey was there either by yourself, the
four members or Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: When Mr. Davey arrived, the first thing which I remember
very well, was to again warn him of my intention to join the Conservative
party.

I also remember his answer, to the effect that anyway, it wasn’t serious,
that he wanted to tell me that the doors to the Liberal party were wide open.

Then the advantages were mentioned, speaking about the defeated Liberal
candidate, that he could take care of him, and that, as for the organizers, there
was no problem, “I could have them changed—"

The advantages of the party in power, the campaign funds—

Those are the main points I remember from the conversation with Mr,
Davey. I think that’s already quite a lot.

(Text)

Mr. GrReENE: That is all you can remember of the conversation during that
period?
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(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: I think that's already quite a lot, yes, that’s quite a lot.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And, this conversation was in English?

(Translation)

Mr. GIroUuARrD: Mr. Davey was speaking in English.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Before he got there was the conversation in English or
French?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaArD: In French most of the time.
(Text)

Mr. GrReeNE: Can you recall any specific words that Mr. Davey spoke or
are you just going by your general recollection?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I remember, quite well, the words:

“Party in power”.
And I remember, quite well,
“Electoral funds”.

I remember these words quite well, because they are so striking. I
remember quite well.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Are there any other specific words that you can recall? Are
there none that you can recall?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: Certainly, many words, the important words in connection
with the statement being about the only ones. I remember he bid me good day.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Any other specific words in respect of political matters that
you can recall were used?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: No, nothing special except what I recalled very well when
I made my statement. At that time, I tried to remember what had happened.
(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Now, is there any reason why you recall these few specific
words and no others of a 35 minute conversation?

(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: I believe it is on account of their importance. One may
easily presume that they were so important as to remain in my memory.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Now, did the other four members talk at all while Mr. Davey
was there, or did they remain mum.

(Translation)

Mr. GirRouARD: They may have spoken about it but they did not say any-
thing of importance regarding this discussion because I do not recall any
significant intervention on the matter.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any discussion with regard to other party matters

besides organization, funds and the flag?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, I do not recall.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Were there any discussions in respect of party policies?
(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: No, besides party policies, most of the discussion was on the
flag issue.
(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I do not want to cut in but I would ask
the steering committee to meet with me tonight so we can prepare the agenda
for the next witness. As you recall, that was left to the steering committee. If
we do that, we can have it lined up when we reconvene.

I am sorry to interrupt you, Mr. Greene, but I would ask the steering com-
mittee to meet in room 16 right after the house reconvenes at 8 o’clock.

Mr. GREGOIRE: Could we ask the steering committee to meet tomorrow
morning instead of tonight?

Mr. GREENE: I think some members are leaving tonight.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: We can meet after our meeting this afternoon, if
you wish.

Our meeting should be very brief. I am sorry, Mr. Greene; would you
please carry on. I am going to suggest we meet at 5.30 in room 16.

Mr. GREENE: Are you suggesting the steeering committee meet at 5.30
in room 167

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: We will meet right here as soon as we break up
from this meeting

Mr. RHEAUME: Come on, Joe, let us go.

Mr. GREENE: There was no discussion of the policy apart from the flag, I
think you have told us.

(Translation)
Mr. GirouArD: I said: I do not recall, but as to another subject matter,

except for the flag issue, as regards general policy, after due consideration,
nothing else did call my attention.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You made no request to know more of the policy that the Lib-
eral party stood for?

(Translation)
Mr. Girouarp: No, the whole time was taken by the flag issue.
(Text)
Mr. GrReeNE: Who commenced the discussion about the flag?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: One of the four members initiated the discussion but I could
not say which one did.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Was there any discussion in regard to the leadership of the
respective parties?

(Translation)
Mr. GiroUuARD: I do not think so.
(Text)

Mr. GreeNE: Was the name of the Leader of the Opposition ever mentioned
by anyone?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIroUuARD: I do not think so.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was the name of the Prime Minister ever mentioned by
anyone?

(Translation)

Mr. GirRouArD: I do not think so.
(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Was there any discussion of the fact that the leadership of
the Liberal party might be more attractive in the province of Quebec?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrouARD: I do not think so.
(Text) -
Mr. GReEENE: You say, “je ne pense pas”. I wonder if you do not remem-
ber. Is it possible that there was such a discussion and you would not
remember?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrouARrD: I do not remember.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any discussion with regard to the acceptability
of the Liberal party in Quebec? As opposed to the Conservative party in
Quebec?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: That is a very hypothetical statement. I believe that if such
a subject had been discussed, I would remember. I do not believe so.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Was there any discussion with regard to your chance of
success of being re-elected under one party as opposed to another party in the
province of Quebec?

(Translation)

That thing, the liberal members, after raising that question, when they
talked about their flag, I think that at some time there was one who said: It
would do very well in Quebec. But there was no discussion on the attraction
of one party or of another in the province of Quebec.

(Text)

Mr. NugenT: How about the price of wheat in China?

Mr. GREENE: The only discussion then that you recall was with regard
to finances and with regard to the words “party in power”?

Mr. GirouArp: “Organization,” “defeated candidates,” “flag”, “think it
over”. That covers pretty well the whole discussion.

Mr. GReEENE: You took an active part in this discussion or was Mr. Davey
doing all the talking?

Mr. Girouarp: Before Mr. Davey came I took part in the discussion on
the question of the flag; when he came he was the one who talked on that
subject.

Mr. GREENE: When he made the statements which you tolq us about as
a witness, did you ask him to enlarge on them or did you ask him what they
meant or what the results would be?
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Mr. GirouARrD: No, and I had a good reason for that.

Mr. GReENE: When he first came in did you inform him why you were
in the room?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: No.

I had no intention of letting him think that I was interested. That is why
I let him explain his business but I was careful not to intervene so as not to
raise his hopes with regard to my intentions.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Did you inform him at that time that there was no point in
having any discussion and that you were only there to please your friends?
(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: Yes, I remember that very well.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You remember very well?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: What words did you use to give that intent to Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I remember saying..... maybe not the exact words.....
I remember saying to him that I had already told my friends that I was joining
the Conservative party and that I wanted to make sure that he understood
that I was coming to the meeting only to please them,

(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: When was the next meeting that you had with any member
of this group?

(Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: A week later, approximately.
(Text)

Mr. GReENE: Could it have been less than a week?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArDp: I think that a week was plenty. If you want, one day more
or less perhaps, but it was approximately one week.

(Text)

Mr. GreEeNE: Could it have been more than a week?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, give or take one day, perhaps.
(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: It could not have been three or four weeks?
Mr. GirouArD: No.

Mr. GrReeENE: Could it have been three weeks?
Mr. Girouarp: No.
Mr. GreeNE: Could it have been two weeks?
Mr. GirouarD: No.

Mr. GReEENE: You are sure then that it was not more than ten days?
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Mr. GIROUARD: As sure as I can be.

Mr. GREENE: As sure as you are of the rest of your evidence concerning
that Thursday?

Mr. GirouARD: Mr. Chairman, listen to that.

Mr. GrReeNE: I withdraw that question. You are sure it could not have
been more than ten days after the meeting with Mr. Davey, so it was somewhere
between seven and ten days.

Mr. GIRoUARD: Something around seven days.

Mr. GREENE: During that period between the meeting with Mr. Davey and
the time you had some further communication with Mr. Moreau, did you have
any telephone conversations or meetings?

Mr. Girouarp: What is the question?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I suggest you put the question again because the
witness does not understand it. I also suggest it be the last question.

Mr. GREENE: Was that meeting you had with Mr. Moreau some seven days
after the meeting with Mr. Davey?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREENE: Where would that have taken place?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouARrD: In the corridor on the fourth floor of the West Block, near

the door to my office, 423.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Was it a casual meeting or was it arranged?

(Translation)
Mr. GirRouARD: That was accidental, because we were both coming back
from the House, I believe. At any rate, I was coming back from the House.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Were there any telephone communications apart from that
meeting?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: The meeting will adjourn until next Thursday at
ten o’clock, and I would ask the steering committee to please stand by for a
moment.
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Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Kleinbeaubsﬁmtedforthatotm
f Jewett on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections. il

% THURSDAY, May 21, 1964.

: Ordered—That the name of Mr. Chapdelaine be substituted torthatd‘*
| Mr. Olson on the Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOKD







MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, May 21, 1964.
(8)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections met at 10.05 o’clock
a.m. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Miss Jewett and Messrs. Balcer, Beaulé, Cameron (High
Park), Cashin, Chrétien, Crossman, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Lessard
(Saint-Henri), Marcoux, Martineau, Mullally, Nielsen, Nugent, O’Keefe, Olson,
Paul, Pennell, Pigeon, Prud’homme, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent,
Woolliams—(29).

In attendance: Mr. Gérard Girouard, M.P.

Also in attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel and
Parliamentary interpreters interpreting.

On motion of Mr. Francis, seconded by Mr. Prud’homme,

Resolved,—That the Committee be empowered to print 800 copies in Eng-
lish and 400 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

The Acting Chairman instructed the Clerk of the Committee to read the
Third Report of the subcommittee.

THIRD REPORT

WEDNESDAY, May 20, 1964.

The Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure of the Standing Committee on
Privileges and Elections met at 10.30 o’clock a.m. this day. The Acting Chair-
man, Mr. Larry Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Dubé, Fisher, Grégoire, Greene, Pennell.

Your subcommittee recommends:

1. That the witnesses to be called should appear in the following order:
Next to Mr. Girouard, M.P., Mr. Moreau, M.P., then Mr. Davey, followed

by the other three liberal Members mentioned during the previous sittings of
the Committee, i.e. Messrs. McNulty, Gray and Macaluso.

2. After completing his evidence, a witness should be subject to be re-
called at the will of the Committee,

And debate arising thereon, Mr. Martineau seconded by Mr. Paul moved, in
amendment thereto, that Mr. Keith Davey be called as a witness immediately
after Mr. Girouard has completed his testimony.

And the question being put on the said amendment, it was negatived on
the following division:

Yeas: Messrs. Balcer, Marcoux, Martineau, Nugent, Olson, Paul, Pigeon,
Rhéaume, Scott, Valade, Vincent, Woolliams—12.

; Nays: Miss Jewett, Messrs. Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Cashin, Chré-
tien, Crossman, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Lessard (Saint-Henri),
Mullally, O’Keefe, Prud’homme, Rochon—15.
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The Acting Chairman ruled out of order, a question posed by Mr. Grégoire
to Mr. Girouard.

Whereupon Mr. Grégoire appealed the decision of the Chair.

And the question being put by the Acting Chairman: “Shall the decision of
the Chair be sustained?”

It was decided in the affirmative on the following division:

Yeas: Miss Jewett, Messrs. Cameron (High Park), Cashin, Crossman, Fran-
cis, Greene, Mullally, Nielsen, Nugent, O’Keefe, Paul, Pigeon, Rhéaume, Scott,
Valade, Woolliams—186.

Nays: Messrs. Beaulé, Chrétien, Fisher, Grégoire, Lessard (Saint-Henri),
Prud’homme, Rochon—7.

Mr. Fisher moved, seconded by Mr. Greene, that the witness, Mr. Girouard,
M.P., be dismissed and that Mr. Moreau, M.P., be called as the next witness.

And debate arising thereon, Mr. Nielsen, seconded by Mr. Valade, moved
as in amendment thereto that Mr. Davey be called as witness immediately after
Mr. Moreau is heard.

Both the mover and seconder of the main motion agreed to their motion
being so amended.

Whereupon the question being put on the said motion as amended, it was
decided on the following division:

Yeas: Miss Jewett, Messrs. Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Cashin, Chré-
tien, Crossman, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Lessard (Saint-Henri),
Mullally, Nielsen, O’Keefe, Paul, Prud’homme, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent,
Woolliams—21.

Nays: Messrs. Nugent, Pigeon, Rhéaume—3.

His examination being concluded, the witness, Mr. Girouard, M.P., with-
drew.

At 12.05 o’clock p.m. on motion of Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Rochon,
the Committee adjourned until 3.30 o’clock p.m. this day.

AFTERNOON SITTING
(9)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections reconvened at 3.35
o’'clock p.m. this day. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcer, Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Cashin,
Chrétien, Crossman, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Klein, Lessard (Saint-
Henri), Marcoux, Mullally, Nielsen, Nugent, O’Keefe, Paul, Pennell, Pigeon,
Prud’homme, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent, Woolliams (27).

In attendance: Mr. Moreau, M.P.

Also in attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Parliamentary Counsel and Par-
liamentary interpreters interpreting.

At the opening of this afternoon’s sitting the Acting Chairman informed the
Committee that there would be no French shorthand reporter available this
afternoon.

And debate arising thereon, Mr. Greene moved, seconded by Mr. Scott,
that the Committee proceed and examine the English speaking witnesses that
have already been called to appear, it is to say Messrs. Moreau and Davey.
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And the question being put on the said motion, it was resolved, by a show
of hands, in the affirmative: yeas, 14; nays, 0.
The second witness, Mr. Moreau, was then called, sworn and examined.

The examination of the witness continuing, Mr. Francis moved, seconded
by Mr. Grégoire, that the Committee sit this evening.

And the question being put on the said motion, it was resolved, by a
show of hands, in the affirmative: yeas, 15; nays, 8.

At 5.45 o'clock p.m. the Committee adjourned until 7.30 o’clock p.m.
this day.

EVENING SITTING
(10)

The Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections reconvened at 7.45
o’clock p.m. this day. The Acting Chairman, Mr. Pennell, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcer, Beaulé, Cameron (High Park), Cashin,
Chapdelaine, Chrétien, Crossman, Fisher, Francis, Greene, Grégoire, Klein,
Lessard (Saint-Henri), Marcoux, Mullally, Nielsen, Nugent, O’Keefe, Paul,
Pennell, Pigeon, Prud’homme, Rhéaume, Rochon, Scott, Valade, Vincent,
Woolliams (28).

In attendance: Mr. Maurice J. Moreau, M.P.

Also in attendance: Parliamentary interpreters interpreting.

The Committee resumed examining the witness, Mr. Moreau, M.P.

The Committee discussed the date of its next sitting.

Whereupon Mr. Grégoire moved, seconded by Mr. Prud’homme, that when

the Committee adjourn this evening it stay adjourned until 3.30 o’clock p.m.
on Monday, May 25, 1964.

And debate arising thereon, the question being put on the said motion, it
was, by a show of hands, negatived: yeas, 8; Nays, 13.
Further discussion took place on a tentative date for the next sitting.

Whereupon Mr. Rhéaume moved, seconded by Mr. Marcoux, that the Com~
mittee sit at 10.00 o’clock a.m. on Tuesday, May 26, 1964.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said motion, it was
resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative: Yeas, 17; Nays, 0.

And the examination of the witness continuing, at 9.55 o’clock p.m. the
Committee adjourned until 10.00 o’clock a.m. on Tuesday, May 26, 1964,

Maxime Guitard,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

THURSDAY, May 21, 1964.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I call the committee to order. It has been brought
to my attention that while a motion was passed approving that copies of our
proceedings be printed in both English and French, there was an apparent
oversight, and the number to be printed in both languages was not designated.
I felt this should be dealt with at once. For your guidance, might I say that
last year this committee published 800 in English and 400 in French; and in
1962 there were 800 in English and 250 in French. The Chair would be pleased
to entertain a motion to determine the matter.

Mr. Francis: I move that we print 800 copies in English and 400 copies in
French.

Mr. PigeoN: I second the motion.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: You have all heard the motion moved by Mr. Francis
and seconded by Mr. Pigeon. All those in favour? Contrary minded? I declare
the motion agreed to.

Motion agreed to.

There was a meeting of the subcommittee and I shall ask the clerk to
read the report of it. Before any comment is made concerning it, or any motion,
perhaps you would permit the Chair to make one brief comment.

CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE:

Third report (see Minutes of Proceedings, morning sitting), May 21,
1964.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: May the Chair be permitted a word of explanation
as to the thinking behind calling Mr. Moreau as the next witness to be followed
by Mr. Davey. Mr. Moreau has been more or less throughout the proceedings
at Mr. Girouard’s hand. It was he who made the phone calls and set up the
meetings, and it was he who was present when the discussions took place
with Mr. Davey, and at the subsequent discussion with Mr. Girouard, when
the relations were terminated. Therefore it was felt that Mr. Moreau should
follow.

(Translation)

Mr. PigeoN: Mr. Chairman, it had been well understood, at the very first
meeting, that, following Mr. Girouard, Mr. Davey would be the second witness
to appear before the Committee. I wonder why some want Mr. Moreau to be
heard before Mr. Davey. I even believe that Mr. Davey is anxious to appear
before the Committee. Therefore, I wonder for what reasons some want to have
Mr. Moreau called before Mr. Davey.

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It was felt by those present when the motion was
made to call Mr. Moreau and then Mr. Davey, that Mr. Moreau having been
present through the whole proceedings should be able to state clearly in front
of the committee the story from the other side, and then Mr. Davey would be
called. No proposed witnesses were consulted, and Mr. Davey has the right to

follow Mr. Girouard in the box. I thought I would explain the thinking behind
the motion.
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Mr. VALADE: The only objection is that we are here on terms of reference
on a question of privilege from the house to study both the declarations by Mr.
Davey and Mr. Girouard, and in terms of the reference there was no mention of
Mr. Moreau at that time. I do not think it would be in order to change the
procedure actually because of events developing in this committee. I think we
should follow the original plan.

Mr. NUGENT: I find it difficult to understand how the committee can decide
to call Mr. Moreau. In so far as the whole committee was concerned there were
only two witnesses initially who were going to be called by this committee.
We have not decided in the committee to call any more. The committee decided
to call Mr. Girouard and Mr. Davey, but no other names initially came up, and
there was no decision by the full committee to call anyone else, so I think that
the action of the subcommittee was a little premature. I do not see the name of
any Conservative at that committee meeting, and I wonder why. I know that
Mr. Woolliams was out of town.

