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The House resumed at B8:00 P.H.

MR. SFEAKER: Order please!

_MB. CROSBIE: Motion 5, Mr. Speaker.

MR, SPEAXKER. Motion 5 is the motion moved by the Hon. Minister of
Finance. I think the Member for White Bay South adjourned the
debate Last night.

MR, W. N, ROWE: Mr, Speaker, it is surprising, Sir, but I suppose

true to form that thig partricular debate would be called at this
particular time. We saw the Premier make what the government consider
to be an important announcement today., Tonight the Minister of
Finance rises in his place. (he does not even leave it to the House
Leader tonight, Sir,} to carry on with his pilece of spiteful, vindictivg,
his vindictive use of the power of this House to getr the Hon. Member
for Bell Ieland.

Mr. Speaker, a couple of weeks ago, whenever this
House last sat, I had an opportunity to speak for about twenty minutes.
I believe on this motion. Does any official at thé table have
any idea how long 1 spoke the last time? It sounded like five minuytes,
Sir.
_MB. SPEAKER: The honourable member has sbout fifteen minutes.

MH. W. H. BOWE: Fifteen minutes., T have some time at my disposal

tonight ko go into this matter.

The last time I was spesking on this I made
mention of the fact that the whole question of points of privilege
and motions moved, relating to points of privilege,is & very strange
one in this House. A number have been raised on occasicne. I refer
then to the time that the Hon. Mewber for St. John's East slandered
mv collesgue en & particular matter. When a point of privilege
was raised, it was determined not to be a point of privilege. On

another cccasion the Member for St. John's Centre rose in the House
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and accused the Member for Bell Tsland of encouraging, asctively
encourapging the commisaion of crimes on the eight fleor of this
buiiéing. I rose on a point of privilege then. It was ruled not
a poiat of privilege. Subsequently, the Member for Bell Island
rose in his place and made certain allegations which are the
basis of this debate now. The allepations wers based on documentary
evidence. Your Honour considered it not to be a prima facie
breach of privilege anﬁ, of courge, we appealed that decision, that
ruling on Your Houour's part because we believe tﬂat it was a
prima facie breach of privilege as stated by the Member for Bell Island.

The Minister of Finance, on the same fact
gituation, comes in and ralses a point of privilege, makes a wotion,
and is accepted by Your Honour, and now this debate is on.

I am not reflecting, Sir, on any rulings of the
Chair, of the Speaker of this House. I just want to make the
remark for the record that it is passing strange that certain
things are considered to be a breach of the privileges of this
House when raised by that side and certain things raised by this
side on similar fact situations are not considered to be a breach
of the privileges and are dismissed forthwith., I think that that
point does need to be made.

How, Sir,
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lzst day on this debate I mentioned that and my colleague, the member
for Bell Island,brought evidence into this House in good failth.

One can quibble, Asthe Leader of the Opposition said, one can quibble
as to whether the member for Bell Island's style of debate or style
of delivery is one which any other member of the House might use,

¥ ,for example, have a differentstvle I think and other members of

the House have a different style but that should not and does not
detract from the basically sound case that the member for Bell Island
made in this matter. He brought the evidence in in good faith and

he tzbled documentation relating thereto.

One of the things he mentioned, in his own inimitable
style was that there was & potential conflict of interest situation,
that there was a conflict of interest. HNeither tﬁeumémber for
Bell Island nor myself nor anyone else has said that the Minlater of
Finance took advantage of az conflict of iqterest situstion, That is for
other people o decide. I am not going to make that allegation. What
T am saying is that by the minister’s own statements, he is a2 partner
in the firm eof Aylward, Crosbie and Colling, he is a member of the
_board of directors of two I believe subsidiary companies of Labatts
and at the same time, as the Minister of Finance, he recommended to the
govermment that certailn debts owed by companies be cancelled in order
to allcw; ba wiped off the books in order to allow Labatts to take
over the assets of Bison Brewery without the title thereto being
affected, without the debt being sort of an albatross around Labacts’
neck.

Well, Sir, I say pow and I say to the Minister of Finance
that because he wore the several hats that he did wear that that was
a conflict of interest eituation as defined by the minister himself.
I am not saying he took advantage of the conflict of interest., I am
not saying he lined his own pockets, As & watter of fact I feel reascnably
certain, §9.9 per cent perhaps 100 per cent certain that he has not,
that he never will, that he has not, he did not in that case,be never

will. But, Sir, the statement made by the member for Bell Island
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was that there was a conflict of interest mituvation and nobody can deny
that, that the possibility existed, if other persons were involved,

that there was z conflict that existed that would have allowed

a person to benefit from wearing so many hats. I am sure

the Minister of Finance has not benefited and had no intention

of bhenefiting yet he allowed himself to be placed in a position

whare this allegation of conflict of interest could be thrown at

him.

Now 1f the member for Bell Island, Sir, is to be penalized
by this sentence which 1s being passed on him for raising that
matter, then I would submit, Sir, we might as well close down this
House tonight, that no member of this House can feel free in the
future to raise matters in good faith,based on evidence readily
available to everyome, that no member of this House can feel free to do that
without knowing that the person attacked or the person against whom
allepations are made, if he is on the govermment side of the House,
is going to use the govermment majority to penalize vindictively or
a%herwise the member who made that statement.

On the other questién, Sir,- the question of the égreement,
the member for Bell Island has stated that the Minister of Finance
deliberately misled the Hou;e. Now, Sir, I s;ané here and I say that
on the evidence available ro me, to the member for Bell Island at the
time and available now, that he was well within his rights to make

the gtatement that the Minister of Finance déliberately misled this

H
House and 1 make that same statement now. In doing so, Sir, I am

going to refer once more,at the risk of boring che Minister of
Finance and the members of the House,to refer to the evidence which
the member for Bell Island has presented te the House.
There waé a letter from the Minister. of Finance himself,
dated March 8, 1972, several months after he gained power on January iB,
in which he stated in a letter to Bison Petroleum and Minerals Limited;

“Dear Sirs, On 14 December 1970 a Minute of Executive Council...'
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that is a cabinet order, a cabinet directorate, it is an order made by the -
cabinet and is signed by the Lieutenant Governoy, then becomas an
Order-in-Council. In this case it was a minute of executive council.
Sp, it was not an order as such hut merely a minute of the decision
made. A minute of executive council indicates that your company,” that
is Bison Petroleum and Minevals or Bison Brewing Company Limited,”eon-
sequent uwoon the sale of Atlantic Brewery Limited would undertake to
pay to the Newfeundland Liguor Commission the suw of approximately
$407,000.00 by the issue to the Government of interest-free revenue
bonds redeemable in equal annual instalments over a pericd of ten
years” ~undertook, $ir, or undertake te pay to the Newfoundland Liquor
Commission the sum of 5$407,000.00.
Farther on in the letter the Minister of Finance says, "We
would point out that the agreement entered into with the Government,
as indicated by the r 'nute of council of the fourteenth of December,
has not been carried out by your company and that the revenue bonds
referred to have not, as yet, been recelved. "May we ask what your
intentions are in this matter and when it iz anticipated it will be
finalized?"”
The Minister of Finance himself, Mr, Speaker, the very man wheo
now brings this scandulous moticn before the Touse himself; based on
the Order-in-Council, based on the evidence available to him at the time,
refars, not implicitly or tacetly or by necessary inference bhut refers'
directly and explicitly to the agreement entered inteo with the Govern-
ment as indicated by the minute of council on the fourteenth of December.
On March 13, several days later, the vice-president of Bigon -
Brewing Company Limited writes the Minister of Finance himself in which
he mays 5ir,"We hereby confirm that Bison Brewing Company has undertaken
to pay the Yewfoundland Liguor Commission the amount of $407 ,000.08 by
the issue to the Government of interest-free revenue bonds redeemable
in equal annual {nstallments over z periocd of ten years. We confirm that

Rison Brewery has undertaken to pay the Wewfoundland Liguor Commission
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a certaln amount of money.”

Sir, it is clear from those twe letters that theve was seme kind
of an apreement, some kind of an undertaking between the Covernment and
Bison Brewing Company to pay the Govermment a certain amount of money.
The fact that that money happens to be repayable out of interest-free
revenuejbonds is {rrelevant for the purpose of trying to establish
whaether 1in fact there has been an agreement or not. The fact that I
might have an agreement with a company which subsequently goes bankrupt
does not mean T have no agreement, Mr. Spealer. The agreement might
not be worth the paper that it is written on. The agreement might
not even be enforceabié when it is put to the test in certain situations.
For example, 1f 1 have an agreement with somebody to do certain things
and it is no; in writing,in certain cases 1t is covered,as lawyers know,
by the Statute of Frauds and you cannot go to court and have it enforced.
That does not mean there is no agreement in existance.

In certaln cases agreements will not be enforced by the courts.

In certain cases agreements are not worth the péper they are writteﬁ on,
for the simple reason that a person may not have the money or may be
bankrupt or may have skipped the country or may have done a2 hundred other
things, but that does not mean that there was no sgreement in operation.
That, I submit, Sir, is all that my colleapue, the‘member for Bell Island,
gaid - there wag an apreement. When the Minister of Finance came into

this House and said there was no agreement he misled this House. T make
that statement. 1 would make it irvespective of whether I thought the
minister was golng to have me flung out of the House for fourteen daysg

or not, He misled the House when he made that statement. He deliberately
misled the House, I would submit, Sir, when he made that atatement. There
was an agreement.