Mr. WoorLLiAMS: As the Chairman knows, I stated that I would be away
on Wednesday. I do not know if the committee was notified about a substitu-
tion. I am not complaining about it. I believe somebody did move to call Mr.
Davey next. I think that is the procedure we should follow. There have been
certain statements made by the present witness and we did not oppose the fact
that Mr. Girouard be called first. There seemed to be an understanding that
Mr. Davey would follow him. I am surprised that he is not to be called next.
It seems to me that this would give him an opportunity to hear what Mr.
Girouard and Mr. Moreau would say, so that he might fit and shape his words
to answer those particular witnesses. I am not questioning his integrity at the
moment. But I say it is only natural if he hears other witnesses, then he can
answer them because he knows what they have already said. I think Mr. Davey
should come as the next witness so that we know what he has to say.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I think it was accepted by the committee that Mr. Davey
would be called immediately after Mr. Girouard had concluded his testimony.
Therefore I move seconded by Mr. Paul, that Mr. Keith Davey be called as a
witness immediately after Mr. Girouard has completed his testimony.

Mr. FISHER: As a member of the steering committee and believing that I
have been given the proper recommendations I would have to vote against this
motion, because I think in the interest of continuity Mr. Moreau’s appearance is
the right one. Most of the information we have received, and most of the ques-
tioning which all of us carried out really focussed on the encounter between Mr.
Girouard and Mr, Moreau, and what was said by Mr. Moreau. We have heard a
great deal about their friendship and intimacy. It seems to me that it is quite
proper that now, in order to keep it in continuity, we should get Mr. Moreau's
position before we turn to Mr. Davey. For that reason I would vote against the
motion.

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): I support Mr. Fisher. I am going to vote against
the motion. I have no recollection that this committee decided that Mr. Davey
should be called after Mr. Girouard. What is the purpose of having witnesses
present if they cannot hear what the opposition is saying. That is a proper and
regular procedure to follow. And I would go further and say that the other
three members who were at the Interprovincial hotel are the linchpin in this
whole thing, and we should have that intermediate evidence before we hear
from Mr. Davey. For these reasons I shall vote against the motion.

Mr. BaLcer: What I have to say is that the interest of this committee is
focussed on what Mr. Girouard is saying, and on what Mr. Davey will be
saying. I think that maybe after listening to Mr. Davey the committee may
stop right there. Otherwise we might stretch the sittings of this committee for
a month. We might as well have Mr. Davey. That was my understanding. There
is nothing unfair in doing so.
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Mr. WoorLLiaAmMs: Might I speak to the matter again. This matter really
arose, and we are here because of April 28, 1964. We do not know whether
Mr. Davey was misquoted or not, but he may not have had the same interview
with the press which was covered in the Ottawa Journal and other newspapers
across the country. The press clipping reads:

Keith Davey, national organizer for the Liberal Party, today bluntly
and flatly denied charges he’d discussed campaign funds or money with
Gérard Girouard, MP for Labelle.

Mr. Girouard, who switched from the Social Credit to the Conserv-
ative party recently, charged Monday that Mr. Davey offered money
for election campaigning.

Steps are being taken to air the issue in a commons committee—a
move Mr. Davey says he welcomes.

He said Mr. Girouard’s statement to the house “contains many
inaccuracies.”

“For instance, at no time in my conversation with Mr. Girouard
was there any discussion of campaign funds or money of any kind.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order—
The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

Mr. GReeNE: Mr. Woolliams is purporting to be arguing a motion relative
to a point of order and he is apparently reading volumes of a newspaper into
the record which have nothing to do with it.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I would hope that we might have starting this
morning’s proceeding by restraining ourselves a bit. Mr. Woolliams is speaking
I hope to the point of order. I wish the members of the committee would ponder
their adjectives before they use them. It might help matters considerably.

Mr. GReeNE: Is the Chair ruling that this newspaper article is relevant
to the motion which is before the committee now?

The ActingG CHAIRMAN: I notice the article he is reading does not appear
to be a very long one. I think it is somewhat germane to the point of order
as to the order of witnesses, but I hope he will conclude quickly.

Mr. CameRON (High Park): What relevancy does it have to the motion?

Mr. WooLLiaMs: It was as a result of this article that the whole statement
was made by Mr. Girouard. Mr. Davey continued:

I ‘completely deny this allegation. While this is the most serious
error in Mr. Girouard’s statement, there are others, including his sug-

gested reason why his bid to join the Liberal party was rejected,” said
Mr. Davey.

I am going to pause there. The statement says that he was rejected by
the Liberal party, but Mr. Girouard categorically denies it. If this newspaper
article had not appeared, there never would have been this committee looking
into the matter. It was that relevancy. Therefore I suggest that Mr. Davey
should come forward and give his evidence at this stage. There should be no
opposition to it, surely what has he got to hide? I continue:

“Because of the serious nature of some of the accusations, the publie
should realize that as Mr. Girouard’s statements were made on the
floor of the House of Commons, he has complete legal immunity.

“This statement, of course, is not similarly privileged,” Mr. Davey
said.

_ Mr. Knowles moved the motion to look into the matter raised by Mr.
Girouard on April 27. Surely it naturally follows that if Mr. Davey comes
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forward and give his evidence as to the facts, this might wind up the thing
very expeditiously. It may be that there is some difference in the evidence of
Mr. Girouard, and that Mr. Davey has been misquoted in the newspapers, and
that he never said that Mr. Girouard was rejected by the Liberals. It may be
that he will agree with Mr. Girouard’s evidence, and if he does so, there is
no use in calling other witnesses. Maybe some members of parliament would
be very embarrassed, and it is not relevant. Why should they be embarrassed?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It seems to me that most of you are satisfied in
your own minds how you feel the matter should be dealt with so far as the
order of witnesses is concerned. I hope we will be able to resolve this matter
very quickly. Perhaps if one or two more speak then we may have a vote.

Mr. RHEAUME: My question is on a technical and procedural point. I do not
think the committee decided to call Mr. Moreau. The whole committee decided
to call Mr. Girouard and Mr. Davey definitely. We presented that two part
motion which reads first not only that Mr. Davey will be the witness, but that
Mr. Moreau be heard first. This makes it a double-barrelled motion, because
not only does it introduce a new witness, but a new order in which witnesses
shall be heard. I do not think it is fair for this committee to have that kind of
two part motion which can be interpreted towards anyone’s ends.

(Translation)

Mr. PAuL: Mr. Chairman, following Mr. Knowles’ motion in the House, for
the study of two statements, one by the member for Labelle and the other by
Mr. Davey, the Committee will soon have ...

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am sorry to interrupt but the interpreter says he
cannot hear you. Would you kindly speak up and raise your voice, please?
(Translation)

Mr. PAuL: When Mr. Knowles made his motion in the House, the purpose
was to investigate two statements, one by Mr. Girouard, member for Labelle,
the other by Mr. Davey. If we are practical ... I believe we will soon have
finished with Mr. Girouard’s evidence, it would of course be logical to hear
Mr. Davey immediately, and thus in the light of Mr. Davey’s statements and
evidence, if the Committee deems it advisable to question other witnesses like
Mr. Moreau and other members, it could do so. In my opinion, that is how we
should proceed, if we want to do what the House has asked us to do. I think
we should first question Mr. Davey. That is why I have seconded the motion
of the honourable member for Pontiac-Témiscamingue, so that we may proceed
in an orderly fashion and follow the instructions given to us by the House
with regard to this matter.

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chrétien wishes to speak next.
(Translation)

Mr. CHRETIEN: On that motion, I think that the other day, in the course of
our proceedings, we agreed that the Steering Committee would determine in
what order the witnesses would be heard, and that was done; according to
Mr. Fisher's statement, the Steering Committee has examined certain matters
relative to the question and has arrived at that conclusion. In the second
place, it is logical that we know exactly what has happened in the interval
between the meetings at the Interprovincial Hotel and the discussions in the
office of the member for York-Scarborough.—

It is therefore logical that we follow the chronological sequence and it is
in order that we vote on the motion made by the member for Pontiac-Témis-
camingue,
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(Text)

Mr. Piceon: I think it is very important to have Mr. Davey as our next
witness. I am surprised to see a few members opposing the idea. I do not know
why we are anxious to ask questions of the chief organizer of the party.

(Translation)
Mr. PRUp’HOMME: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I would point out to Mr. Woolliams, that, as
an eminent barrister in the province of Alberta, I believe he would in the
normal course of events at a trial on an issue such as this wish to call the
evidence in chronological order. I would point out that there would be a very
distinct gap in the evidence if we jumped at this time to Mr. Davey. We would
not have any other evidence of what was given before the Davey meeting,
namely, the meeting at the hotel in Hull, except Mr. Girouard’s evidence. In
normal trial procedure I feel sure my honourable friend would bring first
things first. I realize that my honourable friends opposite are very anxious
to get at the target but I think it might be preferable if they waited until
they got all the facts that are available from all the witnesses who were present
at the earlier meetings, so that the background would be completely filled in,
in a normal chronological manner.

I think there is no question that Mr. Davey will give evidence, and that
all these people will have to give evidence. That is a rather specious argument.
There are questions of credibility here which are quite obvious, and unless my
honourable friends do not want all the evidence in, it would appear that at
first sight all persons present at the conversations would have to give evidence,
if it is the truth we are seeking in this inquiry.

The ActinGg CHAIRMAN: I shall put the question.

Mr. NuGeNT: The Chair still has not answered my inquiry about the
steering committee meeting and why there was not a Conservative member
present. I do not know if anyone was notified. And in respect of Mr. Greene’s
point about the chronological order, I said at a previous meeting, that if we
were really interested bringing this evidence forward in a chronological manner,
in a logical order, we should have Mr. Davey, and I still think we should have
him. And after calling other witnesses now, it seems strange that we would be
bringing next witnesses who might corroborate the evidence one way or the
other. Who is to be called among the people involved, if the committee feels
that there is a need to call other witnesses to straighten out the matter, in
the discussions between witnesses, If we feel that some of the evidence which
might be given has to do with some other time rather than with the conversa-
tion between these two, they could be called. But how Mr. Greene with a
straight face can put forward that kind of argument, I fail to comprehend. As
a lawyer he should be more interested in a logical approach.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I am putting the motion. It is Mr. Martineau’s
motion as to the calling of witnesses, and this should normally determine the
will of the committee as to what witnesses they desire.

(Translation)

Mr. MARcOUX: Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking the floor. I do not
think that two parties were represented at the meeting of the Steering Com-
mittee and I have not heard it said that we had been invited. The only thing I
remember is that, at a meeting held here, it was agreed that the second witness
would be Mr. Davey. Some even wondered why. We were told: that matter was
considered by the Steering Committee. So, we had to submit gracefully because,
in spite of the fact that Mr. Girouard’s statement had been read, in spite of
the fact that the very intelligent members here present knew the sequence of
events, it had been decided that Mr. Davey would be the second witness.
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I do not see why we should change from one day to the next the order in
which we are to hear the witnesses. Otherwise, it is useless to come here and
to make decisions, it is useless to vote. That is why I agree with Mr. Martineau’s
motion, not because I am against one more than the other or that I am for one
more than for the other, but it has been said that we would abide by the deci-
sions that we had made.

(Text)
Mr. CAMERON (High Park): When did we decide to call Mr. Davey immedi-
ately after Mr. Girouard?

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: The transcript will confirm this. I am speaking
subject to correction by Mr. Pigeon, but I recollect hearing just the contrary.
Mr. Pigeon said that he would bow to the motion, if they were satisfied that
Mr. Davey be called not merely as a witness but as the next witness.

Mr. PiGeon: I support Mr. Marcoux’s motion.

Mr. NUGENT: My motion was that Mr. Davey be called as the witness
rather than just be invited to attend.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: That is right.

Mr. NUGENT: Since the committee only had two witnesses, and still only
has two witnesses, there should be no other interpretation. I do not see how it
could be interpreted in any other way.

Mr. WooLLiaAMS: I do not see why we should be cut off in our discussion.
It is my understanding that there are only two witnesses at the present time
that we have decided to call, namely, Mr. Girouard, and Mr. Davey. Let no one
deny that. That is surely clear before this committee. That was the situation.
Now you have had a steering committee meeting knowing full well that I was
away at the time.

(Translation)
Mr. Prup’HOMME: Come on, come on, let's be serious.

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am not putting the steering committee’s motion.
I am dealing with Mr. Martineau’s motion.

Mr. WoorLrLiams: That is right, but this motion would never have arisen
if the steering committee had not come forward with its report this morning,
read by you. As far as I am concerned there were two witnesses to be called.
This is a pretty hot procedural shakeup by the Liberal party and their friends.

Mr. RHEAUME: I seconded the motion, and I want to explain what I under-
stood at the time. The issue that was debated at length before the committee
was the one which I put as protagonist in this matter, and that was that Mr.
Davey should be heard first. There was a feeling among many people in the
committee at the time concerning Mr. Davey and for the reasons which have
been elaborated upon already. There was a feeling in another part of the com-
mittee at the time concerning Mr. Girouard when the motion was put. First of
all, the committee accepted that Mr. Girouard be heard first. The implication
was that we would hear the two main contenders and not hear just one of
them and then begin to corroborate a story we have not even heard yet from
Mr. Davey. There are no two ways about it. Are we going to pass motions upon
an understanding in this committee only to have the Liberal majority subse-
quently out-vote us at another opportunity so that we do not know from one
committee meeting to the next what is going to happen? Is the preponderance
gfﬂ Liberals going to out-vote us? If so, we may as well call the whole thing




PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 171

(Translation)

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman, the reason for our meeting is that a member
of the House of Commons has risen on a question of privilege, protesting that
a political organizer had, according to him, insulted him and that his word had
been doubted.

I believe Mr. Davey should have been the first witness. Mr. Girouard, to
my way of thinking, in accepting to be heard first placed himself in a more
difficult position than that in which he would have found himself had he been
the third or fourth witness to be heard.—In all fairness to Mr. Girouard, in all
fairness also to the members of this Committee, I believe that it is very im-
portant that Mr. Davey be questioned. The matter has been settled the other
day.—The Committee has had the opportunity to discuss the matter. I do not
see why, to day, Mr. Davey, or Mr. Davey’s friends, are trying to protect him
as long as possible, so that the truth about the matter is not revealed too
soon.

Mr. Chairman ...

Mr. PigeoN: Mr. Chairman...

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Mr. Grégoire is next.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, frankly, I do not mind who is going to be
our first witness. I can assure our Conservative friends of our full support and
also that Mr. Davey will be a witness, that he will be called as a witness. Now,
it does not matter who is going to appear first. I suggest we take a vote at
once. I move for a vote.

Mr. PiceoN: We have the right to speak to that motion.

Mr. PRUD'HOMME: It is time ...

Mr. PiGeoN: I think it is in the public interest that Mr. Davey should
appear as a witness before the committee. I wonder why members of the

Government try to hide Mr. Davey. Do they not want him to appear before
the committee?

Mr. RocHON: Mr. Chairman, we have nothing, Mr. Chairman, we have
nothing to hide, absolutely nothing.

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Order, order, order. Let me read to you from page
10 of the minutes of the proceedings. The reason I have not circulated them
is that the copies in French are not yet available.

The Acting Chairman instructed the Clerk of the committee to
send the appropriate letters to both Messrs. Girouard and Davey.

The subcommittee feels it is now too early to establish a schedule
of the witnesses to be called according to priority and to the chronologi-
cal order of the events that took place. However, the subcommittee
prefers to defer this decision after each sitting of the committee,

Thereupon Mr. Greene moved, seconded by Mr. Francis,

That the above report dated Friday, May 8, be adopted as read.

And debate arising Mr. Pigeon moved, seconded by Mr. Balcer,

That the motion be amended and that the order in which the
witnesses are to appear be changed and that Mr. Keith Davey be
called first and Mr. Girouard second.

After debate thereon, the question being put on the said proposed
amendment, it was, by a show of hands, negatived; yeas: 7; nays: 18,

and debate continuing on the main motion,
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Mr. Nugent moved, seconded by Mr. Rhéaume,

That the said report be amended to include the following:

“That Mr. Keith Davey be summoned to appear before the standing
committee on privileges and elections, as a witness”.

After further debate, the question being put on the said amend-
ment, it was resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative; yeas:
24; nays: nil

And the question being put on the main motion as amended, it
was resolved, by a show of hands, in the affirmative; yeas: 19; nays: 1.

I speak, subject to correction from Mr. Pigeon, but I believe that it was Mr.
Pigeon who took exception because we had not stated that Mr. Davey was to
be the second witness, since he had moved it earlier. I thought I should read
this minute to the committee.

(Translation)

Mr. PiGeoN: Mr. Chairman, it was decided at the committee that Mr.
Girouard would be called as a witness first. The original discussion was to
decide whether Mr. Davey or Mr. Girouard would be the first witness.

Mr. PRuD’HOMME: That’s right—

Mr. PigeoN: Then, after Mr. Girouard was to have given his evidence, I
think it was well understood that Mr. Davey would be the second witness.

Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no.

Mr. PiGceoN: I think we feel, as members of this committee, that it is in
the public interest and it was well understood that Mr. Davey would be the
second witness. Why would the Members of our Government want to hide
Mr. Davey? It is our right to call Mr. Davey as a witness, as the next witness.
We believe in the Bill of Rights, and we want Mr. Davey to appear. The Gov-
ernment is afraid to call Mr. Davey before this committee because truth will
come out. Mr. Davey mentioned campaign funds and patronage. He spoke about
many things. We want to know the truth, and it is our right to find out.