PoN. J, CROSBIE: The whole subject of this debate is about a matter
which the honourable member for White Bay South is‘now repeating, He is
saying T deliberately misled this ilouse. His expression is unparliiasmentary,
it is contrary te the rules of the House and therefore I ask Your Homour

to direct him to withdraw it.
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MR, BILL ROWE: May I speak to that, Mr. Speaker?
The Minister of Finance has brought in a motion to throw out the
member for Bell Island because he says that when ‘he said that the

Minister of
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Finance deliberately misled the ilouse, that he was wrong.

Ghviously, 1f he were right Iin saying it then the mindster would

not have brought in this motion,from the minister's point of

view. What I am gaying in defence of my colleague is that.he

wag tight when he said the minister deliberately misled the House.
Surely if I cannct educe evidence to show that in defence of the
Member for Bell Island, we might as well forget about this

debate, Mr, Speaker, and just let the MMinister of Tinance merely
say; "As far as I am concerned the Member for Bell Island is

thrown cut."” I am saylng that the Member for Bell Isgland was

right in saying that the minister deliberately misled the House

and I am trying to produce evidence to show that I am right and that
the HMember for Bell Island was right. I think the point of order

is specious, Mr. Spesker.

MR, CROSBIE: Mr, Speaker, I would like to answer those specious
gtatements. It is quite a different matter, there is quite a
difference hetween the Member for White Bay South gaying that at the
time the Member for Bell Island was justified in making such and
such a statement because of go and so and the Member for Bell Island
gaying, as he did just a moment ago, that he himself sald that I
deliberately misled the House. There is a world of difference between
that. He can proceed and try to make a case that the Member for Bell
Igiand was justified at that time in thinking that I deliberately
misled the House and advance the case for that but to say that he
himself says that I deliberately misled the House, he is using
unparliamentary lsnguage and i¢ should be withdrawn.

MR, SPEAXER: I feel that the honourable Minister of Finance does
have a point. The honourable ¥ember for White Bay South I de not
think was, at least I did net interpret it as referring to what the
honourable the Member for Bell Island said. 1 think the honourable
HMember for White Bay South did say that the honourable Ministgr of
Finance Qad deliberately misled the House which is unparliamentary
and I ask him 1f he would withdraw those commeﬁ:s.

MR, W.N,ROWE: Mr. Speaker, it is a gquibble on words anyway. It just
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goes to show how petty it all is. I withdraw {irrevocably,
unreservedly my statement that the Minister of Finance delliberately,
that I say the Minister of Finance deliberately misled the House.
What T say is that I agree ér that the Member for Bell Island was
right when he said the Minister of Finance deliberately misled the
House because there is evidence to show that the Member for bell
Island was right in making that allegaticn. Does that satisfy
the minister?
MR, CEOSBIE: Preduce the evidence.
MR, W.N.ROWE: I am producing it.
MR. CROSBIE: The honourable member has not produced anything yer.
MR. W.H.ROQWE: Ho, Mr. Spesker.
MR. SPEAKER: Order please!
MR. W.N.ROUE: The Member for Bell Island was rvight, Sir, when he
gaid that the Minister of Finance deliberately misled this House. We
have seen Irom two letters alﬁne and the Order-in-Council which has
already been referred to that there was an agreement in existance.
Whether that agreement was worth the paper it was written on or
whether it turned cut subsequently to be unenforceable or whether the
Minister of Finance theught that he weuld merely pave the way for
Labatts to take over this asset and therefore get tid of any taint
there might be on the title and therefore just get rid ot it as
something that did nct exist, these-are all irrelevant questions, Mr.
Speaker.

The fact of the matter is that there was reference to an
agreement, there was in fact an agreement. If you went to court,
Mr. Speaker, I would submit, as a party, one of the parties ro these
letters,and assuming that the agreement was enforceable as an agreement
or that the companies were not bankrupt and all this sort of thing, i
would say that on these letters alone any court in the land, Sir, would
uphold tﬁe agreement between the Minister of Fluasnce or the Government
of the Province and Labatts to Blson Brewery. There is an asgreement
and it is referred to, it is confirmed by the vice-president of Bison

Brewing Limited, it is confirmed by the government, it is confirmed by
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Order-in-Council., It was confirmed by the Deputy Minister of
Finance, Mr. Speaker, when he by lefter of June 4, 1973, wrote a
letter to Mr. John C.Doyle, re Bison Brewing Company Limited, and
says as follows: "In a letter of June 19, 1972, you advised the
Minister of Finance' (That is the present Minister of Finance)

“that your leecal counsel in St. John's, Mr. Donald Dawe,was
preparing the necessary documents for the issuance to the government
of the éAGT,OQO in principal awount of nen-interest bearing revenue
bonds . "

The Deputy Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker, was under
the impression or delusion, call it what you wiil, under the firm
impressien that there was an agreement between the Government of
Hewfoundland and Labrador and Bison Brewing Company Limited.
elearly under that impression.

On July 5, 1973, the Minister of Finance in another
letter to Mr, John C.Doyle, re Bison Brewing Company Limited says as

follows: “We have now had 2 long corrvespondence originating
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in March, 1972, with respect to the commitment of Bison Brewing
Company Limited to issue to the Government of Newfoundland free
of chargenon-interest bearing revenue bonds in the amount of $407,000
to be redeemed in equal annual instaliments over a peried of ten
years.

Then, Mr. Speaker, the same paragraph by the
same minister, the Minister of Finance, signed John C. Crosble,
says as Follows:"The agreement between Bison Brewing Company Limited
and the government was ratified by the executive council, by a minute
passed on December 14, 1870.%

How, Mr. Speaker, how can words be any plainer?
In support ef the proposition, the allegation made by the Member
for Bell Island, that there was an agreement in effect and in operation
batween the Government of Newfoundland and the Bison Brewing Company
Limited, Mr. Speaker, can you be any clearer or plainer, your evidence,
in support of your allegatien. It is referred to by'the Minister of
Finance himself, the very gentleman who now complains. It is referred
to by the Vice-President of the Bison Brewing Company. It is refa}red
to in an Order-in-Council. It is referred to by Mr. Dirk Peper, the
Deputy Minister of Finance. Everybody who had anything to do with
this matter, Mr. Speaker, in the government, was clearly under the
firm impression that there was an agreement.

The Member for Bell Island comes in and makes the
game allegation in this House that there was an agreement and that .
the Minister of Finance deliberately misled the House when he sald
there was no agreement and neow, $ir, he is being threatened with
fourteen days exgiusicn from this honourable House for making that
statement, in a spiteful and spleenful exercise of brute power by
the Miniater of Finance and his cohorts in this matter.
MR, CROSHIE: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order: The use of the words

"spiveful and spleenful" in describing the motives to another wember
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of the House is unparlismentary. That is what the whole point
of this debate is zbout. If the honourable gentleman is going
to be perumitted to use this kind of language, then there is

no purpose in the debate at a1l. T ask that these words be
withdrawm,

MR, W, N, ROWE: No, Mr. Spesker, I will not withdraw those

words. I do not think there is anything in the authorities., If
the clerk would care to refer to a precedent of this House or
otherwvise that the words "spiteful and spleenful’, in reference
to another member bringing z motion into the House to expel my
colleague, are unparlismentary, I will gladly withdraw them,
But merely because the Minister of Finance stands up and says that
they hurt his feelings, I zm not going to withdraw them. I do

‘ not think they are unparliaﬁentary, unless there is clear suthority
to the contrary. If Your Homour can find it and i1if Your Honour
will direct me, I will obviously withdraw it.
¥R. SPEAKER: The citation in Beauchesne,which is on page: 130 and
131, gives a list of words and some phrases which are basically
considerad to be unparlismﬁntary'which is merely a reference to go
by and the member does not have te uge -

MR. W. H. ROWE: What citation?

MR. SPEAKER: It is 155, page 130, It is merely a list and

there are cither words which are not included in that list which
might be considered as being unparliamentary, I cannot recall

any section in Beauchesne which specifically says that the words
uged by the honoursble member are unparliamentary, I am in grave i
doubt whather they are or not. They indeed might be. I certainly
would caution the Hon. Member for White Bay South to be more careful
in the choosing of his remarks as he continues the debate.

MR. W. H. RBOWE: Well, Mr, Speaker, they are elther parliamentary or

unparliamentary. 1 am going to make whatever statements I think I have

o 2287



March 21, 1974 o Tape no. 736 Pafe 3

the right to make aé s member of this House. 1 refer Your Homour ©
to thé Hangard ef Febfuary 19, 19?4, where the Speaker ruled that

' as attributed to another member - we rouse on

the word ”slaﬁd&fcﬁs,‘
& point of order on this side and scmebody sver there rose. I can
find the H&hsatd.citation;if fuﬁ ﬁish; in which somebody called

someone over here - his motives were slandervue ot what he sald

wag slanderous,
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and Your Honour rqled it in order. That is on February 19, 1974, 1t

is found io Hansard if Your Honour would care to loék it ﬁp. I.aﬁéwered -

MR. CROSBIE: Mr. Speaker, on a pcint_qf order, a polnt of.privilegé, vhatever
you want to call it. I refer to Bgauchesne, page 130, f;rst sentence.