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Mr. Martineau, are you asking me to put your
motion to a vote? I am leaving it up to you, Mr. Martineau.

Mr. MARTINEAU: I want the motion disposed of after the discussion has
been completed.

Mr. RHEAUME: May I make a brief comment?
Mr. Francis: What is the order of speakers, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. RHEAUME: Mr. Chairman, I know the minutes only record the actual
motion but you will recall that I suggested the following possibility at the time,
and what I am worried about now is that the committee can decide to call
Mr. Moreau or anyone else who is a secondary witness, and then decide that
there is no question of privilege, put the motion that the committee be disbanded
and by sheer weight of numbers have the Grits and their friends out-vote us
so that we would not get Mr. Davey as a witness.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: If the motion carries that Mr. Davey be heard, as
far as the Chairman is concerned he will be called.

Mr. RHEAUME: They out-voted you once before when you made a ruling;
your own party decided, for practical purposes, to over rule you.

Mr. GREENE: I had my hand up long before Mr. Rhéaume wished to take
the floor. I would point out that the motion very clearly says that the witnesses
will be called in chronological order. Some of the speakers over here have
attempted to misinform the committee this morning.
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Mr. NUGENT: Name them, Mr. Greene, and say how they misinformed the
committee.

Mr. GREENE: It very clearly says, “in chronological order”, and it was
passed that way. The Conservative members of this committee have been very
anxious to delay proceedings.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

Mr. GReeNE: I have the floor.

Mr. VaLADE: This is a political speech.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: We are turning this into a shambles. We went
through this procedure before. Obviously this is a very simple question.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I have the floor and the Conservative members
have been permitted to ramble at large.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: You may have the floor but I am the Chairman,
Mr. Greene. Let us have that clear. Order, order, gentlemen. Everyone knows
in his heart that it is a simple matter which can be resolved very quickly.
This prolonged debate is not going to change the ultimate voting. I am not
going to cut off the debate at this moment, but let us have some order here
and let us not give opinions on why another man is arguing the way he is;
let us just state facts and get on with the motion.

Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I have made a motion
which was seconded by Mr. Rochon that the question be put now. That calls
for a vote. Do you not agree, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GREENE: I would just like to finish because I have the floor. I would
point out that Mr. Davey must be called, so that the arguments that we are
going to hide him for political purposes are completely specious. I would point
out that apparently the Conservative members of this committee are very
anxious not to hear these other witnesses. They have been putting accusations

on the record and using this for political purposes. We want to hear all of
the witnesses and all of the truth.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Order, order, please speak to the Chair.
Mr. VALADE: Be polite.

Mr. BALcer: I disagree entirely with Mr. Greene. The honour of Mr.
Davey is at stake and we want to give him the opportunity to clear his name
as soon as possible.

Miss JEWETT: Please put the question, Mr. Chairman.
Some hon. MEMBERS: Question, question!
The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Order.

Mr. GrREGOIRE: I would like to ask you if you accepted my motion.

Mr. WooLLiAmMs: Mr. Chairman, I should like to speak on a procedural
matter and keep it impersonal, if I might, for a moment. We have a motion
before the committee that Mr. Davey be called as a witness. That is the only
motion in reference to the witness. We have no motion to call anyone else as a
witness. Surely the committee must finish up the business it started out with.
I say that we must now proceed by calling Mr. Davey because the committee
has already voted on it. There are only two witnesses: Mr. Girouard on the
one hand and Mr. Davey on the other. If there are two witnesses, one and one
make two, and so it must follow that Mr. Davey must follow Mr. Girouard,
and there is no other motion to call any other witnesses. If we proceed in any
other way, then I say, Mr. Chairman, we are totally out of order. I am going
to repeat this: We have a motion that Mr. Girouard be called first and a mo-

tion that Mr. Davey be called as a witness. There are only two witnesses.
20823—2
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Surely one should follow the other in chronological order. That is procedural.
Surely we would not be in order if we called any other witnesses.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question, question!

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: I am going to put Mr. Martineau’s motion to a
vote.

Mr. Pi1GeoN: Mr. Chairman, if this committee can be assured that we will
have Mr. Davey as the next witness, then it is important to know the facts and
to know the truth. Mr. Davey made a statement to the press concerning
patronage and so on.

The AcTiING CHAIRMAN: Let us not have any of this. If Mr. Martineau
wants this put as an amendment to the steering committee motion, then Mr.
Davey would definitely be the next witness. Is that what you want?

Mr. MARTINEAU: What is your suggestion, Mr. Chairman?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Do you want to put your motion as an amend-
ment that the committee recommend that Mr. Moreau be called, then Mr.
Davey and then the three other members of parliament would follow him,
so that Mr. Davey would be the third witness? Your motion does not deal
with that; your motion stands by itself and I am prepared to let it stand by
itself.

Mr. MARTINEAU: You should, Mr. Chairman.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am prepared to do it. I will put the question.

Mr. NUGeENT: I still think the committee, having once decided that there
were two witnesses to be called, should take the logical step of finding out,
after we have heard those two witnesses, if there are any other witnesses to
be called. I have not heard anything in support of the committee’s recom-
mendation that Mr. Moreau should be called rather than one of the others
because they were all there. How can the committee pretend to be fair or to
be interested in the truth when they do not call Mr. Davey next. The
appearance of the next witnesses may not be necessary at all after we hear
Mr. Davey. The hearing of his evidence is a necessary step before we can
possibly decide how many other, or if any other, witnesses should be called.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I have a motion from Mr. Martineau and I will
put it to you.
Mr. VALADE: I want to say something on this point of order.

Mr. GREENE: This is a filibuster.

Mr. Varape: I take exception to the remark made by Mr. Greene. He is
the one who has been filibustering the committee since the beginning of its
hearings. The Chair has placed itself in a very bad position in the public’s
mind by making a statement which was made this morning in the committee
and publicly admitting that there were no members of the opposing party
at the steering committee meeting.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am not dealing with the report of the steering
committee. The motion has nothing to do with the steering committee report.

Mr. VALADE: This was pursuant to the statement made by the Chair this
morning. It is a very bad thing for the committee to take such an action
knowing that there were no members of the opposition party present at the
steering committee meeting. It was a bad time to recommend to this com-
mittee that there would be a change in the order of the witnesses. This
committee is considering a case of public importance and public interest, and
if we change this order we will show the public that Mr. Davey is afraid to
be the next witness before this committee.

Mr. CasHiN: That is out of order.
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The ActinG CHAIRMAN: I will read the proceedings of this committee
from which it is clear that Mr. Pigeon moved, seconded by Mr. Balcer, that
Mr. Davey be called as the next witness. That was defeated in the committee.
A motion was then made and carried according to which Mr. Davey should
be definitely included as a witness. That disposes of the point whether Mr.

. Davey should be heard as a witness or not. If the motion carries he will be

heard.

Mr. VALADE: I did not finish my point. My point is that we as a com-
mittee should hear members of parliament and should not place too much
importance on hearsay evidence by somecne outside of parliament who has
nothing to do with parliament. If we minimize the importance of Mr. Davey’s
statement to confirm statements made by members of parliament, then I
think we could as well adjourn parliament as a whole because members of
parliament are not accorded any privileges by the present administration. I
do not think this is an impression we should leave.

Mr. MArRCOUX: Question, Mr. Chairman.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: If this motion carries, it will determine the
matter; if it does not, I will.proceed with the hearing of evidence at this time.
I will put the question on the motion as put by Mr. Martineau, seconded
by Mr. Balcer, that Mr. Keith Davey be called as a witness immediately
after Mr. Girouard has completed his testimony. All those in favour?

CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE: Messrs. Woolliams, Nugent, Rhéaume, Balcer,
Valade, Pigeon, Vincent, Paul, Martineau, Scott, Olson, Marcoux. Contrary?
Crossman, Fisher, Greene, Chrétien, Mullally, Rochon, Cashin,, Grégoire,

O’Keefe, Francis, Cameron (High Park), Beaulé, Miss Jewett, Prud’homme,
Lessard (Saint-Henri).

Motion negatived: Yeas, 12; nays, 15.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: I declare the motion lost.

Mr. Girouard informs the Chair he wants to raise a point of privilege
regarding a press statement.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaRrDp: I raise a question of privilege. I am doing this without any

grudge. I believe every member of this committee has been able to read in the
press—

(Text)
The Acting CHAIRMAN: No translation.
(Translation)
Mr. GirouarD: On a question of privilege, concerning the information—

All right. I will start all over again. I would like to rise on a question
of privilege concerning some information published in the press, that is by

- the news media. In most of those articles and on television, it seems that some
~ of the expressions I used and which, I confess, were not very academic, were

given an exaggerated importance.

I would remind the members of this Committee and those who represent
such news media and who are in this room that the expressions which were
quoted, had, I believe, absolutely nothing to do with the evidence I submitted.
Maybe less than 109 of the members heard the observations I made to those
sitting next to me. It may be that the language I used was not always academic.

- If those words have hurt someone’s feelings I would surely retract them.

I would also ask the Press to take into account the fact that when I said

. those words, I was extremely tired and nervous. If I used a few words of slang,

20823—23}
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it may be up to them to warn me... I also wish to add that it is extremely
difficult to testify before a political tribunal and that I should at least be
entitled to the most exact reporting possible.

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: As I recall, when the committee rose last Thursday
I think Mr. Greene was in the midst of an examination of Mr. Girouard. I
would ask Mr. Greene to continue.

Mr. REHEAUME: He finished.

Mr. GReEENE: Mr. Girouard, I believe at the end of the meeting the other
day we were discussing a casual meeting, as you described it, that you had
with Mr. Moreau after the meeting with Mr. Davey in the hallway of the
parliament buildings some seven to ten days after the meeting with Mr. Davey.
Do you recall what was said at that meeting with Mr. Moreau some seven or
ten days after the meeting with Mr. Davey?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouArD: It is then that he said to me: I am very sorry, but the
Prime Minister has instructed Mr. Davey to stop’ using pressure, because he
is afraid of losing the support of the Social Credit party if we steal a few of
their members.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Did Mr. Moreau tell you where he had received that in-
formation?

Mr. GirouArp: No.

Mr. GREENE: Did you ask where he could receive it?

Mr. Girouarp: No.
Mr. GREENE: Did you have any meetings after that time with Mr. Moreau
before you made your point of privilege in the house?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: Look, I met Mr. Moreau many times after that, because,
as I said before, we have seen a lot of each other. I already stated that we
were friends.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Was there any further discussion of these matters at any

of those later meetings?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaRD: Perhaps there were a few discussions, but at that time
they were not related to this matter which had been settled, to my mind,
by Mr. Moreau’s statement.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: So in your mind this meeting, some seven to ten days after
the Davey meeting, completed the matter. Is that correct?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I would say yes. I will take the opportunity which is given
to me now to go through what I have repeatedly told this committee; I was
asked if this was all I had said, all I could remember, and I was also asked
if I could remember anything else. I then stated that I remembered everything
that had been said concerning this particular matter. I also wish to add that
if something else comes up in the next hearings and which I can remember, I
will be happy to come back and elaborate on it.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: But at the present time that is all you recollect?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, concerning the case we have here.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And at that time, on the date of the meeting with Mr. Moreau,
that is the meeting seven to ten days after the Davey meeting, had you demon-
strated to anyone your intention of joining the Conservative party apart from
your organizers, a question which the Chairman had ruled out of order?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes, I already stated that I had talked about it to some
members of my party. I already said that.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Of your own party? Had you indicated your intentions to any-
one else besides the members of your own party?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: The organizers and members of my party and people who
were present with me at the time of that interview. It is possible that at the

time I have to some people, that I have said that I had the intention of
joining the Conservative party, but I do not want to say to whom.

(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: Had you indicated this intention at that time to the Con-
servative party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: No, not as the party of the national organization, no.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: In the discussion you had with Mr. Davey was there any men-
tion made of your obtaining the nomination in Labelle?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: I do not recall anything specific on the matter. Let us say

that I assumed from what he said that it was automatic, that I only had to cross
over and that automatically I would be the candidate.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You recall no specific discussion on this subject?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouArp: No.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: You told us, I believe in all fairness, that at the time you

had your first meeting in the hotel you had an unalterable intent to join the
Conservative party, an intent that could not be changed?

Mr. GirouaArDp: Could you repeat it please?

Mr. GReeNE: You told us, I believe in all fairness, that at the time you
had your first meeting in the hotel you had an unalterable intent to join the
Conservative party, an intent that could not be changed.

Mr. Girouarp: I said in French, an unalterable intent . . . yes.

Mr. GrReeNE: When did you make that intention first known to the Con-
servative party?
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(Translation)
Mr. GirouarDp: If Mr. Chairman asks me to answer that question, I shall.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, with respect, if I may be of some help to the
Chair in this regard, I would point out that again the whole import of these
discussions, if we take Mr. Girouard’s point of privilege as being what he
says it is, is the fact that he was called a reject. Surely the whole point of
these proceedings is to determine whether he in fact was looking at other
possibilities with an open mind or whether or not he had firmly closed his
mind, in which event the term “reject” might not have been appropriate. If
he had demonstrated this intent to someone, then I am sure it is extremely
important. If he did not demonstrate it to the very party of which he proposed
to be an adherent until after the negotiations with the Liberal party were
completed, then it might help the committee to determine whether he was
looking for a better deal or whether he had a firm intention. That is my sub-
mission on this point.

Mr. NuceNnT: I would think Mr. Greene is a little in error when he says
that what we are investigating is whether or not this witness had an open
mind or had considered parties other than the Conservative party. What the
committee is investigating is whether in fact he was trying to join the Liberal
party, and was Mr. Davey telling the truth when he called him a Liberal
reject. This goes to the point whether the Liberal party in fact rejected him.
Did he try to join them and was he rejected—that is what we are looking at.
It is when Mr. Greene tries to twist facts to that extent that we have this
interminable questioning from him which gets us nowhere.

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, to help you I should like to say that I think
there is a little more to it than that. The testimony Mr. Girouard has given
us up to this point has indicated that he had already made an unalterable
decision. Therefore, there were no such things as negotiations between the
witness and Mr. Davey or anyone in the Liberal party, and it surely must be
germane to the question before this committee whether or not there is evidence
to substantiate his claim that his decision had been made.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Does anyone else wish to speak? My ruling is that
the question is admissible.

Mr. GReeNE: I do not understand you. The question was: Had he at that
time indicated his intention to the Conservative party?

The Acting CHAIRMAN: He had answered yes to that question.

Mr. GIROUARD: As I said, I had not indicated my intention at that time.

Mr. GREENE: So my next question then is: When did you indicate that
intention?

The AcCTING CHAIRMAN: If Mr. Girouard says he had not indicated his in-
tention to the Conservative party prior to the meeting, that disposes of the
point.

Mr. OLson: Is this the meeting in the hotel?

Mr. GREENE: You are ruling then that my next question is out of order. My
next question is: When did you indicate your intention to the Conservative party,
and you, Mr. Chairman, ruled it is out of order.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: That is right.

Mr. GREENE: In your conversation with Mr. Davey do you recall the name
of a Mr. Guiguere being mentioned?

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

Mr. GREENE: In what connotation was it mentioned?
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Mr. Davey said that Mr. Guiguere was gone, that he would
like to meet him to discuss the opportunity of trying to get other members of
the Social Credit into the Liberal party.

(Text)

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, could we have the first name
of Mr. Guiguere mentioned by Mr. Greene? Which Mr. Guiguere is he alluding
to? There can be many Guigueres.

Mr. RocHON: Robert Guiguere.
Mr. GREENE: The witness apparently knows to whom I am referring.

Mr. VALADE: I want this put on the record. It is a question of order. I want
it to be indicated on the record that Mr. Greene does not know the first name
of Mr. Guiguere, so what is the sense of the discussion?

Mr. GREENE: I am not in the witness box, Mr. Valade.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Please speak to the Chair, Mr. Greene and Mr.
Valade.

Mr. FisHER: You might be in the witness box.
Mr. VALADE: You will be in the witness box.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Girouard, was it ever pointed out to you that Mr. Guiguere
was going to be seen by Mr. Davey with regard to your joining the Liberal
party?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: At that time, to go pretty far back, I remember very well
that Mr. Davey said: We shall try to have others; that would be more interesting.
As if we give the national flag, we want to be sure to be in power two years
after, before having a new election.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there then some question about your being mentioned to
the Liberal party at that time?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: There is more than the question of being admitted. There
are the words: The door is wide open, come when you please.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: Your evidence then, Mr. Girouard, is to the effect that all

you remember of the conversation in respect to Mr. Guiguere was that he was
going to be seen about other people besides yourself?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouARDp: It is very, very clear, because I remember very well that it

was said to me, that there was no problem for me, that the door was wide
open.

; Mr. Davey told me: I shall see Mr. Guiguére, when he comes back, to
discuss whether there was any way to have others so as to obtain a majority.
(Text)

Mr. GREeNE: And that was the only context in which Mr. Guiguere was
mentioned according to your evidence?

Mr. GirouARrD: Yes.

Mr. GreeNE: Did Mr. Davey or anyone else indicate to you during the
conversations that they had the right to admit you to the Liberal party?
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(Translation)
Mr. GirouaArD: No, except that, when Mr. Davey told me: The door is
open, come whenever you wish, I thought that he had the authority.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: This was a general statement, “the door is wide open”?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrouARD: It was a phrase like the others:
The door is wide open.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Do you recall any other specific statement he made which
might have led you to believe that he had the authority to admit you to the
Liberal party?