"The imputation of haé motives or_mqtivgs diffetent from :ﬁose acknowledged,
misrgpresenting the languagg of anotbg; or accusing hig,_in his ;urﬁ. of
misrepresentation, charging him with falsehood or decei#; or coﬁ:emptuuus

or insulting language of any kigd; all these are unparliamentary An& ;all

for prempe interference, '

How, the statement by the honourable member for White Bay South
that this motion is inspired by spite 18 an allegation and an fmputation
of bad motive, tﬂerefore it 1s unparliamentary. If this House is to
conduct itself ymder parlismentary fules. it should be withdrawn. That
is what I submit to Your Homour.

MR, SPEAKER: The section, as just gquoted by the honourable Minister of
Finance,on the top of page 130 1 think,is well chosen and I must rule
that the words used by the honourable member for White Bay South were
unparliamentary and ask him 1f he would wilkdraw them.

MR, W. ROWE: The Speaker is overruling himself again.

Mr. Speaker, I have no desire to appeal Your Henour's ruling or
anything and I will wirhdraw them unreservedly, irrequivocally because I
have no intentlon of Bully Boy over there ~ before I go on with wy remarks,
1 vithdraw the words, ‘spiteful, spleenful, vindictive, vengeful, unreservedly.
I withdraw them. I do so, Sir, because I have no intention of being named
by Your Honour and therefore being disallowed to carry on this debate.

I have certain things_I want to say. I think it ieg a very important
matter.

Those worde have been used time and time egain in debate. The
Leader of the Opposition used them the other night a dozen times. ¥o
mention was ever made to them either by Your Honour who is not, by the
way, & judge of the Supreme Court,who has to have matters referred to

him. Your Honour is more in the position of a referee who when he sees
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infractions of the rules,of his own volitien can call members to eorder.
The honeurable Leader of the Opposition was snot called to order when
he used them time and time agaio.

Now, the Minister of Finance sees fit to try to stifle debate
again. Well, let him do that. I withdraw them unreservedly because
I wanf to mzke these few remarks.
MR, CRQSEIE: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker, on a point of order.
Ihe honourable gentleman says T am attempting 2o stiﬁle debare. That
i3 an imputation of an wnworthy motive. It is quite obviocus that all
T am deing is as?ing.iéur Eondgr to enforce the rules of the House that
unparliamentary expressions cannot be used. That can in no way be callsd
stifling debate. The debate in this House is supposed to be conducted in
accordance with the rules. Your Ronour has made a ruling. There is
sbsolutely no stifling of the debate and that statement should be
withdrawn.
MR, W. ROWE: No, Mr. Speaker, I will not withdraw it. "Stifling of
debate, it has been used & bundred times here.
HR. CROSBIE: On the point of order, is Your Honour -
ME, W. ROWE: HMay I speak to the point of order, Mr. Speaker?
MR, SPEAKER: Order, pleasge!
MR, CROSETIE: The honourable gentlemsn just sald he is not going te
withdraw it without giving Your Honour & chanee to rule on itf.
MR, W. ROWE: M™ay I spesk to the point of ovder? Mr. Speasker, may I
speak ro the point of order?
MR. SPEAKER: If the honourable member for White Bay South iz speaking
to the point of orvder, then I will hear his point of order.
ME. W. BOWE: Mr. Speaker, I would submiz, %$ir, that the words, “an
artempt to stifle debace”,zre not éuch as to attribute bad motives
to the henourable gentleman any more than any other. If you are going
to sitack somebody or going to debate a particular substantive issue
and you attack the hongurable pentleman for ralsing 2 certain point,

I suppose you could strezch every single sttack made on the honourable
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gentleman on a pargicular issue and say that his mopives are beiﬁg attacked,
I would submlt, S5ir, fhat if you a&re going to draw this kind of

a fine line, then debate is golag to be cut to a very great minimua in

this hoécurable House. I would also submit, 5ir, again if Your Honour

rules, I have no doubt that I will withdraw what Your Honour rules

should be withdrawn , b;t, Sir, I would ask Your Honour in the furure

to make sure that all thege pracedents are, when Your Honour can, are

enforced equally on both sides of the House. I would ask that.

HR. CROSBIE: Mr. Speaker, before we go on to the snsver to my peint

of order, I just want to make guite clear what my point of order is

that Your Honour has just made a ruling that the use of certain language

was unparliamentary. The honourable gentleman opposite then withdrew

¢hat language, them went on to say that the member who raised the point

of order, who was sustained by Your Honour, was stifling debate.
How, that statement is not parliamentary. If the ruling by
Your Homour on a point of order, thar upholds a member who moves it,
is srifling debate,then that is certainly a new concept in parlilamantary

history.
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One perhaps could continue arguing back aund forth over points of order.

1 feéi that the cam&eﬁ: made.by the honourable member for White Bay South
"stifling debate"'{a not mﬁﬁ&rliamentary aéé I sbéli continue to allow
him te prmééeﬁ;

MR, gfLL.ROQE; H ﬁmﬁ,.Mi. Speakér, if r m&y'ﬁe.alldwéd to continue
withﬂﬁt.fhe.ﬁinistér of Finance "stifling debate”, trying to stifle
debéﬁe. | . .

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER:  The debate obviously cannot be stifled, can it?

MR. ROVE: Na:.bééausa the honcurable Minister of Finance does not
want debate stifled,.ﬁr. épeaker. By z long shot; he will try every
tricﬁ:iﬁ the ank to stifle debate.

MB. SPEAXER: Order, plesase!

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: On a point of order.

MR, éROSBIE? - We éus: had a ruling on a point of order about the im-
putation of ba& mofi#és. The honourahle gentlemen opposite just said

T was wmotivated by an atrempt to.stifle the debate. That iz the impu-
tation of an improper motive to another member of tﬁe'House and I refer
Your Honour to page iEé o¢f Beauchesne as I referred te just several min -
utes agg whafﬁ it is ﬁnparlﬁamentazy for an im?utatieh of bad motives.
The iép@tétiéﬁ that one member of the House is metivated by an attempt
to gtifle the debate of another is obvicusly the imputation of a bad
motive,

MR, ROEE?TS: . To the pbint of order, Mr. Speaker. Obviously the
Beauchesné rﬁling is clear but T heard guite clearly what my friend and
colléagﬁe.fréh White Bay South said and I sﬁggest he did not impute that
the huﬁourable gegilemaﬁ wag trying to stifle debate. He merely said he
was attempting to étifle debate. That is not an imputatien, it is a
statemeét of fécﬁ and Your Honour just ruled it perfectly in order.

AN FOMOURABLE MEMBER: Tt has nothinsg to do with morives.

ME. ROBERTS: I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this constant barrage

of points of ovder, specious or otherwise, iz an attempt to stifle debate.

Your Henour has ruled it is a parliementary thing to say. We are not
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imputing the honourable gentleman's motives, we are merqu stating wﬁat
his actions are. 1T think the pﬁin: is not well taken, Sir: |
MR. SPFAKER: Perhaps the context In which the henourable meﬁher for
White Bay South used those words a few minutes apo was not unparliamentary
but in his vemarks as he contipnued there shortly afterwards,.they migﬁt ha;e
beent, T would net want to rule him our of order on each and every occasion,
I would like to caution him ahout his cholce of adjectives, so to speak,
In his speech in the future, maybe he could be a little mq?e.castious;
MR, B. ROUE: Mr. Speaker, either they are unparilamentary or they are
not. What T am saying is that, as the honourable Leader of the ﬁpposition.
sald, the Minister of Finance, and I say {t again, is stifiing |
debate or attempting to stifle debate. He may have ;he bes; motives in
the world, Sir, good motives in doing that. He may think that whét I am
saying is nonsense or purveying a wrong impression, therefore: he has
the best motives in the world. What T am saying, Sir, is that he is
attempting to stifle debate,and there 1s no way that that is out of
order. I am glad Your Honour has upheld your earlier ruling, that it
{s not out of order for an honourable member to say that one other hon-
ourable member is stifling debate,especially when the honocurable member
is in facr attempting to stifle debate.

Now, Sir, to carry on on this matter! D; the 1Bth of
January, 1974, a minute of céuncil was passed, a minute of the cabine;,
a minute of the Committee of Council in which it was stated that the
Government will not be taking action agéinst Bigson and/or Bison Petréleum
Minerals Limited for the payment of the amount of $407,000.00 owed to
the former Newfoundland Liquor Commission by Atlantic Brewing Company
Limited in respect of which Bison Petroleum and Minerals Limited under-
took pursuant te Order-in-Council 977 of 1970,to repav the said amount
by the issue to the Government of interest-free revenue bonds redeeméble
in equal annual amounts over a éeriod of ten years, i
In the very Order-in-Council, Sir, that was passed on the advice

and recommendation of the Minister of Finance, whereby Labatts are assured
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that the Covernment will be taking no action te collect the $407,000.00,
it says as I have already read,Whereby Bison Petroleum and Minerals
Limited undertook pursuant to the Order~in-Council to repay the sald
amount.”

Sir, there are two points in that particular Order-in-Couneil.
{1}: The words themselves are clear and plain, that the Covernment and
the Minister of Finance thought at that time that there was an apreement
hetween Atlantic Brewing and Rison Rrewling, subsequently, and thé
Government Lo repay that amount. The wordé themselves are clear and
plain, Sir, that there was an agreement and even if the words themselves
were not clear and plain the very fact that the Minister of Finance feels
oblipged, in order to pave the way for Labatts, obliged to go to cabinet

and get the Covernment to
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say that they are off the hook or Labatts will not be responsible

for or Biscn Brewing will not be responsible for the $407,000 means
Sir, that there wag clearly in his mind and in the minds of the
government a feeling however strong or weak but & feeling that

there w;s some sSnag on the title, some cloud over the title which

will be ﬁassing to Labatts, If they did not feel that way, Mr. Speaker,
they would not have had to make any reference in the Order—in-—

Council which was passed for Labatts benefit.

Then for the honourable Minister of Finance to come into
this House and to move a motion to the effect that the member for
Bell Island is to be thrown out of this House because he had the
temericy, the pall to come inte this House and to say that the
Minister of Finance misled the House when he said there was no
agreement, Mr. Speaker, is a scandalous thing and 1 agree with the
member for Bell Island. I apree with the position taken by the
member for Bell Island when he said that the Minister of Finance misled
this House when he said there was no agreement. There wag clearly an
agreement between the government.

I agree with the member for Bell Island vhen he came into
this House, based on evidence not hearsay or anything elss, Mr. Speaker,
but solid evidence, the minister‘s own ccnfliét of interest statement
in which he saye financial interests in other companies included a
director and secretary of Gaden's West Limited,which are subsidiaries
of Labatts,and when he said that he was a2 partner in the law firm,
however inzctive the honourable minister might be in that partnership,
that he was a partner in the law £irm of Aylward, Crosbie and Collins.”
Mr, Speaker, those, the directorship and the partnership, the director
of companies which are subsidiaries of Labatts, & partner of the law
firm which ig acting for Lazbates and the Minister of Finance co&ing
te Cabinet and recommending the passage of G;éers-in-Cauncil which would
mean that Labares, if they bought Bison Brewing Cqmpany Limited assets
over im Stephenville, would not have to pay the $407,000, if that

ig not & classic conflict of interest, Mr. Speaker, then nothing on
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the face of this earth is a conflict of interest situation. I have
no doubt the minister did not take advantape of the conflict of
interest gituation;but it s a claseic conflict of interest

situation and I am very surprised that the Minister of Pinaﬁce allowed
himself, Mr. Speaker, te be put in the position where allegations of

that nature could be truthfully made about him, “That it is a claseic

conflict of interest.there is no doubt about £t in my oind at all.

£

Sir, vet he brings in a motion, motived by who knows what, to have ihe

member for Bell Island thrown out of this House for thfae working wéeks.
After the member for Bell Island brought in this evidence,

as he was duty bound te de so, Sir, the Minister of Finance has seen fir

to go on television and say there was no agreement, He gave us a‘épelling

lesson on television, Mr. Speaker, "There was no agreement with a capital

YA saygwtﬁé minister. When he stood up in this House of Assembly and

said there was no agreement, he did not say no agreement capital 'A'

or small 'a" or raised 'z’ or lower case or anything else. He said ghe{é

was no agreement. N

I think he qualified his remarks by saying that there was no
agreement that was enforceable but he gave the clear impression to
everybody in this House and outside that there was no agreement between
the govermment and Bison Brewing Company Limited. After the fact he
says, "No agreement.capital 'A',that is what I me;nt;'ﬂf: Speaker, he
says, '"That is what I meant that there was no agreement with a capital
'A'."‘!Bjma_éapitai 'A' he presumably memns that the agreement was ;oa
worth the paper it was written on or there was no agrzement ectuall;
written down between the parties. That is all dirvelevant, Sir, the M
evidenég shows clearly that fhere was in fact aﬁ agreement.,

Until Sir, I would submit, until the legal epinion given
by Mr. Nesbitt in the Department of Finance, the Minister of Finance
himgelf as can be seen from the letters that he wrote back and forth

to Mr. John C. Doyle, the Minster of Finance himgelf thought there

was an agreement. The letters clearly show that.
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Now, Sir, in ovrder to facilitate Labatts take over
of that asset and relying on the advice of one lawyer,presumably,
judging from the material which the Minister of Finance tabled in

this House
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Mr. Hesbitt down there, fine man, fine lawyer perhaps for all I kﬁdw.
but, relying on the advice of oné lawyer, the Miﬁiﬁter of Finance
gees-ta eabinet and convinces the government that the geverné&ﬂt
should write off nearly §500,000; $407,000. ﬁew; Sir,'I do not

know whga Your Honour would do under those ciicumstanﬁes. if Your
Honour were owed 5407.,000, I think Your Hanouf would probably seek
iegal advice from several sources as to whether thié agreement should
be just written off, wiped out and the $&G7,0GO forgotten about.

Cerfainly, Mr. Speaker, if Your Honour were in a position
where the allegation of conflict of interest could be hurled at Your
Honour, Your Honour would take gome véry_stzong #easures to make
gsure that the legal advice that was given to write off that agreement
was both breoad ~ that is several sources - and make sure tﬁat the
legsl asdvice given came from the ﬁest.pessible.seurces, the best 1aw§érs
avallable.

Yet, the Minister of Finance presumably on the evidence or the
papers that he presented to thias House and the Minister 6f.§ds£ice. based
on the advice of ope lawyer presumably, writes off $407,000 at a time
when his law firm acted fer the company who could benefit from this
writing off and at a time when he was still on the board of directors
of subsidiary companies of Labatt's Limited.

New, Mr. Speaker, if the honoursble Minister of Finance were not
asking for everything he got in this henourable House, I do not know
what he was doing. He left himself wide open, not only to the accusations
made by the wember for Ball Island but other cnes as well by people outside
this House. It was ineredibly foolish and even stupld,if that is not
aseribing bad motivation to the minister, for him to allow himself to be
put inte that position. Worse again for him to come into this House
snd say that there was no agreement between the government and Bison
Brewing Limited when the facts support the allegation that there was ih
fact an égreemant.

The Minister of Finance, Sir, has been a great champion of the
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confliet of intevrest leg;slanion which was passed éhrough this House
last session. He alleged at the time of its passage, when we pofnted
out that there vere loopholes, that there were very lipght penalties,
that it did not prevent pecple from taking advantage of conflict

of interest situations. He pointed out in this House that the reason
for thig legislation he sald was so that people woyld see 1if a conflict
of interest did in faet exist. That is why.

He said, "Then the people, 1f they see that a conflict of interest
exists, then people can make comment on 1n; members»nf this House can
make comment on it. Hopefully by having it all exposed in public view,
a minister would make sure that he does not allow himself to get inteo
a gonflict of interest situation."” Yet, when a mewber of this House,l
following the advice of the Minister of Finance himself, concerning
conflict of interest comes into the House and points out that a
conflict of interest situarion dees exist, that very same wminister, the
subject of the attack and the allegations, the same minister who brought
in the conflict of interest situation and argued for it because it would
allov people to make comments and to gee if conflict does exist, hg
comes In here with a wmotion te have the same member thrown out of ﬁhe
House.

How, Mr. Speaker, 1if that is not a scandalous nmisuse of the majority
power in this House, Mr, Spesker, I do not know what is.

MR. SPEAKER: (MR. STAGG)}: The honourable member i1s using the expression

"Scandalous misuse of power of the House'. My interpretation of it is that
it 45 an unpariiamentary phrase. I asg the honourable member to withdraw.
HR. W. ROWE: Does Yoﬁr Honour care to point to the clitation on {t? You
see, Your Honour, on the poiac -

ME. SPEAKER {MR. 8TAGG): No, the honoursble member, I do not wish to

point to a citation. Phrasesg are either parlismentary or unparliamentary
in oy iuterpreﬁaticn of them. 1In the precedents 1n Beauchesne this is

&n unpariiamentary phrage the member has uttared.

Mi. W. ROWE: HNo, Mr. Speaker, I will not appeal it only because I want

to carry on with my few remarks. I will withdraw -~ what 1s it Your Honour

wants me to withdraw? Misuse? Scandalous has already been shown to be
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a parliamentary usage of words. Is it scandalous nisuse'or is 1t
"aiguse”? What are the words Your Honour wishes me to withdraw?
"Seandalous’ by the precedents in the House that T a= going by -

MR, SPEAKER {Mr. Stapg); "Scandalous misuse of the majority.”

Mi., W. N. ROWE: ©Oh! I see. May I say misuse of the majority?
There 15 the Hon. Witeh-Hunt Willie over there, Mr. Speaker.
T withdraw that, Mr. Speaker.