(Translation)
Mr. Gmrouarp: The simple fact of saying:
The organizers, I will look after them.
Yes, it was very clear to me at that time: Anytime.
He told me squarely: The door is open.
Squarely.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: When you left that meeting you anticipated, I think you said,
a further meeting?

(Translation)
Mr. Grouarp: I was almost sure, yes, that Mr. Davey would try to meet
me once more, because he had told me: Think it over.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: What was to be the purpose of that meeting as you saw it?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: That is, if I had changed my mind, if I were ready at that
moment to say to him: I am now ready to become a Liberal. He wanted to know
what was my personal decision. Up to that time I had told them that I was going

to be Conservative.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: And yet, when you met Mr. Moreau some ten days after, he
told you it was the Liberal party that was not interested in having you?

(Translation)
Mr. GiroUARD: He did not say that. He said:
I am very sorry, but the Prime Minister asked Mr. Davey to stop
using pressure.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: So when you were awaiting this next meeting, as you told
us, it was to be a meeting where you expected to be asked again whether you
changed your mind?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: I expected, I was certain that there would be a moment
when they would come to me and say: What do you decide now? Are you ready?
I did not know how that would be done, but I was sure that they would put the
question to me at a given moment.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: In any event, until the time that Mr. Moreau did tell you ttlxat
the Liberal party was not interested, you did not indicate to the Conservative
party that you were going to join them?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, I had not told them before either.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: In the discussion with Mr. Davey was there any mention of
party philosophy apart from the flag?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: No, if the question arose, it would have been with the mem-
bers before his arrival; I think now that it was about the flag and almost com-
pletely about the flag; from what I remember now. I recall that we were five

and if there are others who remember something else, I shall be glad to testify
to that effect.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was there any discussion of election tactics and how to win
elections and how to lose them?

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: No, I don’t remember.
(Text)

Mr. GreeEnNE: I think you have told us there was no discussion about
leadership of the two parties?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: Not specifically; if it came, it did so in a discussion that
was so broad that I don’t see a connection. But I don’t think it was mentioned
specifically in connection with what we have now before us, I don’t think so.

(Text)
Mr. GReeNE: Was there any discussion of your likelihood of winning an

election in either the Liberal or the Conservative party if you ran next time
for one or the other parties in Labelle?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: I know that the members somehow stressed the fact that
a flag could certainly make an impression in Quebec province. They laid some
stress on that. But there was another side to the question, there was the

question of belonging to the Commonwealth, and on that we were not sure
whether it would be so good in Quebec.

(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: So the only discussion as to your likelihood of success was

on the flag question; and there was no aspect other than that question dis-
cussed?

(Translation)
Mr. Girouarp: All I can remember now, yes.
(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Did you indicate at any time to Mr. Davey or to your four
colleagues in the hotel that there were other members of your party who were
thinking of leaving?

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: I did not hear the question; would you mind
repeating, please?
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Mr. GREENE: My question was whether there was any discussion either
with Mr. Davey or with the four members at the hotel whereby Mr. Girouard
indicated to anyone that there were other members of his party thinking of
leaving with him?

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: As part of the discussion with Mr. Girouard
and the members I would rule it to be admissible, if it was in fact discussed.

Mr. NuGenT: I fail to see what this has to do with the matter before us,
whether there were other members thinking of leaving or not. I cannot see
how it is relevant.

Mr. GReeNE: The witness brought it up himself,

Mr. NuGenT: I do not think Mr. Thompson was there at the hotel.

Mr. GReENE: I think that in respect of Mr. Guiguére, and in respect to what
the witness has told us, there was a discussion that other members were leav-
ing with him and I suspect from the answer it follows it is relevant that we
find out who anticipated this.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I am not interested in names. I am not going to
get into names.

(Translation)

Mr. GrouarD: I think I was asked that question, but in any case it was
mentioned whether there would be others who might be interested. But I think
that at that moment, I think. . . . if I said something, it is quite possible that
there are some, it was asked so often, this question, that I cannot say whether
it was during that interview. I was asked this question everyday. I think I
said: Ask them, those people. I do not think it came that day.—It is the re-
porters who asked us: Are there other members of your party who intend
to change? I do not think that question was asked that day. If you want to
know, ask them, if you want to know.

(Text)
Mr. GReENE: In any event you do not suggest that there were others?
Mr. Girouarp: Oh no.

Mr. GReeNE: Did you suggest that you might have any influence or leader-
ship over the others who were thinking of leaving?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouarD: No. I could not claim that I wield any influence or what-
ever you want over the members of my party. I don’t think I claimed that.

(Text)

Mr. LESSARD (Saint-Henri): Which party? Which one?

Mr. GReEENE: At the further discussion was there any mention made with
regard to the defeated Liberal candidate in Labelle?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouaRrDp: Yes, that he told me clearly:
That, never mind, I'll handle it.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: But it was brought in?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaArp: Mr. Davey said to me: very well, the Liberal candidate
he would handle him very well, that there would be no difficulty with that.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Are these the words he used, as clearly as you can recollect
them?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrRoUuARD: Yes, very, very clear.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Before you made your point of privilege in the house did you
give any statement in writing on that point of privilege either to Hansard
reporters or to reporters from the press?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: Is it important? Is it important?

(Text)

Mr. VaLape: I do not think that it is quite in order that a member of
parliament should be asked if he has given a communication to the press.
That is his personal involvement as a member of parliament, and I do not think

we should go into the personal behaviour of members and of the press, or with
other members of parliament.

Mr. GReeNE: I am only asking him specifically about his statement on a
point of privilege, and nothing else that he has ever said to the press.

Mr. Piceon: I think his statement was made when he placed this down.

Mr. GReeNE: I think we should let the witness answer the question. I
raised a point of order.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: It was a double barrelled question. The first one

was: did he give Hansard reporters a statement that appeared in Hansard in
written form?

Mr. GREENE: Perhaps in order to help the witness I might split the
question.

The Actinc CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Girouard, either before or after you made your point
of privilege, did you give a statement in writing to the press?
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: In writing—I hesitated—
(Text)

Mr. WooLLiams: On a point of order; I object to the question. It is
entirely irrelevant. If the statement he gave was concerning the matter in
question, there might be some question of relevancy, but if it was about, as
I have said before, the price of beef in China, it certainly has nothing to do
with this committee. At page 2583 the question of privileges was raised.
Surely we are getting too far afield if we ask him what press interviews he
had, because when we get to other witnesses we may find that they had

several interviews with the press, and it might go into questioning people on
what they did with the press in high offices.

Mr. GREENE: My question is specifically related to the exact point of
privilege you made in the house on April 27. I submit my question is relevant

to the particular point of privilege that you made on April 27, which appears
in Hansard. I submit that it is relevant.

Mr. VALADE: On a point of order, inasmuch as the statement was issued
to the press, if Mr. Greene can produce that report, then we do not need to go

on to discuss it further. I do not see why we have to do that. There are
political questions involved.
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Mr. Scorr: The witness told us earlier in the inquiry that he read from
a written text. I think that if this is so, it is certainly relevant that it be

~ produced as an exhibit.

(Translation)
Mr. GirouARD: I have no objection, I have no objection to that. (said in a
low voice)

(Text)

Mr. RHEAUME: Hansard is the only official report. Surely we have in
Hansard what the witness stated to be his point of privilege. Do you want to
to go and search around for every scrap of paper which had something on it, or
some statement about it? I suggest that that is not what we are supposed to be
discussing here. We are supposed to be discussing what was said in the House of
Commons on a point of privilege, and that is all.

(Translation)

Mr. PAuL: Mr. Chairman, I think we cannot ask the witness to give an
explanation on what may have been said before he made his statement in
the House. We are bound to the statement of privilege made by the witness, this
is the only statement concerning which the members of the Committee can
ask questions.

In my opinion, we cannot refer to the comments which the press may
have reported or which may have been made by Mr. Girouard, before his state-
ment of privilege.

(Text)

Mr. F1SHER: Have you made your ruling, Mr. Chairman.

The AcTIiNG CHAIRMAN: Not yet.

Mr. GREENE: Did he give that statement that appears in Hansard to the
press?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: From time to time we give statements to the press
and what he said to the press is not under investigation; it is what he said in the
house that is under investigation.

Mr. FisHER: If there is an inconsistency or a gap between the two state-
ments, surely that is of interest and may be of great importance.

The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: Quite right. The question was put: Did he give
an inconsistent statement? If that is the question it would be acceptable. It makes
it so difficult for the Chair if questions are not put in a proper form so as to be
more direct. If questions are put properly it would assist the Chairman im-
measurably.

Mr. GREENE: I do not want to put words into the witness’ mouth. I have to
lay a foundation for that statement.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: You asked whether he did or did not.

Mr. GREENE: I asked whether he gave a written statement first to the
press, and that was my first question. I was waiting to hear whether that
aspect is relevant.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: It becomes relevant, in my opinion, only if he gave
a different statement on a material point now before the committee. If he did it
it would then become relevant. We make statements to the house and then
make statements to the press that do not necessarily dovetail precisely, but if
there is a difference of material importance to the committee, then I might
consider the question relevant. I will not tell you how to put your question but
I will rule on it as you ask it.

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I raised this question not
to stop Mr. Girouard from answering it because Mr. Girouard showed willing-
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ness to answer it, but I am opposed to this line of procedure because if we
accept this procedure we can ask any witness to produce to the press all the
written statements he prepared and which he has in his files. If we read what
the Liberal party has, we might find some comical statements.

Mr. PiGeoN: Mr. Chairman, on the same point of order, Mr. Girouard stated
that he will limit his answers to his statement in the house. He had the unani-
mous consent of the committee to do so, and I think questions should only be
asked concerning his statement in the house.

Mr. WooLLiaAMs: Would you make your ruling, Mr. Chairman, so that we
can proceed?

Mr. GREENE: You ruled on the question, and I bow to your ruling.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: The way the question was framed it was
inadmissible.

Mr. GREENE: My next question is: Did you give to the Hansard reporter
a written statement on the point of privilege as you made it in the House of
Commons on April 27?
(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: No! I would have answered no to the first question and I
answer no to that one. Simply because I think we are deviating from the
subject.

(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: You did not give the Hansard reporter or anyone else a
statement?

The AcTtiNg CHAIRMAN: I think you should be more specific on this.

Mr. GREENE: You did not give the Hansard reporter a written statement
purporting to be your point of privilege in the house?

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Surely that is out of order because Hansard takes down
what the witness said in the House of Commons.

Mr. GREENE: May I be permitted to finish the question and then you can
rule on its propriety or not? The written statement which you gave to them
in the house on a point of privilege contained no mention of election funds?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: No. I have already been asked that question. I wonder?
Is it possible that I gave one when I joined the Conservative party? I had
made some. At that time—I just glanced at my secretary—I recall having had
one copy, which I read in the House. Your questions lead me to entertain some
doubt, I had only one, and if there is a carbon copy that went somewhere, I
don’t know where it went. Anyway it would be identical. I do not think
copies would have gone out of my office.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: Do you still have the sheet from which you read containing
your statement?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUuARD: I may still have it; I may have destroyed it. I think I have

sent it to the Hansard after I made it. Has it come back? Most likely, I am
not sure.

(Text)

Mr. GrReeNE: You think you probably gave it to the Hansard people?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: Most likely, because they are always asking for it after
we have made a statement. I think someone came for it.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Was that written text identical with what is in Hansard?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: Word for word, according to my verification.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: You added nothing to your Hansard statement that was
not contained in the statement?
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: No, I have not even made one correction, since it was
taken from the text.
(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: Did you discuss your point of privilege with anyone before
you made it in the house?
(Translation)

Mr. GirouarD: I do not mind answering the question, if you want me to
do so, Mr. Chairman—
(Text)

Mr. P1GEON: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I quite agree that this question is inadmissible.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, with respect, that is the very thing we are here
to discuss.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: You are referring to any of the parties? Is that
what you are asking?

Mr. GREENE: Whether he discussed it with anyone and what he discussed
in regard to that point.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: He discussed it with a friend before he made the
statement. If he met a friend or a constituent when he was home on the week
end it seems to me it would be immaterial if he discussed it or not and I rule the
question inadmissible.

Mr. GREENE: Did you discuss the point of privilege before you made it in
the house with either Messrs. Macaluso, Moreau, McNulty or Gray?

Mr. PIGEON: On a point of order, I think this member does not wish to co-
operate with the Chairman, and we have confidence in you, Mr. Chairman. This
member of parliament refuses to co-operate with you.

Mr. GREENE: Your name is in the paper already, Mr. Pigeon.

Mr. VALADE: Because he is more intelligent.

Mr. GREENE: I will rephrase the question inasmuch as it involves the per-
sons who were involved in this entire matter.

The AcCTING CHAIRMAN: Put your question, please. I rule the question
whether he discussed it with the people named inadmissible.

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: You ask me whether I have discussed with some members
my intention of making a statement of privilege—

Mr. GREENE: With one of the four members?

Mr. GIROUARD: I say: I warned Mr. Moreau that if Mr. Davey did not
withdraw his remarks, which were false, I would relate to the House all that
went on. Mr. Moreau then told me: Davey reached me on the ’'phone and'I
told him off for having said that in the House and he was very sorry to hav_e said
it. I said: If he does not withdraw his accusation, I shall tell everything in the
House on a question of privilege.
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(Text)

Mr. GREENE: In your discussion with Mr. Moreau did you talk about election
funds and things of that nature?

(Translation)
Mr. GIroUARD: I said: I am going to tell all that went on in the office.
(Text)

Mr. PiceoN: We are losing time. He refuses to address questions that are
proper. Other members want to ask questions. Other members are waiting.

Mr. GREENE: You have told us in the witness box on two occasions that
there was no bribery and that in your opinion there was nothing improper in
all these negotiations. Am I correct in that?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARD: No, I said there had not been any bribery. I want to state
that here, before the members of the press, I said that no attempt had been
made to bribe me.

(Text)

Mr. NIELSEN: Before the witness answers, surely the second half of that
question is inadmissible since it is calling for an opinion of the witness on
something which this committee is to decide.

Mr. GReeNE: His opinion is already stated and I do not want to misquote
him.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Let us not put double barrelled questions to a

witness. Please put one question at a time. If you want to ask a subsequent
question, I will rule on that.

Mr. GReENE: I wish to ask questions leading out of evidence already
stated. I do not want to misquote the witness and therefore I am reading back
my notes, as I have them, on what he previously said.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Ask your question again.

Mr. GReeNE: I think you said in your previous evidence, if I recollect it
correctly, that in your opinion there was no bribery. Is that correct?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouarD: That is correct.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: If my notes are correct, I think you also said you are not
accusing anyone of anything. I believe you said that on your first day in the
witness box, and I think you made that statement twice.

(Translation)

Mr. GIrROUARD: On condition you do not take the phrase out of context.
In my statement I did not accuse anyone of anything. I merely related the
facts to clear myself of Mr. Davey’s accusation.

(Text)
Mr. GReeNE: Now, in the light of those statements which you have made

under oath, I wonder whether you would explain to us why you seconded Mr.

Knowles’ motion to transfer the matter to this committee wherein bribery is
specifically alleged?

(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: Precisely to have—
(Text)
The ActinG CHAIRMAN: What is that question again?
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Mr. GReeNE: He has answered it, Mr. Chairman.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Would you read the question?

The REPORTER:

Now, in the light of those statements which you have made under
oath, I wonder whether you would explain to us why you seconded
Mr. Knowles’ motion to transfer the matter to this committee wherein
bribery is specifically alleged.

Mr. NIELSEN: Mr. Chairman, I would object to that. Surely the motivation
of the witness in seconding the motion is not the subject matter of the inquiry.

Mr. RHEAUME: On the same point, it seems to me that the Prime Minister
of our country offered to second the motion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I think the objection is well taken. His reasons
might include any number of reasons. It would seem to me that is not going
to help to determine the issue before the committee. I rule that the question
is inadmissible.

Mr. GREENE: In your earlier evidence, witness, you stated you had never
met Keith Davey before the date of this meeting.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouaArD: No, I did not say that. I said I had met him once. I said
I had met him once, that I had not chatted with him and that I had just
said “good day” or something like that. I said I had met him once.

(Text)

Mr. WooLLiAMs: Did Mr. Greene not misquote the evidence? It is totally
improper. I do not think he did it intentionally.

Mr. GREENE: My notes are to the effect that the witness said he had not
met him even casually.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: We can get around this question by asking him
did he say it or not. He has answered it, and we will move on.

Mr. GReEENE: Do you recall where it was that you previously met him?

(Translation)
Mr. GIrRouaRrDp: I can certainly say it because that was outside also. I met
him at a meeting, in the radio broadcasting office with B,B, and G in English.

(Text)
Mr. GReeNE: I was not too clear, witness, in respect of the question of

your approving of Mr. Moreau making these telephone calls. Did you approve
of him making either of the telephone calls from Hull to Mr. Davey?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouarD: I do not know what you mean by that exactly, whether I

approved what?
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Moreau calling Mr. Davey from Hull, either the first
or the second time.

(Translation)

Mr. GirouARrD: The first time I did not know, but the second time I did,
of course, he had prevailed on me to accept the rendez-vous. So it seemed
quite natural to me that he should go and confirm it. I neither approved nor
accepted that he should go the second time. I had decided to accept the meeting.

(Text)
Mr. GREeENE: But you indicated no approval whatsoever.
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(Translation)

Mr. GIRoUARD: I just said that I knew it without approving or disapprov-
ing.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: So, your evidence is that the second time you did approve
of his calling.

(Translation)

. Mr. Grouarp: Neither one nor the other, I was passive with regard to
the second telephone call.