MR, SPEAKER {Mr. Stage): I do not wish to get into a debate with the

honourable member., The honourable member’s point is well taken.é
The expression to which I drew his attention is "scandalous miauée
of the majority,” these four words. I would ask the honourable
member to withdraw them.

MR, W. M. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, okay then. But since I do not

know exactly what — I withdraw "scandalous misuse of the majority power
of this House." I will say that it 15 a misuse of the majority power
of this House. Is that garliamentgry, S1r? I assume that if I am
not called to order, I can use that:

When the same minister brought in conflict of
interest legislation in glowing terms, he explained it as opening
up to public view, Sir, what ministers are doing. Then when a
member of the House points cut publiely in this House that the
minister himself 1s in a conflict of interest situation, without
slleging that he made use of it or that he benefited from ig, and 1s pow
threatened with fourteen days explugion, Mr. 3Speaker, i3 a misuse
of the majority power in this House,

Hr. Speaker, I would submit,as did the Honu, Lé;der
of the Opposition, that if any mewber of this House had come across
that particular evidence, far from being 2 breach of the privileges
of this House to presant.it, Mr. Speaker, it would be his duty as
a member of the House to present it. HNow I have no hesitation in
sayiné that {f I were presenting that evidence, I would not do it
in the same way as the Member for Bell Isgland. I would have chosen

another way, His style is not mine. My style is not his. By
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all means, Sir, I can assure this House that I would certainly
have presented that evidence of the fact that an agreement does
exist, when the minister said'ﬁhat it did not, of the fact that
z minister was in a conflict of interest sitvation, I would have
presented it to this House, Every member, Sir, I would submit %5
duty bound te do that.

AR HON. MEMBER: (Inaudible)}.

MR. W. N. ROWE: Ko, Mr, Speaker, parliamentary way or not, I mean

éhe Minister of Finance says that the member libeled him by making
thege allegations, slanderad him or libeled him.

SOME HON., MEMBERS: (Insudible),

HR: W, N. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, 1f 1 may carry on?

The Minister of Finance in hig motion, which
we are now debating, says that the said libel consisted of the
following false and unsubstantiated charges: "“That the Miniater
ﬁf Finance deliberately mislead the House,"”( I say the Member for
Bell Island was tight in saying that the MiInister of Finance
deliberately misled che House, There was an agreement} "that the
Minister of Finance was guilty of barefaced deceit," or whatever
that means, "that the Minister of Finance committed a very grave conflict
of interest.” Mr. Speaker, that 1s not a 1ibel, I say. 1 siy that
the evidence bears out what the Member for Bell Island said. There
was a conflicrt of interest situastion. There 48 no libel. I would
have said it, YMr. Spesker, if I had had the opportuanicy to do so,
%f the evidence had come into my peésessian. I subamit, Sir, that
;ﬁy member on this side of the House, perhaps some on t@at:sida of
=the House,that if they had this evidence presented to them and had
looked it over would have felt duty bound io present it to this House.
Hot to do 8o, Sir, would have been a dereliction of duty, would have
been f£ailing in their duty te the people of Newfoundland and to this House.
| Mr. Spesker, I make that statement conscientiously
and the fact that the Minister of Finance does not like it, the fact
that the Minister of Finance does not like the Hember for Bell Island

personally, perhaps does not like his atyle, does not like being accused
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of things however rightfully he is accused of them, that is all
irrelevant, Hr. Speaker. Tt is totally irrelevant and does not
mean that the Minister of Finance or any one else should bring in
this motion, which 1s a misuse of the majoricy of this House, To
show, Sir, that the motivations are political,(Now that is not
necessarily bad. Politlcal motivations ave sometimes pood, I
hurry to add} the fact that it is purely political and direcred
against the Member for Bell Island, Mr. Speaker, is shown quite

clearly by the fact that the Minigter of Finance, when he
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came into the House said that the Leader of the Opposition, the
Member, myself, the Member for White Bay South, aided and abetted
the Member for Bell Iéland and are therefore, presumably equally
guilty with him. . Yet, when he brought his motion in he did not
refer to the Leader of the Opposition, he did not refer to myself,
the power and force of his motlon,politically motivated, was
directed entirely against the Member for Bell Island.

Now I ask Your Honour to consider that for a few minutes
and T ask every member of this House to consider it because I
agree with the Minister of ¥ipnance that the Member for Bell Island
was aided and abetted by myself and the Leader of the Opposition.

1 stand up here now, Sir, and I szay that the Member for Bell Island
was right in presenting that evidence to the House:, I go further
and I say that if the Minister of Finance have the courage of hig
conviciions he ghallsee to it that whoever else ioins in that
statement are included in this motion to be expelled for fourteen
days. If he should not do that, Mr. Speaker, one can only assume that
his motivations are politicael. Coocd or bad, we are not going to
cast gny asperions on his motrivatrion, I merely say they are political
and they are directed towards the Member for Bell Island alone, for -
whatever reason. I agree with him and I invite the minister to

join in our names,the Leader of the Opposition and myself,in the
wotion because I share them completely, Mr. Speéker, I share the
gentiments expressed by the member for Bell Island completely.

Just leok at this: To see that this thing is politically
mﬁtivat;d, this motion by the Minister of Finance is politically
wmotivated and nothing else, Mr. Spezker, we see that the motion,
first of all, the motion passes sentence. The firat thing the motion
does iz pass gentence on the Member for Bell Island, The second
thing it does is briag forward the reasons why the sentence is being
pessed on him. “That the Member for Bell Island be suspended from
this honourable House for fourteen sitting days.” Then he goes on

to point out, Sir, why in his estimation and in his consideration the
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member should be throwm out,

Mr..Spe&ker, the analogous situation, the merits of the
allegations made by the Member for Bell Isiand have not been locked
into.‘ Nobody has looked into them. The Minister of Finéﬁce comes
into this ﬁouse,and we are bound to take his wdrd,éﬁd says they
are not true., The Member for Bell Island éomes.into this House
and says they were true. Hobody has locked into the merits or
substaﬂtiva question invelved., Instead, we have the Minister of
Finance coming in and passiag seétencé by way of a resolution,

The snalogous situation would be where, 1f Your Honour were hauled up
before Magistrate's Court and the magistrate said; "I sentence you

H

to two years., Now, what is going on? I sentence you to two years -

T

new let us hear the case.” Exactly the same situation, Mr. Speaker.

If anything,the matter should be dealt with, the substantive
charges should be investigated., If anything there should be a
select committee.er the Committee om frivilegas and Elections in this
Bouse should be set up in order to see whether there is substance or
not to the allegations by the Mewmber for BellIIﬂland. Then, if =
committee brought in a report that showed that.:hﬁra was substance
to i, that could be dealt with in the House. If a committee brought
that,said the:e.was no substance to it, although I fail to see how
they would be able to do that in the face of this clear evidence,
then that could be dealt with in the House.

Instead, we have the Minister of Finance coming in.,in a
crude use of the majority power in the House, not looking intoc the
 substanrive questicns, a general denial by the Minister of Finance,
not looking at the merits of the questions raised by the Member'for
Bell Island which has'ample evidence te support it but merely comes
out with a motion which throws him out of the llouse and which makes
a mockery , Mr. Speaker, I would submit of the whole parliamentary
process.

Mr. Speaker, the honourable Minister of Finance is a

strange person te be bringing this motion before this House
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to start off with. The Hiniuter of Finance, what brougﬁt all this
on of course, or the first thing that brought this on was when

the Hiﬁiséer of Finapnce went gutside this House and said that

Joe Smallwood, the formgr Premier, had lied in the House, m&dé

that statement, lied Iin the Huuse, a former Premier, Sir, who half
the time, three quarters of the time is not even in this province

to defend himself. We heard the Hinister of Finance rise to his
feet and in a vhining fashionm talk aﬁout how nohody would defe&d:
him In his sbsence and g1l this gort of thing, vet he, Sir, does not
hesitate to call a former Premier of the province a liar, that he
lied in the House. He is a gtrange kind of a person, Mr. Speaker,
to be bringing inm this wmotion because he rizes in the House and says,
"How do my wife and children feel when sogéS&Hy slanders me or says
that T misled the House, Sir, in a conflict of interest situastion?™
How do other persons’ wives and children feel, Mr. Speaker, when fhe
Hinister of Finance risee in the House or goes cutside the Houge and.
glanders, if that be parliamentary, Sir, I do not know, & former
Premier of the province by calling him a liar.