(Text)

Mr. PiceoN: On a point of order, I think, for the information of this com-
mittee, this conversation took place in the Interprovincial hotel. I think we
would like to know in what place the telephone boxes were, and the table,
and if there was a special meeting there, so that we would know exactly
where the members were, and so on. I think that would help the committee.

Mr. RHEAUME: Mr. Moreau will not go back there again.

Mr. F1sHER: Mr. Pigeon can ask those questions when he has his turn.

Mr. GrReeNE: He will be very familiar with the premises.

An hon. MEMBER: From one extreme to another.

Mr. GReeNE: Witness, do not answer this question until the Chair rules.
I want to ask you the question whether after these discussions with Mr. Davey
you had any conversation with regard to the question of joining the Liberal
party, and the question of negotiation, with Mr. Quellet.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: That is inadmissible. This was afterwards.
Mr. GREENE: Why is it inadmissible?

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: If we start in with Mr. Ouellet, we would have to
start in with Mr. Jones and Mr. Brown. If it is admissible in respect of him, then
it becomes admissible with respect to other people. If I allow him to say
whether he discussed it with Mr. X, then I have to permit him to answer
whether he discussed it with Mr. Y. Basically, as I see it, we are dealing with
whether there was something improper in his discussion which took place
with the four members of parliament and with Mr. Davey. There are certain

ancillary things I have allowed to be brought in, but we have to draw the
line somewhere.

Mr. GREENE: The argument with regard to relevancy is based on the
fact that on April 23 when I think Mr. Girouard made his statement, he said
he had found a new love in the Conservative party, and Mr. Ouellet immediately
jumped up and associated himself with these remarks for the same reason. I
submit that that associates him with this entire sequence of events whereby
after negotiation with the Liberal party they both joined the Conservative party
on the same day for the same reason.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I am not going to bring Mr. Ouellet into the matter
unless I am overruled. Unless you challenge the ruling, I would ask you to
continue with your questioning.

~ Mr. GReENE: You have told us that Mr. Moreau was a particularly good
friend of yours; he was the one you knew particularly. Is that correct?

(Translation)

Mr. GiroUARD: I looked upon him as a friend, I hope it was mutual.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: What is Mr. Moreau’s first name?
20823—3 ;
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(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: You know that I would be rather embarrassed, for I at-
tended the University for 5 years but I never called my colleague by his first
name, but always by his surname; there are very few people I call by their first
name. That is a university custom.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: So, you do not know Mr. Moreau’s first name.
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: If you will give me a minute or two to think it over I will
tell you.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: It is all right, Mr. Girouard; do not strain yourself. Do you
recall, Mr. Girouard, whether Mr. Macaluso, Mr. Gray, Mr. McNulty and
Mr. Moreau discussed with you at any time the election fund?

Mr. Girouarp: No.

Mr. GREENE: Did they ever discuss with you at any time the benefits of
being with the party in power?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: - If you are saying, “any time”, I must ask the Chairman
whether I should answer— If you are saying at that time—
(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I presume you mean during the meeting and the
discussions in Hull.

Mr. GrReENE: Either at the Davey meeting or at the hotel.

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: It seems to me that I answered that often, precisely on the
flag question, I told you that that had come up.

(Text)

Mr. PigeoN: Do not repeat the same questions day after day, please.

Mr. GREENE: We might understand something if we repeated them all.
Now, Mr. Girouard, you have told us——

Mr. GIrRoUuARD: Excuse me—Maurice,

(Translation)

Excuse me, Maurice Moreau.
(Text)

Mr. GREENE: He was a very good friend, then.

You understood from Mr. Davey that he was going to call Mr. Gigué}'e
in respect of these matters. Did you inform Mr. Davey there was no poin.t in
‘ealling Mr. Gigueére, or did you acquiesce in his calling? Did you say nothing?

Mr. GirouArD: Nothing about what he said to Gigueére.

Mr. GREENE: You did not tell him not to call Giguére?

Mr. GIRoUARD: No; it was not my business.

Mr. GREENE: You did not indicate there was no point in calling because
you did not have any intention of joining the Liberal party?

(Translation)

Mr. GirouarDp: I had indicated that often enough before, I didn’t think it

was necessary to repeat it.
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(Text)

Mr. Piceon: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, I think Mr. Davey is
ready—

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman, this is about the tenth time Mr. Pigeon has
made an allusion in so far as the persons asking questions and other persons
in the room are concerned. I enjoy Mr. Pigeon’s interruptions, but it seems
to me this is putting something on the record which is most unfair, both to the
people asking the questions, Mr. Girouard and the other persons involved.

Mr. PiceoN: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I will co-operate with
you next time with pleasure.

Mr. GReeNE: I think you told us earlier that you took the letter given to
you by Mr. Macaluso with you. Is that correct?
(Translation)

Mr. GIroUARD: Yes, if I didn’t say it before, I say it now. There were two
letters, I was given two copies.
(Text)

Mr. GReEENE: You took both of them with you.
(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Yes.

(Text)

Mr. GReeNE: If you had no intention of joining the Liberal party, will yoﬁ
tell us why you took the two letters with you?

(Translation)

Mr. GIROUARD: Listen, I think, when they said that the Prime Minister
gave draft letters to his members so that they could write to constituents who
were asking for information about the flag, I think it very interesting to read
that, and to know . . . it interested me very much to find out what the Prime
Minister was giving his members concerning the flag, for them to pass on
to the voters.

(Text)

Mr. GREENE: And this is the only reason you took it with you. I think that
is all I have.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Pigeon.
(Translation)

Mr. P1ceoN: Just one question for Mr. Girouard. When you met Mr. Davey

in Hull, was there any talk about anything else, at your office or elsewhere,
about Mr. Davey’s doing something else. ..

Mr. GiroUARD: I've already answered that; from what I remember, after
three months, that’s all I remember, but I certainly added: There are other
witnesses. If there are other things that were discussed and which I don’t
remember and which come back to my mind, I’d be happy to come back.

Mr. VaLape: Following the question that was asked you, you said that you
discussed the matter with Mr. Gigueére.

Mr. Girouarp: Not I.

Mr. VALADE: So you do not know Mr. Giguére?

Mr. Girouarp: No, I don’t know Mr. Giguére.

Mr. GrEGOIRE: Just one question. The first people to whom you spoke of

your intention to change parties and join the Conservatives, were those the

four Liberal members whom you met at the Interprovincial Hotel?
20823—3}
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(Text)
The Acrine CHAIRMAN: What was your question?

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: The first time the witness spoke of his intention of joining
the Conservative party, was it with the four Liberal members, or at the
meeting at the Interprovincial Hotel?

(Text)

The Acring CHAIRMAN: I rule that you may answer yes or no without
mentioning names.
(Translation)

Mr. Girouarp: With my organizers, there had been some previous mention
of it.

Mr. GREGOIRE: There had been some previous mention of it with your
organizers. You consulted them before the meeting at the Interprovincial Hotel,
you consulted your organizers?

(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Did you not answer that question yes or no?

Mr. GirouARrD: If you ask me to answer it I will.

The Actine CHAIRMAN: Have you not answered that statement?

Mr. GirouaRrp: I said, my statement is that my organizer wanted me to
be Conservative.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: This is prior to the meeting?

Mr. GirouarD: In the house I said that.

(Translation)
Mr. GREGOIRE: Now, the witness said, I think it was to a question by Mr.

Fisher, that it had taken some time between February and April 23rd, I think,
to make his decision known. It was exactly the time it took to go around to
see his organizers. Am I right?

Mr. GirouARrD: I said that at that time most of my organizers knew, that
it was to have more time in order to meet my electors, I think.

Mr. GREGOIRE: It was after talking about it with your organizers and your
electors. I should like to know if there were Conservative members or members
of the Conservative party who would have heard about this consultation and
who would have come to see you to talk it over with you?

(Text)

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: No; he does not have to answer that question.
That is my ruling.

(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, a direct question to the witness. How many
organizers did you meet in your riding before talking to the four Liberal
members or after, and what were their names?

(Text)
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am not going to get into the question of the
organizers back in his riding.

Mr. VALADE: On the point of order—

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I have already ruled.

Mr. VaLAaDpE: He is appealing your decision.
The ActiNng CHAIRMAN: I have already ruled it is inadmissible and Mr.
Grégoire is appealing my ruling.
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Mr. GrReeNE: Could it be read back?
The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Would you read back, please?

(French Reporter reading)
(Translation) .
Mr. Chairman, a direct question to the witness. How many organizers
did you meet in your own riding before talking to their four Liberal members
or after, and what were their names?
(Text)

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: The question is how many organizers did you
meet with before or after speaking with the Liberal members, and what are
their names?

Mr. GREGOIRE: Mr. Chairman, before putting that to appeal, I do not want
to mention hundreds of names, but let us say 10 or 15 names.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: You have heard the Chairman’s ruling. All those
in favour of sustaining the Chairman’s ruling?

Ruling sustained: Yeas, 16; Nays, 7.
(Translation)

Mr. GrREGOIRE: I was asking the witness whether the statement he made
that Mr. Moreau, Liberal member, had said to him that the Prime Minister

had asked his chief organizer to stop all pressure, I asked the witness whether
he had tried to check this statement of the Liberal member?

Mr. Gmouarp: I have already answer no to this question.
(Text)

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: He has answered that question very clearly.
(Translation)

Mr. GREGOIRE: Was there a doubt with you as to whether this could be
true or not?

(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I rule that to be inadmissible. Now, Mr. Beaulé.
(Translation)

Mr. BEauLE: Mr. Chairman, I have only one question. A few minutes ago,
on a point of order, Mr. Pigeon mentioned the word “patronage”. Does it

concern a government in power, this word of patronage? Was there any question
about patronage in your discussions with Mr. Davey?

Mr. GiroUARD: I don’t remember that the word “patronage” would have
been mentioned as such.

(Text) ,
The Acting CHAIRMAN: Mr. Prud’homme.
(Translation)
Mr. PRUD’HOMME: One question, Mr. Girouard. You mention your organi-

zers very often. Would it be possible to know whether you talk about “Crédi-
tiste”, Conservative or Union Nationale organizers?

Mr. VaLape: Or Liberal? It is rather stupid.
(Text)

The Acting CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions? Mr. Scott?

Mr. Scorr: Following these meetings, did you make any sort of written
memorandum recalling events and conversations?
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(Translation)
Mr. GIROUARD: You are asking me whether after or during that I took
notes in order to remember what had happened?

(Text)
Mr. Scorr: Yes?

(Translation)
Mr. GirouArDp: No.

(Text)

Mr. F1sHER: I move we dismiss this witness and call Mr. Moreau.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Before the witness steps down, I think there
is a question whether he should be subject to recall at the will of the com-
mittee. I raise the question so that we do not get into an argument about it
later on.

Mr. FIsHER: It seems to me that he has volunteered to do so.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I am not questioning his good faith, but I think
it should be made clear.

Mr. NUuceNT: I think that all witnesses are subject to being recalled.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I would think so.

(Translation)

Mr. P1GeoN: Mr. Chairman, I don’t know whether I'm in order, you will
call me to order if I am not; but after these numerous questions that were
asked of Mr. Girouard, one-third of the questions concerned Mr. Davey. Mr.
Davey’s name was mentioned all the time. I feel it would be highly important
and in the interest of the Canadian people—

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Just a moment.

Mr. PiceoN: I think it is very important in the public interest.

Mr. NUGENT: Let us finish with this witness first.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Before the witness steps down, are there any
further questions? All right then, you are excused for the time being, Mr.
Girouard.

Mr. GirouArD: Thank you.

Mr. GREENE: I do not think we have voted on the steering committee’s
report yet.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I think the point was well taken this morning,
that at the steering committee meeting there were two members not present.
I did not put the report of the committee at the time. I just put it forward to see
what the climate would be, and it was very clear that it was stormy weather at
that point. This places the Chair in a bit of a dilemma.

Mr. FisHER: I move we call Mr. Moreau.

Mr. GREENE: I second the motion.

Mr. VALADE: I would amend the motion, that the committee now adjourn
and reconvene at the will of the steering committee to decide on a course_of
action with the unanimous report of the steering committee, that is to decide
which witnesses we hear at the next meeting.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: It is obvious now and very clear. I feel there vyi]l
be dissent as to the order of witnesses. I think that is clear from a discussxgn
around the table this morning that whatever report comes back, there.wﬂl
be amendments to it in any event. I think we should resolve it now. Mr. Fisher
has moved, and if there is a seconder, I presume there will be a subamendment
made.
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Mr. Piceon: I ask you to reconsider your discussion because this is very
important. The Canadian public is anxious to have us address questions to Mr.
Davey because he is the main witness. I do not know why the government
wants to protect him.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Unless I have unanimous consent of the committee
I propose that Mr. Davey be called as a witness; and unless I have unanimous
consent I shall not continue in the Chair. I want to make that clear.

Mr. FisHER: I wonder if you have taken notice of the pretty extreme
statements made here. Mr. Pigeon said that we would hang him, according to
Mr. Davey.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I realize that there have been a lot of extra-
ordinary statements made around the table, but we have to gauge the atmos-
phere and the conditions under which they are made. No matter how much
we try, there is politics involved, and I do not want to get into it. I have a
motion now by Mr. Fisher seconded by Mr. Greene that Mr. Moreau be called
as our next witness.

Mr. GREeENE: I move the question be now put.

The ActiNne CHAIRMAN: Not so fast, now Mr. Greene.

Mr. REHEAUME: I want to comment on the motion. I recognize the fact that
the committee is its own master, and that this committee can now approve this
motion. There was nothing at the time of the motion by Mr. Nugent seconded
by myself to indicate that Mr. Davey would be next. There is no doubt in my
mind that the spirit in which that decision was made was clearly understood
by every member of this committee; and while the committee has the right,
I will accept any decision it makes, yet the spirit is being broken if this motion
goes through. For this reason there are two main witnesses before this com-
mittee, one a member of parliament, Mr. Girouard, who changed parties, and
the other, an organizer of one of our national political parties. If we are going
to begin to attempt to corroborate stories which have not yet been given to the
committee, there is no end to the number of witnesses that may be called,
since the committee is its own master, and we can start calling even the
bartender who served beer to the boys over there.

(Text)
Mr. GREENE: On a point of order.
The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I recognize Mr. Rhéaume. Let him finish.

Mr. REEAUME: I will accept the decision on the vote whatever it may be,
but I suggest that the spirit of the committee is being overweighed by this
committee.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I have a motion? Is there an amendment at all to
the motion?

(Translation)

 Mr. BEAULE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. We have discussed this
point of order fqr a whole hour. We voted. I wonder why this same subject
has come up again. We voted that Mr. Moreau should be the second witness.

(Text)

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Order, order gentlemen. I recognize Mr. Valade.
Will he please make his point. Mr. Valade has the floor.

Mr. VALADE: Mr. Chairman, I have a question.
(Translation)

Mr. BEAULE: You did not decide on the point of order which I raised. The

question of Mr. Davey was discussed for one hour. We voted that he should not
be the second witness. As to Mr. Martineau’s motion—
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Mr. VALADE: I propose, seconded by Mr. Pigeon, that the Committee
adjourns its sitting, Mr. Chairman—

Mr. LESSARD (Saint Henri): Why do we not deal with one motion at a time?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Please bear in mind that the motion is subject
to amendment.

Mr. F1sHER: Mr. Chairman, I ask that the motion before you now be put to
a vote. So far as I know, it is not debatable.

(Text)

Mr. VALADE: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Beaulé said, this
was discussed.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Just make your point please; do not speak on
what Mr. Beaulé has said.

Mr. VALADE: In view of the committee’s discussion I made an amendment
to the motion moved by Mr. Fisher. My amendment is as follows:

I move, seconded by Mr. Pigeon, that the committee now adjourn
and reconvene at the will of the steering committee, and that the steering
committee report to this committee with a recommendation on who the
next witness will be.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: That would be a complete negation of the motion
and would wipe the motion out. I am going to put the question, gentlemen.

Mr. NuGeNT: Mr. Chairman, I think the question is debatable and I would
like to reinforce what Mr. Rhéaume said. I made the same point previously
but I think it bears repetition. I cannot see how this committee can decide
on the necessity of calling other witnesses until the two witnesses we have
already decided to hear have been called. The testimony of Mr, Davey may
be such as to corroborate—

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, the motion has already
been defeated and the rules of the committee clearly prescribe that once a
ruling is made and voted on it is no longer debatable.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, applause does not expedite the meeting
whatsoever—you ought to know that.

Mr. NuGeNT: The testimony of Mr. Davey would tell us whether any other
witnesses need to be called or not. We also do not know which of these four
witnesses should be called first. I cannot see the point of calling Mr. Moreau
first. We should first hear the testimony of Mr. Davey.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: May I say that Mr. Rhéaume put the matter
succinctly and lucidly when he said he recognized the committee is master of
its own procedure and he thought they were breaking the spirit of an earlier
motion, There it is. They are masters of their own procedure.

(Translation)

Mr. PauL: Mr. Chairman, I think that the amendment proposed by the
honourable member for St. Mary has not yet been disposed of, because we have
discussed this morning—

Mr. Chairman, I think that the Committee has not decided this morning
upon the amendment proposed by the honourable member for St. Mary. This
morning, the Committee has voted on a motion proposed by the honourable
member for Pontiac-Témiscamingue, when the motion for the honourable mem-
ber for St. Mary—

Mr. Chairman, I think that this morning a decision was made by the Com-
mittee on a motion moved by the honourable member for Pontiac-Témisca-
mingue, for the purpose of deciding if the second witness to be heard would
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be Mr. Davey or Mr. Moreau, whereas the motion moved by the honourable
member for St. Mary is not of the same nature.