He obviously did not thiok about the consequences and the
reputation of thét gentleman or the feelings of his family at that
time. T remember, Sir, when the linerboaré debate was on in this
House, the honourable Minister of Finance did ﬁot mind gtanding in
his place and make comments about myself and the Leader of the Upposirion
which I considered, Sir, whether éﬁey were of not, I eonsidered to
be a bit on the slanderous side. The Minster of Finance saw the
documentation and talked to the officfals i{n there and he got up
in this House and sald if ve were not guiley of criminal neglect in
that matter we were guilty of willful neglect. How do I feel when
the Einiéter of Finance makes that kind of a slanderous accusation
against me? How does the Leader of the Gppcsition feel? Yet we
did not leap to our feet whining -

AN HOR. MEMBER: Inaudible.
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MR. WM. RONE: T will find 1t, Mr. Speaker. I will find it. How
do other membera of the House feel or former memﬁars of the House
feel when the honourable minister stands up in his usual bullying
fashion and arrogant fashion and can throw all kinds of accusations
around ahout former members of the House, called the former Premier
a liar because he sald there was gn apreement when the documentation
supports the fact that there was an agreement. Yet when my
honourable colleague, the member for Bell Island,stapds in this Bausé
snd does not call the Minister of Finance a liar, says that he
deliberately misled the House, that he was in a conflict of interest '
situation, he i3 suddenly hurt, Sir, his virtue is wronged all of
2 sudden. I mean that is a strang way to carry on, Mr. Speaker, a
very strange way to carry on in this honourable House. He does not
mind dishing it out to other people, no compunction whatsoever if
the mood so suited him at the time, standing up and lashing ocut at us,
the members of the former administration of the House, in ways which
are probably if not unparliam&utary, certainly ungentiemanly. Yet
when anyone else doeg the game thing to him, he used the old big
stick technique then, bring in a motion and toss out the member for
Bell Island for fourteen days.

How, Mr. Speaker, the people of Wewfoundland,I do not
think, you know, think too much of that kind of a thing at all. They
might not thiank too much of what is going on in thiz House generally
bur I think that certain things do perculste out through to the
pecple. Une of this is this type of arrogance and this type of
general hypoerisy I thick would ke the way to characterize it, wheﬁ
an? member of the House lashes 1t out, yet when the same thing iz done
to him, on far stronger grounds than he uses, he uses the majority of
the House to penalize a member of this honourable House.

Mr, Speaker, let me say a word about the penalty which will be
imposed by the majority of this House; fourteen days., 1If there is any
indicatien, Sir, that this motion is politically motivated in the

beat sense of the word, not bad motives, Wr. Speaker., i
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agsure the Minister of Finance I do not use the word pelitically in

the bad sense - politically motivated, Sir, then this atrociocusly

high penalty is clear proof positive of what the honourable Minister

of Finance is trying to do.

It 48 the same honourable gentleman, Sir, who has, for whatever
wotives -~ good or bad, I do not know -~ has tried on every occasion pessible
to stifle debate in this House. 1t is5 the same gentleman who went on
television or radio or somewhere, the public airvays, and said that
he was going to bring in s bill or the government were going to bring
in a2 bill or were thinking about bringing in a bill to change the rules
of the House because he thought there was a lot of guff talked in this
honcurable House. S0, there might be, Sir, for ail I know, but it
just gives you an idea as o the intentions of the honourable Minister
of Finance when he brings in a wmotion himself.:

He did not even have the grace to allow one of his oun colleagues
to bring in a2 motion concerning the member for Bell Island. He himself
gtoyms into the House, he himself hag to be baéh victim, judpe, ijury,
hangman. Nobody else can do the job. The House Leader could not
bring in the motion and the honourable Minister of Finance sit.back
and bask_in that glory. Ho, Sip, he had to bring it in. He is
the one who is golng to wield the big stick in this matter. He is the
ane whose feelings are hurt and who thinks that the mewber for Bell
island wronged him. 5o he thinks., 1 &c“not think he did.

His feelings may be hurt. He may feel like doing, I do not know
wha; to the mewmber for Bell Islamnd. But, whatever the situstion is, Mr,
Spesker, nothing is cleaver than the honourable member for Bell Island
had 2 right to do what he did, had a duty to do what he did and should
have done what he did.

Sir, he did it 4in the best way availabie to him. He rose on a
point of privilege. The Speaker allowed him to carry on. He made his
case with great harassment from the other side but he did make his case,
Hot hearsay evidence, he lafid it on the Table of the House, all the

documentation. He was prepared to make & motion to deal with it but no
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Sir.

There were points of order raised. The Speaker did not rule
the honourable member for Bell Island out of order and yer, 5ir, we
see thi% charade going on here now.

Let me repeat what 1 said before, Mr. Speaker, 1f the Minister
of Fipance havetﬁe #ourage of his convictions, then anybody else who
rises in this Hduse and aids or ébats the member for Bell Island or
who supports the position made by'the member for Bell Island, as I do,
the allegations made af.misleading the House, the aliegacioas made of
being in a2 conflict of Interest situation ~ I support the membar for
Bell Island in that, if the Minister of Finance has the courage of
his cenvictions, he will include me in this atrocious motion to penalize
a2 member of this House. He will include the Leader of the Opposition. -
MA. CROSBIE: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. The motion before the
House concerns certaln statements made in this House that were
unparliamentary to start with and the motion copntains the statements
that the Minister of Finance deliﬁerately misled the House, was
guiley of barefaced deceit, deliberately deceived the honourable House
and misled the people of Hewfoundland and soc on, abused the privilege
of this honourable House, abused the privilege of his own office for
his own personal interests so that jmmediate steps shouid be taken to
conglder hiz fmpeachment.

A11 of those expressions were completely unparliamentary and
should not have been permitted to have been used in the House. Even
supposing & hundred per cent proof exisﬁed from the mesber that uttered
them, the expressions would be unparliamentary.

Now, Mr. Speaker, 1if the -

AN HONOURARLE MEMBER: Inaudible.

MR, CRQS?}E: ¥r. Speaker, If you do not mind me continuing.
The point of order is this; Is the member for White Bay South
now repeating these sllegations or not? Because if he i3 repeating
them, he is being unparlismentary. He is using unparliamentary expressions.

Or is he not repeating them? Because if he 1z repeating them, it is quite
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clearly a breach of the rules of this House.

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, of all the weak, specfous and defensive points
¢f order ever trotted out by the gentleman from 5t. John's West, that is

it. Thé honourable gentleman from White Bay South has_maée some statements.
The honourable gentleman from St. John's West raised a point of order

that 1s no point of order at all. 1 submit, Sir, he wﬁs out of order

and all he is deoing is trying to enter into the dehate and to enter into
the debate in an underhanded and deviocus and roumdabour way.

1 submit, Sir, there is no polnt of arder in énything nade out
by the gentlemasn from St. John's Hest.

MR. MARSHALL: On page 130 in Beauchesne it gquite clearly says that one
meshber 1s not allowed to say of another the misrepregentation of language
of another and the accusation of misrepresentation.

Now, there is a motion before the ﬁouag’right now which is being
debated, to censure the honourable member for Bell Island for making
thease partleular statements. If the honourable the member for Whiie
Bay South is getting uwp and saying that the honourable the Minister
of Finance is quilty of barefaced deceit, in associating himself with
thoge statements he 13 in effect accusing the honourable Minister of
¥inance of misrepresentations and falsehood and therefore is making
in effect a2 statement which 1s unparifamentary.

MR. ROBERIS: If I wmay say a further word, Mr. Speaker, nothing said
by the gantleman‘frcm 5t. John's East has added one whit to the merit
of the case made by the honourable gentleman from St. John's Wés:
which in my submission was no case.  All that has happened, Sir; is
that the gentleman from 5t. John's East has said in effect - Mr,
Speaker, my colleagues words I suggest are clear and straightforward
and carry wigh them only the impo;t of the words themselves.

The words were, as I heard them, "The gentleman from St. John's
West, if he have the courage of his convicrions, would proceed apainstg
& number of people and not aéainst just one. I submit, there iz no

pointe of order, Sir.
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MR. SPEAKER (MR. STAGG): The member for White Bay South may have been

straying from the rule of relevancy even though that point ttself could
have been debated. I do not detect in his remarks the point of order
brought up by the Minister of Finance. Certainly the Minister of Finance
may read different meanings into the honourable member's expressions

than I did.

However, I think the honourable member, while he may have been
getting rather close to being called to order on the rule of relevancy,
was certainly not repeating any unparliamentary allegations. He may
have come close to that in his earlier debate but I think he was able
to couch his statements sufficiently. The general term is that he‘

15 not making outright accusations.

ﬂR; Y. BOWE: Mr, Speaker, let me make myself as clear as I can for
the honourable Minister of Finance's benefit. The moticn says that
the member for Bell Island be suspended from the House for fourteen
sitting days because of statements made by him in the House on Monday,
ete, especially pages 1799, 1800 and 1807, which eratements comprised
a 1ibel on a member of this House, the member for St. John's West,

affecting the character and
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reputation of the member for 5t. John's West and his conduct as a member
of the House, The sald 1ibel consisting of the false, following false
and unsubstantiated charges, sald the Minister of Finance deliberately
misled the House, that the Minister of ?inancé was guilty of barefaced
deceir, that the Minister ﬁf Finance deliberately deceived the Housé
and misled the people of HWewfoundland,that the Minister of Finance
committed & very grave conflict of interest in that he acted as both
the chief officer of the Government In nepotiating the cancellation of
debt to the Province while at the same time he was.associated in at least
two ways with the purchasing corporstlon which had the most to galin by
said cancellation of debt and that the Minister of Finance abused the
privilege of this honourable House and abused the privilege of hisz office
for his own personal interest so that immediate steps should be taken
to consider his impeachment.