The motion of the honourable member for St. Mary is to the effect that the
Steering Committee meet again, in view of the absence of the representative of
the Conservative party and of the Social Credit party. When the Steering
Committee met, in order to discuss the opportunity to establish a new slate of
assignment of witnesses for the continuation of the work of the Committee,
there were the absences which I have just mentioned.

(Text)

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I already accepted Mr. Martineau’s motion. He
made a motion that Mr. Davey be the next witness. That motion was defeated.
Now Mr. Fisher has placed a motion before the committee that Mr. Moreau
be called as the next witness.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Question, question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. N1eLseN: I would like to amend the motion by adding the words:

and that Mr. Davey be called immediately, subsequent to the hearing of
Mr. Moreau.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Would you accept that amendment, Mr. Fisher?

Mr. FisHER: I accept it.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Will you incorporate that in your motion?

Mr. FisHER: I will.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fisher is moving that Mr. Moreau be called

as the next witness and that Mr. Davey be called immediately thereafter as
the next witness.

Mr. VaLaDE: I proposed a subamendment which was ruled out of order
but you did not elaborate on Mr. Paul’s argument that my subamendment
concerned the steering committee and this is why we got into this trouble.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fisher’s motion was placed first.

Mr. Piceon: I should like to say, concerning this motion, that I will vote
against Mr. Fisher because I want to see Mr. Davey first.

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Order, order gentlemen. I will read the motion:

It is moved by Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Greene, that the next

witness be Mr. Moreau, and that immediately thereafter Mr. Davey be
called as the next witness.
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All those in favour of the motion as amended?

Motion agreed to: Yeas, 21; nays, 3.

The CLERK OF THE ComMITTEE: Woolliams, Nielsen, Valade, Paul, Vincent,
Crossman, Scott, Fisher, Greene, Chrétien, Mullally, Rochon, Cashin, Grégoire,

O’Keefe, Francis, Cameron (High Park), Beaulé, Miss Jewett, Prud’homme,
Lessard (Saint-Henri).

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: Contrary.

The CLERK OF THE ComMmiITTEE: Nugent, Rhéaume, Pigeon.
Mr. BEAULE: The same old gang.

Mr. NucenT: I move we adjourn.

Mr. WooLLiams: We do have another meeting. I was wondering whether
we could possibly adjourn now.

'{'he AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I certainly hope we could go on this afternoon—
that is the Chair’s view. This matter is dragging. I may as well be frank with
the committee. I hope we will not take this to the house but we are having
some problems again with our French language reporters. I believe that ar-
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rangements are satisfactory for this afternoon so I would respectfully urge
that we continue this afternoon.

Mr. LoiseLLE: Let us continue until one o’clock.

Mr. WooLLiams: We have always co-operated and we are very serious.
We had a meeting called for 11 o’clock and we got it adjourned until 12
o’clock. We said we would try and be there at 12 o’clock. I am sure we are
going to get the co-operation of the group so that we may return after lunch.

(Translation)

Mr. CHRETIEN: I wish to make a suggestion. In order to speed up the
proceedings of this House, I propose that at the beginning of the next sitting
we allow to Mr. Pigeon, for his insinuations. ..

(Text)

Mr. CasHIN: Five minutes is not enough.

The ActinGg CHAIRMAN: It is moved by Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Rochon
that we meet at 3.30 p.m. or after orders of the day.

AFTERNOON SITTING

THURSDAY, May 21, 1964

(Text)

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, will the committee come to order?

At this time I should like to raise a point with which we may as well come
to grips at once. I have just received word that Mr. Langlois, the French
language reporter, has been detained temporarily in the Senate. There is
considerable doubt whether, if this committee decides to continue sitting this
afternoon or this evening, a French reporter will be available. In view of the
fact the next witness is at least at home in the English language I wonder
whether this committee is prepared to proceed without a French language or
bilingual reporter in attendance?

Mr. WooLLiams: Let us get on with the hearings.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that we had a French
reporter before because the witnesses spoke French and it was important that
his answers be taken down accurately. This problem does not arise in respect
of an English speaking witness. We do have translators in attendance and I
think this is a propitious moment to bring this situation to the attention of the
members of this committee.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I move that we proceed without the attendance
of a French speaking reporter.

Mr. Scorr: I second that motion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Greene, seconded by
Mr. Scott, that when we have an English speaking witness, if French speaking
reporters are not available, the committee will proceed with its hearings.

Mr. FisHEr: I do not think Mr. Moreau will complain in any event about
replying in French because I understand he is bilingual.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I did have occasion to converse with Mr. Moreau
in respect of this problem and he informed me that he would be speaking in
English.

Mr. Woorriams: Or in Spanish.
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The AcTting CHAIRMAN: I understand Mr. Moreau has a fairly good grasp
of the French language but he states he will be speaking in English. Is it the
wish of the members of this committee to carry on?

Mr. Varape: I think we are willing to co-operate in this respect but I
hope this practice will not become standard and only followed in rare cases
when it is impossible to acquire the services of a French reporter. Some of the
members of this committee have difficulty expressing themselves in the

English language and it was for that reason the members desired to ask ques-
tions in French.

The ActiNg CHAIRMAN: I understand your point, Mr. Valade, and I might
state that the Speaker of the House of Commons has discussed this situation
with me and has indicated his concern with the problem. He and his staff

are working to solve this problem which I understand has not developed
overnight.

Mr. Piceon: I should like to make one comment in this regard. I feel that
if the government, or the House of Commons, increased the salaries of the
reporters it would be able to obtain the services of French reporters.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: I agree with your sentiments but we are faced
with this problem now and it has to be dealt with as quickly as possible.
Perhaps the development of this problem during the meetings of this com-
mittee will expedite a solution. I can give you assurance that the problem
is being actively considered by the Speaker and his staff.

I now have a motion which I think should be passed unanimously. I feel
that I should not accept the suggestion contained in the motion and proceed
with our hearings unless we have unanimous consent.

) I shall now put the question. All those in favour of the motion will you
raise your hands?

All those opposed to the motion raise your hands? I declare the motion
passed unanimously. I will now ask Mr. Moreau to step forward.

Mr. Lessarp (Saint-Henri): Mr. Chairman, I arrived a little late and
have not heard the entire discussion, but is the French reporter who was in
attendance this morning available for this meeting this afternoon?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Grandmaison is attached to the B.B.G. and I
believe has to leave for Quebec city. I am not sure of his destination but he
is absent in any event from his permanent work and must return.

Mr. Lessarp (Saint-Henri): He is still in the building at this time.

The Actinc CHAIRMAN: Mr. Grandmaison told me rather impersonally
that he would not be available but that he would rather be in attendance here
since this is in the form of extra work and he is paid extra. However, he must

perform his regular duties and will not be available until next Tuesday
morning.

Mr'. Lz§s.mn (Saint-Henri): I personally feel that if we give up in our
efforts in this regard at this time we will have to carry on without the services
of a French reporter until the conclusion of our meetings.

: The AC:I’ING.CHAIMAN: Mr. Speaker has definitely given us assurance that
?hls matte:: is being actively considered. In any event, the arrangement proposed
in the motion before the committee will only relate to specific witnesses speak-
ing English.

Mr. RuEAUME: We have decided that our next witness will be Mr. Davey

whose mother tongue I understand is English so the motion should apply to
our next two witnesses.
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The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I think you are quite right in that statement Mr.
Rhéaume. We will proceed with Mr. Moreau on this basis and I think should
certainly proceed with Mr. Davey in a similar way.

Mr. WoorLriams: I hope that we can do so. We cannot wait any longer.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: If there are no dissenting voices we will now
swear the witness.

Mr. MAURICE MOREAU (York-Scarborough) having been duly sworn,
deposed as follows:

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: I understand that the witness desires to make a
brief statement before answering questions. Am I right in this regard Mr.
Moreau?

Mr. MoreAU: I thought that I should follow the wishes of the members
of this committee in this regard but if I am permitted to make a brief statement
I should like to do so. I do not intend to go over all the ground that has been
covered.

The ActiNG CHAIRMAN: Are you asking a question Mr. Scott?

Mr. ScorT: No. I just wanted to be put on your list of questioners.

Mr. MoreAU: I do not intend to cover all the ground that has been covered
in cross-examination, and so on, of Mr. Girouard but I do feel I should perhaps
cover the pertinent points. I am sure the members of the committee will assist
me in exploring all the areas in respect of which they would like to hear
evidence. :

The AcTING CHAIRMAN: I am sorry I am trying to keep track of the names
of the questioners.

Mr. MogreAau: May I proceed?

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I am sorry I interrupted you.

Mr. LEsSARD (Saint-Henri): Put all the names on the list.

Mr. MoreAU: May I make this statement or not?

Mr. BALCER: Mr. Chairman I wonder whether it is necessary and normal
procedure for the witness to make a declaration at this time? The witness is
here to answer questions, not to make a statement.

Mr. NuGenT: We decided that we would give this privilege to everyone.
The ActiNGg CHAIRMAN: I hope that this statement is brief.

Mr. MoReAU: On February 17, which was the day before the house opened,
Mr, Gray, Mr. Macaluso, Mr. McNulty and I went to Hull for dinner. We
stopped at the Interprovincial hotel on the way back. After we had been there
a very brief time Mr. Girouard entered the premises and seemed to be looking
for someone. We asked him if he would like to join us and he did at our
table.

He then volunteered the information that he was considering making a
move from the Social Credit party and in this discussion we questioned him
as to what he was going to do, and so on. He suggested or said he felt he would
join the Conservative party because the transition in his riding would be most
easily made, essentially because most of his organizers were previously Union
Nationale and so on. He thought that this arrangement would probably be the
easiest and the most acceptable to the people who had worked for him in the
last election.

We discussed at this point, and I believe I raised the point, whether he
thought his chances for re-election would improve with the Conservative party
particularly under present leadership, and he did indicate that we had a point.
He also stated that he had—he also stated he felt a greater bond with the
Liberal backbenchers and he liked the atmosphere and attitude and the
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esprit de corps that he saw there and felt that we had some influence in our
caucus, and he had considerable sympathy with the members on the Liberal
side. I suggested, and a number of us in this discussion did, that perhaps he
should look before he leapt and although we could not engage our party, as he
well knew, I offered to open a line of communication for him if he was
interested.

At this point I should like to refer to Mr. Girouard’s statement which he
made in the House of Commons as reported in Hansard for April 27. He said:

About two months ago, I met publicly four Liberal members in Hull.
In reply to one of their questions concerning my political future, I
replied that I was quite decided to join the ranks of the Conservative
party. At that very moment a Liberal member got up to make a phone
call. When he returned to our table, he strongly insisted that I take
no decision without having met Keith Davey, the chief Liberal organizer.

I should just like to put on the record the fact that the matter of calling
Mr. Davey had been discussed for approximately half an hour and that I made
the telephone call with his full knowledge and consent, and I would not have
called Mr. Davey had I not felt that he was indeed very interested in exploring
the possibility of joining the Liberal party.

Later in the same statement he said:

However, urged by my colleagues, I agreed to receive in my office—
you understand in my office—the power behind the Liberal party.

I would like to review my recollection of the events that led to the
phone call.

As I stated earlier, I offered to phone Mr. Davey if he wished me to and
with his full knowledge and consent I made the telephone call. I called Mr.
Davey about 10.30 in the night of the 17th; perhaps a few minutes after 10.30.
I indicated to him that we were—four of us had met Mr. Girouard and he
was considering making a move from the Social Credit party. We had sug-
gested to him that he might explore the possibility of joining the Liberal party
and I had offered to open a line of communication for him if he was interested.
I asked Mr. Davey if he would be prepared or interested to talk to him. He
said he would and suggested that Mr. Girouard come to the national Liberal
federation office at 251 Cooper street the next day at eleven o’clock.

I returned to the table and reported to Mr. Girouard that Mr. Davey was
prepared to talk to him and at this point of the discussion Mr. Girouard said
he did not want to go to the national Liberal party’s office. We did discuss
where we might meet. Mr. Girouard’s office was ruled out for the same reason,
that it was not wise. Mr. Girouard certainly did not want to be seen in the
national Liberal federation office and it seemed that the same objection ap-
plied as far as Mr. Davey going to his office. It was agreed that we would meet
}Dri N{: Macaluso’s office which is quite near Mr. Girouard’s office in the west

ock.

I at this point made a second telephone call to Mr. Davey in which
I indicated to him that Mr. Girouard was not prepared to go to the national
Liberal federation and therefore we had set up a meeting at Mr. Macaluso’s
office at eleven o’clock. Confirming this arrangement Mr. Davey agreed that
this was acceptable to him and this is the way the matter stood.

I. will not go into the whole general discussion as to what went on that
evening unless members might ask me what was discussed. I have no objection
to answering any questions at all.

I should like to go on to the meeting that took place in my office the next
day. Very briefly, and it was very soon after the meeting—at least the second
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telephone call—Mr. Girouard left the hotel in Hull, and within a very few
minutes after that we all returned to the hill here where we all took off for
home.

However, the next day about 10.30 Mr. Davey called me in my office
and said he was tied up and could not make the meeting at eleven o’clock and
wondered if it could be made a little later. He thought he could get there at
twelve. Not knowing what Mr. Macaluso’s plans were at twelve o’clock I
suggested he come directly to my office. I then proceeded to contact the other
members and Mr. Girouard to tell them to come to my office at twelve o’clock.
We did meet at twelve o’clock. We, the four Liberal members mentioned and Mr.
Girouard, gathered in my office at approximately twelve o’clock. Mr. Davey
appeared within ten minutes of this and made the commencement of this
meeting.

During the earlier part of the meeting a discussion about the flag issue
arose. Mr. Girouard was quite concerned about what the Liberal party’s
decision on a distinctive national flag was. We reaffirmed or indicated to him
that we were sure that our party was committed and we certainly all were
committed to a distinctive national flag. Mr. Macaluso then returned to his
office and got a letter which our whip had sent out indicating that this was the
reply to flag letters that the P.M. was sending out. He produced the letter for
Mr. Girouard’s information. It was very soon after this that Mr. Davey appeared
on the scene. Again in direct reply Mr. Macaluso I believe asked Mr. Davey:
Was it not true that the Liberal party is committed to a distinctive national
flag and Mr. Davey did confirm this.

We went into the discussion immediately after this. This was concluded
probably within five minutes after Mr. Davey arrived. We then went into the
matter at hand. I started out by outlining briefly what had gone on the night
before. Mr. Girouard then stated his position to Mr. Davey and a discussion then
took place regarding the possibility of Mr. Girouard joining the Liberal party.

This whole meeting was very exploratory in nature. It was quite evident
to everyone there, and I am sure to Mr. Girouard, that no one in the room was
in a position to commit our party to do anything. Mr. Davey did say he was
going to take the matter up with the Quebec Liberal organization. The matter
of nominating conventions and so on was discussed at length and the meeting
ended with the understanding that Mr. Davey was going to contact the Prime
Minister, was going to contact Mr. Giguére the campaign chairman in the
province of Quebec. Who would then sound out the local organization and the
feelings of the Quebec Liberal organization, and I was to act as liaison. I would
let Mr. Girouard know the outcome of these discussions.

Approximately ten days later I think—I had met Mr. Girouard a number
of times in the hall as our offices were quite close on the way to and from
the House of Commons and in elevators and so on—he asked me if there was any
news. I had not anything to report, so about ten days later I called Mr. Davey
to ask him if there was any—had been any developments. He said to me that
the initial reaction from Mr. Giguére was not good, that it was less than en-
thusiastic, and that although the matter had not been decided conclusively
it was his opinion that the prognosis was not very favourable; that it did not
seem to be too likely that Mr. Girouard would be acceptable to the Quebec
organization or, probably, the organization in Labelle.

I then felt that I should report this to Mr. Girouard, and I did. I would
like to refer again to something in his statement of April 7 in which he said:

A week later, a Liberal member of parliament belonging to that same
group—

—and later he identified that member of parliament as me
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—approached me to tell me that he was very sorry but the Prime Min-
ister (Mr. Pearson) had asked his chief organizer to cease all pressure
because he, the Prime Minister, was sure to lose the regular support of
the Social Credit party if he ever stole members from that party.

I have no such information. I did not make that statement to Mr. Girouard.
It is my recollection that Mr. Girouard said to me on hearing the report that the
reaction in Quebec had not been particularly favourable, “Oh, well, I knew it
would never come off anyway”, and again for the reason that the Prime Min-
ister would be afraid to lose the support of the Social Credit party. I did not
make that statement.

Approximately one month after the meeting I received a call from Mr.
Davey in which he indicated to me that the matter had been concluded com-
pletely, that Mr. Girouard was not acceptable to the Liberal organization in
Quebec, and I reported this fact to Mr. Girouard although, by this time, I am
sure he knew what the outcome of those explorations had been.

The CHARMAN: Is that your statement?

Mr. Moreau: That is my statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Scort: Mr. Chairman, as one of Mr. Moreau’s constituents I have a
couple of questions to ask.

Can you tell us if there were any discussions with Mr. Girouard about
this matter before you actually met in Hull?

Mr. Moreau: I had a number of meetings with Mr. Girouard. I met him
first at the privileges and elections committee meetings last session; he was a
member of that committee. Mr. Girouard’s office was very near to mine and
on a number of occasions we discussed a very large number of matters. I was
perhaps aware prior to the adjournment of the house at Christmas that Mr.
Girouard was less than happy with his present state, but I do not think that
any discussion specifically regarding his movement from one party to another
had taken place. I do not know if that is a relevant matter to this in any case.

Mr. N1eLSEN: The answer is no, then?

Mr. Moreau: I should like to add something to my statement. I am sorry,
Mr. Scott, that I left something out of my statement which is a very important
point, as I am sure the committee will appreciate. I did not deal with the
matter of the benefits of the party in power and a “fat electoral fund” at the
next election.

I would like to elaborate and to deny categorically that any mention of
campaign funds or the party in power was made in my office.

Mr. RHEAUME: By yourself?

Mr. MoreaU: By anyone.

Mr. Scorr: Are you referring to the meeting of Mr. Davey and the four
members when you say that?

Mr. Moreau: Yes.

Mr. ScorT: You were present throughout all that time?
Mr. Moreau: I was present throughout.

Mr. Scorr: Do you say, Mr. Moreau, that Mr. Davey never offered any
campaign funds?
Mr. Moreau: The subject of campaign funds was never brought up.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: A pretty important thing, I would think.
Mr. GReENE: Only to the Tories!

; Mr. Scorr: During these discussions that you had with Mr. Girouard in
which you said he indicated he was less than happy in his present party, did

he say anything or do anything that led you to believe he wanted to negotiate
with the Liberals?
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Mr. MoreavU: Is that question in order, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: Of what period of time are you speaking?

Mr. ScorT: Mr. Moreau said he had some meetings or discussions off and
on with Mr. Girouard prior to the meeting in Hull. I was asking if in those
discussions Mr. Girouard had said anything or done anything that made Mr.
Moreau feel he was interested in negotiating with the Liberals.

Mr. MoreAau: I might say that I have no objection to answering any
questions. However, I wonder if that is relevant. I ask the Chairman to rule
on that. If he rules it is relevant, of course I will answer the questions. I
wonder if any of the discussions prior to the meeting in Hull are really
relevant to the issue before us.

As I said, we probably discussed a very large number of subjects with
Mr. Girouard and any number of other members of parliament, and I really
do not see the relevance.

Mr. Scorr: I am not pressing the question, but it just seems to me that
one of the most important things we are trying to ascertain is the state of
mind of Mr. Girouard and his intentions, one way or another, during the
various meetings that took place. I think his statements prior to the meeting
are certainly relevant to intent.

Mr. Moreau: You must remember, Mr. Scott, that I had not seen Mr.
Girouard since before Christmas, and this was February 17.

Mr. Scorr: I understand that.

Mr. Moreau: I was not aware that he was contemplating an immediate
move prior to February 17.

Mr. ScorT: I am not pressing you if you feel so strongly on that.

When Mr. Girouard came into the meeting in the hotel what did he
actually say about his intentions? Do you remember the conversation?

Mr. MoreaU: I am not aware exactly how the conversation opened. Mr.
Girouard was joined by a friend shortly after he sat at our table, and there
was a general discussion under way. The house was to open the next day. He
volunteered the information that he had made a decision to leave the Social
Credit party, and this is the way the discussion was initiated.

Mr. Scorr: Did he say at that time—at the time of this conversation—
that he had decided to join the Progressive Conservative party?

Mr. MoRreAU: Yes, he did. He said that in the riding of Labelle the people
who had worked for him in his election campaign were essentially Union
Nationale and remnants of Conservative organizers, and so on. He said it
would be much more acceptable to his organization if he were to join the
Conservative party.

Mr. Scort: If he had made it clear—and I am just trying to find out why
you took the initiative—that his firm intention was to join the Progressive
Conservative party, why would you initiate all of these telephone calls?

Mr. Moreau: In the first place, it was not my impression—although Mr.
Girouard indicated that he had made a choice, a decision, so to speak—that
he was satified with the decision he had made. I certainly did not for a moment
believe from his comments and the discussion that he was satisfied with the
decision he had made. Indeed, the idea of joining the Liberal party was some-
thing that certainly did not seem to repel him at all. As a matter of fact,
quite the contrary seemed to be the case. I think it was a prospect which he
had not thought was possible. I think he had not thought it was a choice open
to him. The prospect of investigating that position certainly seemed to be
something in which he was very interested.
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Mr. ScorT: Did the reservations he expressed in regard to the Progressive
Conservative party deal with their philosophy, their program or their prin-
ciples?

Mr. Moreau: I think they dealt very much with his chances for re-
election and as I said, the matter of leadership was discussed. He did state
quite definitely that he had a certain sense of identity or, at least, that he
certainly liked what he saw on the Liberal backbench—the spirit and the
atmosphere and so on.

Mr. ScorT: You told us that he did not mention the principles and programs
of the Progressive Conservative party other than in regard to the spirit of the
backbenchers. Did he discuss with you the principles and program and policy
of the Liberal party?

Mr. MoreAU: I had discussed this with him a number of times in the past.
We had discussed various policies for Canada. We had certainly had a number
of discussions, you might say, on political programs and on the policies of the
various parties, and the matter of the flag was certainly discussed. The matter
of political organization was also discussed. I do not recall any other specific
party policy of any of the parties actually being discussed at that time.

Mr. Scort: Would it be fair to say that the chief consideration was re-
election under either party?

Mr. Moreau: I certainly felt this was of paramount importance to Mr.
Girouard, yes. ’

Mr. Scorr: But not to the Liberals?

Mr. Moreau: I had no idea what the political situation was in Labelle.
I had no way of ascertaining that. You asked me why I made the telephone
calls. I had picked up a piece of information which I thought might be of

interest to our party and I felt it was my duty to report the matter, and that
was it.

Mr. ScorT: I think you said that the discussion about whether or not to

call Mr. Davey took up approximately half an hour. Why would that be?
Were there objections to it?

Mr. MoreaU: I would say the discussions regarding the Conservative party
versus the Liberal party and the fact that we could open up a line of com-
munications for him if he was interested took a half hour.

Mr. ScorTt: Did he say he was interested?
Mr. MoreAaU: He said he was interested in speaking to Mr. Davey, yes.

Mr. Scort: Then, at the meeting the next day, you told us there was a
general discussion prior to Mr. Davey’s arrival. I want to ask you about that
again. Can you .tell us the nature of that?

Mr. Moreau: Until Mr. Davey’s arrival the only subject being discussed
was the flag.

Mr. Scorr: Other than that, there was no discussion of Liberal party
policy and whether or not Mr. Girouard agreed with it?

Mr. Moreau: No, there was not.

Mr. Scorr: Then you said in your evidence that when Mr. Davey arrived
you outlined the events and that Mr. Girouard stated his position. Can you give
us your recollection of what he actually said?

Mr. Moreau: Yes, he said to Mr. Davey that he had made a decision to
join the Conservative party because of the reasons previously stated—the
organization in Labelle, and so on. He said he was very interested in the fact
that we were able to arrange this meeting. I think he was somewhat surprised

that we could call Mr. Davey and have him agree to a meeting at such short
20823—4
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notice. Although he stated quite clearly that he was not making an application
to join the party at this meeting, it was certainly the impression he left with me
that he was very interested in knowing whether or not such a thing was
possible.

Mr. Scort: At any time did you yourself raise or did you hear anyone else
raise anything about the attractions of Liberal funds?

Mr. Moreau: Of Liberal funds?

Mr. Scorr: Yes.

Mr. Moreau: No; funds were not mentioned.

Mr. ScorT: Mr. Girouard in his testimony referred to a monologue lasting
about half an hour. Can you tell us what Mr. Davey did say in that half hour?

Mr. Moreau: I would not describe the meeting as a monologue for half an
hour. As I stated, I seemed to be somewhat chairing the meeting. It seemed to
me rather difficult to keep any sort of order. Everyone seemed to want to talk.

Mr. Scorr: Did everyone talk?

Mr. MoreaU: I am sure everyone got into the act, yes.

Mr. RHEAUME: It was an act, was it?

Mr. ScorT: You heard Mr. Girouard’s testimony? You were here while he
gave evidence?

Mr. MoOREAU: Yes.

Mr. ScorT: He said his impression was that Mr. Davey did all the talking.

Mr. MoreaU: I would not agree with that.

Mr. Scorr: You also heard in his evidence that one of the main things he
remembered of the half hour was the discussion of a “fat campaign fund”.

Mr. MoreAU: I heard that, yes. My recollection is that it lasted a little more
than a half hour; it was probably somewhere between half an hour and 45
minutes. My recollection is that in the first half of it the discussion was, as I
said, on the flag. In the second part of the discussion when Mr. Davey arrived
on the scene there was talk about what had happened the night before.
There was a discussion on the organization in Labelle; there was a discussion
regarding the acceptability of Mr. Girouard by the Quebec Liberal organiza-
tion; and there was a general discussion in which all the members participated
with regard to nominating conventions. I think all the Liberal members there
indicated that these were very much on the local level, and they outlined the
difficulties and problems they had encountered in winning nominations. Mr.
MecNulty indicated—I forget the number, I think seven or eight candidates who
contested his nomination. Mr. Macaluso indicated the troubles he had faced. Mr.
Gray indicated there were a number who contested his nomination; and I re-
ported a membership drive in Toronto in which I did a great deal to build
up the organization in York-Scarborough. This was all discussed and it took up
a fair amount of time.

Mr. ScorT: I do not want to repeat this, but from what you have told us
you are saying that at no time did anybody mention campaign funds, fat
campaign funds, or words of that kind.

Mr. MoreauU: I deny that they were mentioned in any way at any time in
my office that morning or the night before in Hull.

Mr. NIELSEN: Were you there?

Mr. MoreAau: I was there.

Mr. ScorT: Was there any discussion of the advantages of belonging to
the party in power?

Mr. MoRreAU: No, there were not.
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Mr. ScorT: Do you realize your evidence places us in a very, very diﬁicu}t
position. I want to be sure you are absolutely firm in your own mind on this
point.

Mr. MoreAU: I am very firm and I have thought about it a great deal.

Mr. ScorT: You then told us that from time to time Mr. Girouard met you
and asked whether there was any news. How many times did that happen?

Mr. MoreAu: I virtually would run into Mr. Girouard almost every day
because of the proximity of our offices. I do not recall how many specific times
this matter arose, but it was certainly on both of our minds, and probably vir-
tually every time I perhaps shook my head or shrugged my shoulders. I do not
think there was any detailed discussion of the whole matter—just the fact that
I had not heard anything.

Mr. ScorT: At the meeting ten days later, Mr. Girouard has told us—and
we have heard his testimony—that you were the member who told him that
the discussion had been called off because of something Mr. Pearson had said. I
would like your comment on that aspect.

Mr. MoreAU: I already have stated that I deny having made such a state-
ment. I had no such information to impart, and therefore I would have no reason
to make such a statement, because I did not know any such fact, and I deny
making that statement. It is my recollection that Mr. Girouard said, when I
reported to him that the outlook was not favourable, “Oh, well, I never expected
it to come off anyway because Mr. Pearson would lose the support of the
Thompson group in the house.”

Mr. ScorTt: That statement then came from Mr. Girouard?
Mr. MoOREAU: Yes.

Mr. ScorTt: Did you have any meeting with Mr. Girouard about his state-
ment of privilege prior to the time he made the statement of privilege?

Mr. MoreAU: This was on a Monday. I returned from Toronto on the 10.55
a.m. flight and arrived in Ottawa about noontime and in my office about 12.30.
I found a note from my secretary saying Mr. Girouard very urgently wanted to
see me. I remained in my office and did not go to lunch because I thought he
would probably drop in. About 1.15 p.m. he did drop in and said to me that
he was going to make a statement in the house. He did not show me the state-
ment, but generally discussed what he was going to say. He did mention he was
going to say what he did say about the Prime Minister, and Mr. Thompson
and I disagreed with him in the thought that I had said such a thing. One thing
he did not mention to me was that he was going to mention campaign funds,
or fat electoral funds, or whatever it was, in any way at all. He did not men-

tion that at all and I was quite surprised when I heard his statement in the
house.

Mr. ScorT: Was there any reason why no Liberal members from Quebec
were in on these discussions?

Mr. MoReAU: There were none of them present at the meeting in Hull.

Mr. PiceoN: They do not trust them socially.

Mr. MoReAU: And that this should be kept restricted and we should not
include anyone else in the discussions because these things become very com-
monly known very quickly around here. In fairness to Mr. Girouard I must
say we had entered into these discussions, I feel, in a very open and straight-
forward manner, and it was not our intention to embarrass anyone,

Mr. Scorr: Did you discuss this with any of the Quebec members?
Mr. Moreavu: No, I did not.

Mr. Scorr: Did Mr. Davey ever go over with you in the meetings

or subsequently any of the factors hinging on Social Credit support?
20823—4}
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Mr. Moreau: No, he did not. I had the one telephone conversation with
him about ten days afterwards which I have already described to you, and
I had a final call on this subject with him. The only time I ever discussed it
with him was about a month later when he concluded the matter completely.

Mr. Scorrt: Is it fair to say this was just a matter of practical politics that
you felt you were negotiating in order to get another adherent?

Mr. Moreau: I would say we are all probably aware of the minority
situation in the house, and that was certainly my view. I had no power in any
way to suggest to Mr. Girouard that he could become a member of the
Liberal party, but I thought I should report the fact that he was going to
move. It was certainly not my decision or that of the other Liberal members as
he well knew, but I think we all felt we should report the matter and at least
have him explore the possibilities.

Mr. Scorr: Was there any discussion at any time about opening negotia-
tions with other members of the Social Credit party?

Mr. MoreAU: It is not my intention to drag any other persons into this.
I will say Mr. Girouard purported to speak for more than himself. I had no
knowledge in respect of whether this was accurate or not.

Mr. ScorT: I do not want the names, but since you volunteered the
evidence, how many did he purport to speak for?

Mr. MoReAU: Initially three or four.

Mr. ScorT: Initially, you say. Did that change at some stage?

Mr. MoRreAU: In the intervening ten days the number kept going up.

Mr. Scorr: I take it from that, Mr. Moreau, that Mr. Girouard was
canvassing the other members of the Social Credit party and reporting to you
from time to time.

Mr. Moreau: I have no knowledge of that.

Mr. Scorr: You told me in the intervening ten days the number kept
going up.

Mr, Moreau: I was not talking to the other members. I only spoke to
Mr. Girouard.

Mr. Scort: But you told me that in the intervening ten days the number
for which he purported to speak kept going up. How high did it actually go?

Mr. Woorrrams: It could not go beyond the limit.

Mr. MoreAU: I do not think I should answer that, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting CHAIRMAN: With all the levity I did not hear.

Mr. Scorr: Mr. Moreau told me that in the ten days following the initial
meeting, the number of Social Credit members for whom Mr. Girouard
purported to speak kept going up, and I asked him how high did it go.

The ActiNnG CHAIRMAN: That seems to me to be an admissible question.

Mr. MoreaU: He did indicate all seven at one point.

Mr. Scorr: At what point?

Mr. MoREAU: Just prior to the ten day period being up.

Mr. ScoTT: So you were having a series of discussions with Mr. Girouard,
were you?

Mr. MoRrReAU: This might go on with the holding up of a number of
fingers in the hall, very brief meetings.

Mr. Scorr: Holding up fingers in the hall?
Mr. Moreau: Well, at one point he did indicate in that way, yes.
Mr. Scorr: Was he waving to you?
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Mr. MoreAaU: No. We would perhaps meet in the hall just outside or in
an elevator, and so on.

An hon. MEMBER: Semaphore.

Mr. Scort: Did you pass on the information of these increasing numbers
to Mr. Davey?

Mr. MoreAU: No. I attempted to do so at one point, but I could not reach
him. He was out of town, or something. I could not reach him at any rate.

Mr. ScorT: You did not leave a message telling him how negotiations
were going?

Mr. MoreAU: No. I am sure the secretary knew I had called, but I was not
speaking to him at all in the intervening period.

Mr. Scort: Following the meeting in Mr. Davey’s office, was it your under-
standing that the Liberal party would be checking up on the interested people?

Mr. MoreAU: No, it was not my understanding. My understanding with
Mr. Davey was that Mr. Guiguere and the Liberal organization in Quebec, I
presume, might have been checking the matter out in the ridings involved.

Mr. Scort: Did you expect there would be further meetings between
the group?

Mr. Moreau: Well, I think it all hinged on what the reaction to this would
be with the Quebec organization.

Mr. ScorT: Was there any discussion during this period of whether or not
these members should become independent first?

Mr. MoreaU: No. The talks really had not progressed that far. It was only
an exploratory meeting as I said originally.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Mr. Moreau, before I start my questions which I will
endeavour to keep relevant, I am going to refer to the motion itself. This is
the motion:

That the matters raised by the hon. member for Labelle in his
question of privilege as reported in Hansard for Monday, April 27, 1964,

be referred to the committee on privileges and elections for consideration
and report.

The matters I intend to examine you on concern Mr. Girouard’s statement
of privilege made on April 27, and I will try to stay on that. However, before
doing so I would like to ask a few questions which are personal but relevant

in the sense of starting off the examination. You are a member of parliament
for York-Scarborough?

Mr. MOREAU: I am, yes.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: I believe you are a graduate in engineering from a
university? y

Mr. MoreaU: The University of Saskatchewan.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: How long have you lived in your own riding of
York-Scarborough?

Mr. MoreAaU: I bought my home in—
Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, what is this leading to?
Mr. MoreAu: I have no objection.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, you have ruled that it is not up to the witness

to determine whether he has objections or not, and that it is up to the
Chairman.

Mr. WooLrLiams: I will be very brief.
Mr. Moreau: I have lived in my riding since 1957.
Mr. WoorLLiams: And you were elected to parliament in 19637
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Mr. Moreau: Right.

Mr. WooLriamMs: I heard Mr. Girouard, and I am sure you did, when he
referred to you and others, and particularly to you, as a personal friend.

Mr. Moreau: Yes, he did.

Mr. WoorLrLiams: And you accept him as a friend of yours?