¥ow, 5ir, the motion does not refer to any unparliamentary words.
It does not say that they are unparliamentary words, It says that there
iz a libel committed by these words. Now what T am doing is saying that
as a member of this House I support the wember for Bell Island in his
statements, couched in whatever words they might have been couched. 1If
the Hinister of Finance said or misled this House deliberately or other-
wise, I support him in that. T am not repeating it here now, Sir, T am
not saying that the Minister of Finance, this, that and the other thingp,
T am saying that I associated myaelf, I associate myself here and now
with the remarks made by the member for Bell Island. If they were a
1ibel, if they were a libel, the gubstance were a libel on the Minister
of Finance, then I associate myself with them. If by accusing the
Hinister of Finance of being in a grave confliet of interest situation,
whatever the worde are there, but the substance is clear and ﬁlain, the
subgtance, not the words,.(I am not worried ahbout words, I am worried
ahout the sqbstance of what the member for Bell Island said) T aided
and zbetted the member for Bell Island. I associate myself with the

intent of the memher for Pell Igland and 1 suppose by inference, Mr.
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Speaker, I could be accused in retrospect or something, although I am
not uttering the words now because I do not want to be thrown out of

the House oo a specious argument, tha; I am now ua;ering unparliamentary
statements without regarding the merit of it whether they are libelous
or not.

I am.not going to repeat the words. I aé_gaing tg associate my-
self wholeheartedly a#d fully with the member=f0; Bell Island's state-
ments, I support the member for Bell Island in making those statéménts
against the Minister of Finance and I say that there is no way the member
for Bell Island should be thrown cut of this House for one hour or fourteen
minutes much less fourteen days. I am saying that, Mr, Speaker, and I
am saying in additien that if the Minister of Finance have the courage
of his convictions, instead of standing up oﬁ specious points of order
and trying to get me to repeat words myself, so therefore'I can be thrown
out hecause I said unparliamentary words, you know, that kind of an
nonsensical situation - T am net going to do that but if the Minister
of Finance had the courage of his convictions after hearing what I
have had to say and knowing that I associate myself with the member for
Bell Island in his alleparions, the broed peneral allegation, in knowing
that I am poing to vote against this motion because I think that it is
political morivation, I think it is a misuse of the majority of this
House, I think the member for Bell Island dees not desefve if. He doas
not deserve one minute of suspension from this House, He was doing his
duty as he saw it. The evidence, I do not know if the member for Bell
Island deserves a medal or not, he probably does, Mr. Speaker, the
purple-hearted, the American one for wounds sustained in battle, he should
certainly have a purple heart If he were in the American Forces, ;

I associate myself, Sir, and I support it and I say the Hinister
dees not have the courage of his csnvictions, if he does not include in
his motion eyervbody in this House who associate themselves with those
remarks and who support the remarks and vote against this heinous and

atrocious motion which the Minister of Finance has brought in.
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MR, SPEAKER(Mr. Stagg): The honourable member has about three minutes.
MR, ROWE: Okay! Well I will clue up in that case, Mr. Speaker.

I say that this matter should be referred in its entirety to ther
Committee on Privileges and the merits be gone inte and then bring a
motion into this House. Do not come into this House in the white heat
of revenge and throw down almotion yourself without even having some
cooler head do it and get a member thrown out of this House for fourteen
days, Mr. Speaker. That is wrong, it is a wrong way toe approach this
whole matter. Refer it to a select committee of this House or the
standing cormitrtee, T believe, on privilepes and elections.

Mr. Speaker, the fact that this fourteen day pericd is unprecedented
in the annals of this House is evidence enough of what the Minister of
Finance is trying to do, We have had gther things happen in this House,
a physicsl attack on a member of this House and he was,the man who per-
petrated the onslaught was thrown out for four or five working days.

The honourable member for Bell Island now having done his duty,
having had thé courage of his convictions, having srood up and said it,
having :gbled it in this House, is now sublected to the outrageous,
unprecedented penalty and senteﬁée of fourteen days. The Minister of
Finance should not he proud of himself, Mr. Speaker. He should he
ashamed of himself. I will vote against this motion. T associate my;;lf
with the member for Bell Island. 1 support himlantirely and if the‘
Minister of Finance had any courape or guts he would make sure that
everybody who supports the member for Bell Tgland 1s included in this
motion. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR, ROBERY WELLS:(St. John's South): WMr. Speaker, it is hard sometimes

in thiz House after listening to debate on matters such as this and {t ~
is very sad for the whole House that a matter like this has to be debated
in chis fashion but {v has and it is right that ?t ig before this House
because 1f we are going fo functlion as a House worthy of the name, 1if

we are going to represent truly and properly the people who sent us here
to represent them, we have to draw a distinction between serious eriticion,
seﬁsihie criticism anQ the sott of remark that was made about the Minister
of Finance. Now, so that there will ne doubrt about what we are talking,

I wiil read what wes sald and T am quoting from the verbatim report of
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March 4, Mr. Speaker, "Mr. Speaker, what we have before ug is ample evidence
that the Minister of Finance' not only deliberately misled this House but
commitred, Sir, a very grave conflict of interest in that the minister

acted as both chief officer of the Government in negotiating a cancellation
of deht ro the Provirce while at the same time, Mr. Speaker, he was associated
in at least rwo ways with the purchasing corporation which had most to

gain by such cancellation of debt.” And he goes on to speak of the firm

of Alyward, Crosbie and Collins which acted for Labarts who bought from
Bison Brewing and then in a further paragraph: "Mr. Speaker, I charge’

the Minister of Finance, Sir, with deliberarely decelving this honourable
Fouse misgleading the people of Newfourndland, Sir, and in view of the

seriousness of this matter, I recommend,
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Mr. Speaker, rthat appropriate action be taken by this honourable
House, that drastic action be taken against the Minister of Finance
for abuging a privilege of this honourable House, Sir, for abusing
the privilege of his office for his own personal interests and
that immediate sreps be taken to consider his impeachment,’

Row, Mr. Speaker, if you look at these words and if you
read these words as a sensible man familiar with thé English
language, I can only conclude that anyone reading or heazring these
words would conclude that the Minister of Finance did something
disreputable, wrong, not criminal necessarily but certainly something
against his duties, rights and privileges as a member of this Housge
and a Minister of the Crown.

How the point must be made rthat even though a member may do
som&ching'wrong, let us forget this alrogether for = moment, this particular
matter, even if a member does something wrong, there are certain
rules and regularions which govern the conduct of members in thisg
House and there are certaln things which are built up in a bedy
of precedents that one does not gay in a House or Agsembly or im a
Parliiament, and these rules must be observed and T come back to ny
original suggestion or contention that we have to draw a distonetion in
this House between legitimate criticism, between differences of
opinion and between the sort of remark that puts not only the man
against whom it is made down fc the dirt but the man who makes it
and all of us who sit in this House, we go down, down in the eyes
of the people who put us here, down in our own self respect.

Now T sald it iz sad and unfortunste that we have to have
this debate but we have to have it because the peaple of Hewfoundland
are looking ar this House and the people {n ir, and they are saying,
"My God, what did we put there? Whe did we put there? Is this the
way our business is to be conducted?” .It is an important issue. It
is a larger issue but it arises out of -

AN BON., MEMBER: Inaudibie.
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MR. SPEAKER: Order please!

MR. WELLS: The issue arises out of this sort of thing, Mr. Speéke§,
the sort of tbing ve %re golng to examine and which we are examining -
now in connection.with these remarks. HNow even though sméething |
can be so and eﬁen though what a member is saying might ﬁe

true in this House and T am not suggesting for a moméa: it was

in this case, on the contrary, but even though an aliegatioﬂ Ee Lrue,
there are words and phrases and modes of expression that cannot be
used in any civilizé& parliament uﬁdér.this system, |

AN HON. MEMBER: Tnaudible.

MR. SPEAKER: Order pleage!

MR, WELLS: Mr, Speaker, I always give the honourable member for
Bell Island or anybody else. the opportunity to speak, to be heard and
develop an arpument, I ask the same thing.

However, Mr. Speaker, although there are certain words and'w
certain modes of-expression which must not be used, I think we must noé
in considering this matter simply rely on that sort of thing, not
rely on & technicallty that says vou shall not call a man that or
vou shall not say that becsuse It is unparlismentary even t%qugh he

-

might have done it. We cannot rely on that. Seo I think in this case;
which is serious, I think we must Jogk t; the sequence of events which
happened and we must examine the role of the Minister of Finance, we
must examine what he did in this Atlaniic Bison. Labatts transaction
.end I think we must gatisfy ourselves quiﬁe apart from the parliamentaryused'
or the unparliamentary langusge used, whether he did anything that
would justify the charges laid against him. . *
Now, Mr. Speaker, to consider this matter we have to go back

to the Atlantic Brewing Company Limiféd which established a brewery

out in Stephenville., It was an ill-starred adventure, Mr. Speaker,

an adventure which ultimately became insolvent and eventually bankrupt.
Whatever the reasons for that, they are not for us here, they are of

no concern but the result of that venture was that it became insolvent

and as z result of its general insolvency, the Government of Newfoundland,
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thraugh the Board of Liquor Control as it was called at the time, lent
something in excess of $400,000. It became inrolvent, subsequently
bankrupt and it did not have the monéy to pay the $400,000, so
eventually, Mr. Speaker, as I understand it and I have examined

the file which was tabled by the Finance Minister, eventually

Bison ?epreleum Limited or whatever thelr name was, commonly known
ag Bison Brewing, decided that it would like to buy the assets .

of the old Atlantie Bréwing Company Limited from,I understand, not
from the comwpany itself but from the mortgagees who had taken ~

the assets and were offering them for sale to whomsoever would like
to bid on them.