Mr. Moreau: I would say that I knew Mr. Girouard from meetings on a
number of occasions in the committees and in his office, or in my office. I would
say that I thought him to be a very personable fellow, and someone who cer-
tainly was not a bore to be with to discuss things. I do not know whether I could
claim to be a friend of his or not. I would say I would have a similar relation-
ship with any number of members of parliament. I would say we were friendly,
yes, but the fact of the matter is just what do you mean by a friend. I think
this is really the point.

Mr. WooLriams: I think we understand the word friendship; it is a word
which is common in the English language. He did look to you as a friend. Do
you accept him in the sense to which he referred in giving evidence that he
is a friend of yours?

Mr. Moreavu: I thought he laid it on a little thick, but I would say we
were friends, yes.

Mr. WooLrLiaMms: And you said that you found him to be a very personable
fellow and good to be with?

Mr. MoRreAuU: Yes.

Mr. WooLriaMs: And there was no reason to doubt his integrity or any-
thing like that?

Mr. Moreau: No.

Mr. WoorLriams: You had no reason to doubt him?

Mr. Moreau: No.

Mr. WoorrLiams: I am going to start my examination now. Thinking
about all the facts you have given in your statement and all the facts Mr.
Girouard gave in his evidence and the facts particularly brought out by Mr.
Scott, would you say he was ever rejected in the sense of being rejected by
the Liberal party?

Mr. Moreau: Well, I think I must technically say this would probably not
be an accurate description from Mr. Girouard’s point of view, because he never
formally made an application to join the Liberal party.

Mr. WooLrLiaMs: He never really made an application, so what you are
saying is he never could really be rejected.

Mr. Moreavu: I would like to continue. I think from Mr. Davey's point of
view, certainly I had the impression and I am sure Mr. Davey had the im-
pression that he was interested in the possibility of joining the Liberal party.
Mr. Davey investigated the matter with the Quebec organization, and in his
mind they certainly had rejected the idea. Perhaps any misunderstanding may
have been mine, in that perhaps I did not explain the situation sufficiently to
Mr. Davey in respect of just what had transpired, and perhaps the impression
I left with Mr. Davey was not what Mr. Girouard meant, but it was my im-
pression that Mr. Girouard was interested, but his position was not final in
respect of joining the Liberal party.

Mr. WooLrLtams: What you are saying is that he was never, in fact, re-
jected by the Liberal party.

Mr. Moreau: He made no formal application.

Mr. WoorLLiams: You cannot be rejected if you never did apply. He never
was rejected by the Liberal party.
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Mr. Moreau: As I say, he did not make a formal application.

Mr. WoorLiams: I will put the question once again. I say to you, and it
is in plain English, that he never was rejected by the Liberal party because
he never applied. That is easy to answer yes or no.

Mr. Moreau: I think I have stated the position fairly clearly. You can
draw your own conclusion in respect of whether he was or was not rejected.

Mr. WooLLiams: Do you categorically refuse to answer the question
whether he was, in fact, rejected by your party or not?

Mr. GREeNE: On a point of order Mr. Chairman. That is one of the
questions surely for this tribunal to determine. This involves a conclusion.
We are here to hear the evidence and not to hear conclusions of the witness.

Mr. MorReAU: May I say Mr. Chairman, the issue as I see it is not a black
and white one which I think Mr. Woolliams is attempting to make it.

Mr. WooLrLiams: I do not want to get into an argument with you but I
did ask you that question. Let me put it to you again as I put it to you before
Mr. Greene interrupted me, quite properly so, because he thought he had a
point of order. I will ask you this question again. Did the Liberal party ever
really reject Mr. Girouard? That is a plain question. We know what the word
“reject” means. That is to turn down his application. Was his application
ever turned down?

Mr. GREENE: On a point of order—

Mr. CAMERON (High Park): That is not a proper question to put to the
witness.

Mr. GReEENE: I cannot agree with the definition Mr. Woolliams has given
to the word “rejection”. Rejection does not involve an application in my
understangling of the definition of the word. One can be rejected if one sees
they are interested without a formal application. I submit on the point of
order that this is a conclusion for the tribunal to draw, not the witness.

Mr. FisHER: Mr. Chairman on the point of order, I should like to let Mr.
Woolhfams know that I think we all know what the situation is now and from
my point of view his question is unnecessary.

Mr. WopLmes: I appreciate the statement of the member for Port
Arthux". I will put the question a little differently.

Did he ever make a bid to join the Liberal party?

Mr. Moreau: Not formally, no.

Mr. WooLLiams: No, so that the newspaper report of April 28, 1964 is not
correct,—and you were at the meeting at which Mr. Davey and the four
Liberal members or tpree besides yourself were present. I am referring to the
Ottawa Journalfl might say this was carried in many newspapers across the
country—when it reported that Mr. Davey is supposed to have said to the
press:

While this is. the most serious error in Mr. Girouard’s statement, there
are others, including his suggested reason why his bid to join the
Liberal party was rejected,—

It is not correct? We d.o not know whether Mr. Davey said that to the press
pqt what you are saying is that Mr. Girouard never really made a bid to
join the Liberal party; is that right?

Mr. Moreau: He did agree to meet Mr. Davey and explore the idea.

'NII'.’WOOLLIAMS: I am putting this to you; you said he never made an
appl;catlon. I suggest to you that you cannot make a bid without making an
application.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Oh, oh.
The Acrting CHAIRMAN: Order.
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Mr. GREGOIRE: On a point of order, we would like to know the answer
to this question. I should like to ask Mr. Woolliams just to explain the word
“application”. Are there such forms in the Conservative party?

Mr. WooLrLiams: I am not under oath.

The ActinG CHAIRMAN: Mr. Woolliams has put his question and he will
get an answer if I feel it is a reasonable question.

Mr. WooLLiAMms: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am wondering Mr. Chair-
man, and I am trying to be fair in this matter, whether we could have order
and then if someone wishes to raise a point of order and object to a question
I put they can speak and I will be quite willing to cease my examination.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I would suggest that that is a fair request. Mr.
Scott was questioning and there were no interruptions. I would ask you to ac-
cord all questioners the same courtesy.

Mr. WooLLiaMms: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We will come back to my question. He never made an application. You
have already said that?

Mr. Moreau: That is correct.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: I suggest to you because he never made an application
he never made a bid to join the Liberal party.

Mr. MoReAU: I do not think I can quite accept that, Mr. Woolliams.

Mr. WooLLiAMs: What do you call a “bid”’ then? What did he do that you
categorize as a bid?

Mr. MoreAaU: I feel that he was very interested in the idea. He agreed to
meet Mr. Davey to explore it further. He indicated to me even after the meet-
ing,—he at least purported to be speaking for other members—that he seemed
to be actively pursuing the idea and it was certainly my impression that if
the door were held open he would cross the threshold.

Mr. WooLrLiaAmMS: One thing that we have established is that he never
made an application. What you have just said last is the kind of bid that you
are talking about? You say that what he did was meet Mr. Davey, the national
organizer of the Liberal party, and talked with you down at the Interprovincial
hotel meeting in Hull; he made signs and you made signs, and that is what you
mean by a bid?

Mr. MoreAU: I think, as I have testified, that he was actively considering
and pursuing the idea, and this is as far as the talks had gone.

Mr. WoorLiAmMs: Is that what you mean by a bid?

Mr. Moreau: Yes, I would say that is the meaning.

Mr. WooLLiaMS: So that in any event you did say as well that when you
discussed the matter on the telephone with Mr. Davey he said the lines of com-
munication had broken down? That was your evidence previously?

Mr. MoreAU: No, I said he had discussed the matter with Mr. Guiguere,
and Mr. Guiguere indicated that the reaction was not good and he wanted to
look into it. Mr. Davey reported to me that the whole matter did not look
favourable. The whole matter did not look like it would be acceptable.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Up to that time or at any other time Mr. Girouard had
never said he wanted to join the Liberals?

Mr. MoReaU: Mr. Girouard had agreed to have Mr. Davey look into the
matter with the Quebec organization.

Mr. WooLLiAMs: Yes, but he never made an application and he never—

Some hon. MEMBERS: Oh, oh.

Mr. WoorLrLiaMms: He never made an application to join the Liberal
party, did he?
Mr. Moreau: Not a formal application, no.
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Mr. WoorLiams: If he did not make a formal application you mean he
did not make any application whatsoever, did he?

Mr. MoreaU: As I said, I cannot accept that conclusion.

Mr. WooLLIAMS: What kind of an informal application did he make?

Mr. MoReAU: As I said, he had agreed to meet Mr. Davey; he agreed to
come to the meeting; it was with his full knowledge I called Mr. Davey and
when I offered to open up a line of communication he agreed to this. He came to
the meeting.

The meeting ended on the note that Mr. Davey was to explore this with
the Quebec organization. He sought information from me afterwards and this
certainly in my mind indicated to me that if the door were opened he would
cross the threshold, as I have said.

Mr. WooLLiaMms: All right we will allow that matter to drop for the
moment. Let us now go back to the meeting in the Interprovincial hotel on the
evening of February 18.

The AcTiNG CHAIRMAN: I think it was on February 17.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Yes. Thank you very much. The meeting in the Inter-
provincial hotel was on February 17; is that right?

Mr. MoreAau: That is right.

Mr. WooLLiams: That was by accident? There was no plan to meet?

Mr. Moreau: That was by accident.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: Yes, and there were Mr. McNulty, yourself, Mr. Macaluso
and Mr. Gray there?

Mr. Moreau: That is right.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: There were the four of you and one friend, Mr. Girouard?

Mr. Moreau: That is correct.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: You were sitting at a table in the tavern of the Interpro-
vincial hotel?

Mr. Moreau: That is correct.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: You were enjoying the sociability of each other’s friend-
ship, and it was during that time that there was a discussion between Mr.
Girouard and yourself, or at least one of the members and Mr. Girouard said
he was thinking of joining the Conservative party?

Mr. MOR.EAU: He said he was going to leave the Social Credit party and
he was thinking of joining the Conservative party because of the reasons I have
given earlier.

Mr. WooLLiaMsS: At no time up to that time had he said he was thinking
of joining the Liberal party?

Mr. MoreAu: He indicated that the Liberal organization in Labelle was
not friendly to him and he was not to them.

Mr. WOOLLIAMS: I appreciate that, but my question briefly was this: up
to that time he had never used the words: “I would like to join the Liberal
party”, or words to that affect, had he?

Mr. MoreAau: No, he had not.

Mr. WooLLiams: How long were you there when you had this discussion
and you left to call Mr. Davey? How long would you be in the hotel?

: Mr. Moreau: I would say that Mr. Girouard likely joined us at about ten
mmute_s after we arrived. Perhaps ten o’clock, and I made the telephone call at
approximately—the first telephone call—10.30 or very shortly afterwards.

Mr. WooLLiaMS: About half an hour afterwards. Where did you call Mr,
Davey? Where was he at that time?

Mr. Moreau: He was at home.
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Mr. WoorLLiams: In Ottawa?

Mr. Moreau: In Ottawa.

Mr. WooLLiams: Right. What did you say to Mr. Davey on that occasion on
the telephone?

Mr. Moreav: I said that four Liberal members whom I named—we had met
Mr. Girouard by accident at the hotel and he was contemplating a move and I
had asked him if he would be interested in speaking to Mr. Davey about
the possibility of joining the Liberal party. I indicated that there was no
commitment involved in this, but would Mr. Davey be interested in talking to
him. He said he would like to talk to him and suggested that I have Mr.
Girouard come to the national Liberal federation offices at 251 Cooper street
the next day at eleven o’clock.

Mr. WooLLiams: Yes, and as you have said in your evidence, up until that
time he had never asked to join the Liberal party, had he? Who made the
suggestion? We will just pause there in the telephone conversation and then
I will come back to it in a moment. Who made the first suggestion of the
group of four of you and Mr. Girouard to call Mr. Davey, the national
organizer? I believe you made that suggestion?

Mr. MoreAvu: I think I did, yes.

Mr. WooLrLiams: Yes, so that the promotion to join the Liberal party and
to contact Mr. Davey—you said the boss man or somebody referred to him as
the boss man which is neither here nor there—really came from you?

Mr. Moreavu: I did not use the term “boss man”. I thought that it was
an organizational problem and, therefore, the national organizer would be the
person that I should approach.

Mr. WooLriamMs: Yes, and he had said to you, and I don’t want to repeat it
again, that he wanted to join the Conservative party and you knew that when
you were talking to Mr. Davey? Did you tell Mr. Davey that Mr. Girouard said
he was leaving the Social Credit party and was contemplating joining the Con-
servative party?

Mr. Moreau: Yes I did, but I also told him that he had agreed to meet
Mr. Davey and discuss the other possibility.

Mr. WoorLrLiams: Of course you suggested that he meet Mr. Davey because
you were the one who suggested it; is that not correct?

Mr. Moreau: Yes.

Mr. WoorriaMms: And he agreed to that?

Mr. Moreau: It was with his consent, yes.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: You have already said you were in a minority position
and you might increase your numbers and there is nothing wrong with that,
but what did Mr. Davey say to you? What did Mr. Davey then say to you on the
telephone?

Mr. MoreAau: He said he would be interested in talking to Mr. Girouard
and making an assessment of the situation, and to tell him to come to the na-
tional Liberal federation the next morning.

Mr. Woorrtams: Did you say that Mr. Girouard wanted to meet Mr. Davey
in his own office?

Mr. Moreau: No.

Mr. WoorLLiaMms: Where had you agreed to meet at that time on the tele-
phone? Did you agree to meet at that stage?

Mr. MoRreAU: Mr. Davey said to get him to go to the national I‘Jiberal
federation at eleven o'clock. I went back to the table and reported this. Mr.
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Girouard said he would not go to the national Liberal federation office and
we agreed to meet in Mr. Macaluso’s office.

Mr. WooLLiams: Yes, you thought that you had better communicate this
fact to Mr. Davey?

Mr. MoreAuU: Yes, back to Mr. Davey.

Mr. WoorLLiaMs: So what time did you make your second telephone con-
versation?

Mr. MoreauU: I would say about 15 minutes later.
Mr. WooLLIAMS: About 15 minutes later. What did Mr. Davey say about

Mr. MoreAaUu: He was agreeable.

Mr. WooLLiaAmMs: What else did you discuss on the telephone at that time?

Mr. MoreAU: Nothing else.

Mr. WooLLiaMms: Nothing else?

Mr. MoreAU: That was very, very brief.

Mr. WooLLiaMms: You decided during the second conversation on the tele-
phone that you would meet in Mr. Macaluso’s office?

Mr. MoreaU: Right.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: Yes, the next day at eleven o’clock or shortly after Mr.
Davey called and said he was going to be delayed because he had another
meeting?

Mr. Moreau: That is right.

Mr. WooLLiaAMs: That was communicated to Mr. Girouard?

Mr. MoreaU: Right.

Mr. WoorLiaMs: Yes. Was there anything else that took place before we
discuss that meeting, and I want to follow this up in a chronological way?
Before we discuss that meeting at which the four of you met, which I think
is of importance, was there anything else said by Mr. Davey or yourself?

Mr. Moreau: No.

Mr. WooLLiAMS: So what you have told us then under oath at the present

time as a witness to this committee is all that took place between you and
Davey on the telephone and between the four people?

Mr. MoreAaU: Yes. Well, I have not given the full range of conversation
that went on in the hotel at Hull.

Mr. WoorLLiaMms: I do not want to hear about anything except that with
which we are dealing.

Mr. MoreAU: Yes. I have reported everything that we are dealing with
regarding the matter raised by Mr. Girouard. The conversations with Mr.
Davey were extremely short on both occasions.

Mr. WooLLiamMs: Mr. Davey had agreed then—at least he had agreed by
telephone to meet Mr. Girouard and discuss the matter?

Mr. MoReaU: Yes.

Mr. WooLrLiams: Right. Now we move along to this meeting you finally
had in your office, did you not?

Mr. MoReAU: Yes.

Mr. WooLLiaMs: And there were four of you there, yourself and Mr.
Girouard?

Mr. MoReAU: Yes.
Mr. WooLLiams: How long did that conversation take place?
Mr. Moreau: I would say between half an hour and 45 minutes.
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Mr. WooLLiams: I see. You have already said you were friendly with him
and you liked him as a personable fellow. You were quite anxious, and I think
this is a fair question, for him to join the Liberal party?

Mr. MoReAU: It was not my decision to make.

Mr. WooLLiams: I know it is not your decision to make, at least I do
not think it is, but you were promoting the idea?

Mr. MogreAu: Certainly I felt that I should report what I had learned. I
certainly had no objection to him joining the Liberal party.

Mr. WooLLiams: Did you want him to join the Liberal party at that time?

Mr. MoreAvU: I personally felt that an increase in our numbers in the House
of Commons would be attractive, yes.

Mr. WooLLiams: Yes, and I know that you being a professional man and
a member of parliament for York-Scarborough would want the kind of candi-
date and member of parliament which would be the right kind of member
of parliament for the Liberal party?

Mr. MoRreaU: Certainly I am interested in the party having good candidates.

Mr. WoorLiams: That is right and you thought Mr. Girouard would be
the kind of candidate and member of parliament who would make a contribu-
tion to the Liberal party of Canada?

Mr. MoRreAu: I think that Mr. Girouard’s participation in a committee that
I had been on with him indicated that he was an aggressive member of this
House of Commons, yes.

Mr. WoorLiams: Up until the meeting at your office, and we are not going
any further than that at the moment, you had every confidence then in the
man’s integrity and calibre and he was a man that would make a good member
of parliament and member of the party?

Mr. MoreAU: I had no reason to doubt any of those things.

Mr. Woorriams: You put it in the negative but you really approved of
this, did you not?

Mr. Moreau: I thought it was very attractive that we would have more
members, yes. y

Mr. WoorrLiams: I think you have said it would be very attractive to have
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