So here we come to the first fundamental point, Mr. Spesker,
when Bison Brewing bought what it bought, it did not buy the company,
it did not buy Arlantiec’s debts and obligations, it simply bought
the physical plant in Stephenville; Now as I see it, there was no
obligation on Bison's part at any stage fo take over the debts or
liabilities of Atlantic Brewing, Why should it? If Atlantic Brewing
was unsuccessful in the brewing business and owed $400,000 to the
government or to you Or to me or.to anybody else, why should Bison
take 1t over? Obviously Bigon felt that way and Bison did sot
take ir over. What the former Premler, Premier Smallwood,announced
as I undersztand 1t was that there was an agreement that it would
assume the debts, not the debrs rather bﬁt this particular debt,
under certain circumstances. |

How what that was at the time nobody knew. His statement
I think would have left anybody who listened to it believing that
Bison was going to take over the debt of $400,000 but he did not
explain how this wes going to be done and what form it was going to
rake. S0, Mr, Speaker, nothing was done further than that, nothing
was paid, There was a Minute of Council of which I have zeen a copy,

- which said in effect that’Bison was going to assume this $400,000
if revenue was produced, because it would give revenue bonds; but that

iz all.
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Now I think we have to make & distinction here and have
to realize, Mr. Speaker, that the minute-~of-council is not necessarily an
agreement in fact 1 do not regard it as an agreement. I regard a
minuCE*of—cdunciléimply as a statement of what the government
of the day understands something toc be or an internal order of
the government of the day ordering something done which the government
has power under legislation to do. ‘But a dozen mwinutes-of-council
can be passed by the previous govermment, this povermment, the
Government in Ottawa or Westminister, but that does not mean that
there is an agreement between you or me or any company with the
government cdncerned, it simply means that that is an expression
of that government's opinion as to what will be  So that the fact of
a winuge-of~council does not mean to me, Mr. Speker, that there was an
agreement with Bison, but it 19 evidence that there was discussion between
the government of the day and Bison, that Bison might under certain
circumstances or would under certain circumstances, take over that
debt.

How the words mentioned all through the piece, both to the
previous government and to the present govérnmént, were "revenue bonds.'
Now what interpretation one puts on revenue bonds in the absence of

clear words as to what they mean

«
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clear definitions,I do not kaow. I think it is obvious and no
one would suggest to the contrary that revenue bonds in this
instance meant that if Bison made money, if there was money
realized, prefits of some sort or at least revenue from the saie
of beer by Bison, that Bison would provide bonds and uculd_pay_
money under them and liquidate the debt.

Bison apparently pave that undertaking to the_férmer
government. What happened, Mr, Speaker, when this government
took over was that the Minister of Finance,under whose jurisdicﬁicn
this came, got out the file and_starfed to pursue the business cf
the revenue bonds because there was no evidence of an agreement,
there was no agreement with a capital "A",there was no agreement
of any kind, there was simply a minute-in-council but Bison's
signature, Bison’s seal was not on anything So, all right!

A correspondence ensued between the Minister of Finance
and Hr. D.W.K.Dave Qha was the solicitor for Bison Brewing Company
Limited. It is interesting when one reads that correspondence which
has been tabled, Mr. Speaker, that nelther the Minister of Finance
nor his deputy nor the Justice Department nor Mr. D.W.K.Dawe,
representing Bison, nor Mr. Martino the IIl,s vice-president of
Bigon, really knew what had been agreed,if anything had been agreed.
if you :ead that correspondence, Mr. Speszker, it becomes.cleerrﬁhat
whatever else there was there was no agreement, no consgengus befween
the government and Bigon as to what was agreed. In fact, both
parties tried to come up with something on the basis of revenue,
revenue bbnds, and it got to the point where Mr, Dawe based on what
he thought might be intended, eventually drafted and sent to the
government a draft ferm of bond to be looked at by the Justice
Department to see if thet would be the sort of thing that could be
agreed upon. Alv#ya, always and right throughtout the plece it was
& revenue bond. In other words, unlezs‘revenue or profit or some-
thing was derived by Bison from the sale of beer nothing would be

pald to the Government of Wewfoundland. It was never suggested that
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unless there was this revenue that anything would be paid to the
Government of Newfoundland.

The bond was never executed and signed. The deal did
not go through insofar as the revenue bonds are concerned, Why?
The answer is obvious and clear, Mr. Speakler, Eisﬁn Brewery was
following Atlantic Efewery down the &rain. Bison Brewery was not
producing revenue, it was not making a prefic, 1t became ebvioﬁs
to everyone that it was not golng to make a profit. As time
passeé it became obvious to everyone concerned that.not only was it
not going to make a prefit, it was going te go ocut of business and
it went out of business. The same thing'happened to it as happened
to Atlantic. Now, Mr. Speaker, what would be the good of the revenuc
bonds,; what wogld be the good of a hundred revenue bonds? Even if
they had been executed and presented by Bison, they would be useless.

Now Labatts come on to the scene. There is & defunct
brewery in Stéphenville but there is a plant thart is worth something
and they want to buy it, 20 they make an offer to Bison Brewery,
which i3 no 1angef conducting business. WNow why in the name of
Heaven, Mr. Speaker, anybody could suggest that Labatts should pay
the $400,000, not that Bison owed bécesuse Bison did not owe it, but
that Atlantic Brewery, three or four or five years ago incurred,
that debt, why Labatts should undertake that or even why anybody
should think that they would undertake it passes my understanding
entifeiy. It was not Bison's debt so I cannot see eany reason why
Bison should undertake it,aund it did not. As it came down to the
final analysis it did not undertake it. There was no clear evidence
of agreement that would stend up in any court or at least T have nuﬁ
been shawntit, so there I1s no reason in my view why Bison should have
assumed it.

Forgetting that, why on earth should the next purchaser,
staats,évenaconsider zssuming this debt? They would have to have,
to use the colloquial expression, Mr. Speaker, rocks in their head

to even think sbout ir. If T buy your house, Mr. Speaker, that does
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not mean that I am going to take over your grocery bill

and certainly it does not mean that I am golng to take.ovér
the grocery bill of the person who owned the house before you
did and to me a suggestion that thére was any obligation on
Labatta part to take over this debt or amy obligation on the
government's part, to ensure that they did is just ridiculous.
I cannot see it and in fact there would be no legal basis.for
it.

If the Minister of Financé,knmwing these things had of
his own volition acted without a legal opinion, without ccnsultiﬁg
the department of Justice, without invaiving his uwn.depnty
minister, then perhaps criticism could be laid against him. HNot
a factual sort of criticism, not & criticism that he did the wrong
thing but rather that he should have taken advice. In gll steps
the Minister of Finance was in consaitatisn with hig.deputy and
he and his deputy wrote the Department of Justice on many occasi&ns;
Mr. D.W.K.Dawe was in touch with thé Department of Justice and
eventually an eopinion came back fraﬁ the Department of Justice
which confirmed,in a sense, what anyone with half a gréin,as the
expression goes, would know anyway. There was no polnt in a bond,
_that there was no money te come and that could possibly come from
this defunet company which was Bilson and that there was certaialy
no sbligation on Labatts part to even dream of paying the $400,000.
Why sﬁould ie?

Labarts wanted to buy a bréﬁ&ry, wanted to buy a physical
plant. By what Tight would anybody even suggest to them that they
26 and pay 5400,000; 2 debt of two owners ago, 1f you like. It i3z
ridiculous. 5o the legal opimion from the Department of Justice
simply confirmed what the Minister of Fimance obviously knew,.what
hiz deputy obviously koew and what everybody connected with it
obvicusiy kanew ar that stage and that was that any talk of an
apreement with Bison to pay was nongense. At that stage Bison itself

was insolvent and going out of the brewing business in Newfoundland
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for good and there would be ne revenue. The Minister of Finance
did the only thing he could do,based on a sensible legal opinien
from the Department of Justice.

Now there has been talk about lawyers, just one lawyer,
a member of the Department of Justice. If a legal opinion, if it
were a contentlious thing, if there were a possibility that money
could he obtained from this company, 1if ;t were not bankrupt, if
it were & going concern, then you might go back and say: "Well
now look, 1s there any way? But here was a company f£rom whom it
is obvious that you are not going to get anything anyway and a
legal opinion comes confirming what anybo&y,as T said,with & prain

of sense would have to know in the First place. Why on earth
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strong stuff, If you read that or if you hear that, the:

conclusion is inescapable that the Minister of Finance did something
that-would enhance his interests, which would put money in his
pséket. That is what it means to me. Ir is ﬁot going to

enhance his prestige or whatever else. Ir is his personal

interests and interests used in the sense that we are talking

about means Interests, your ownership of something, your assets

and that he abuged his pesition; he did something disreputable

and wrong.  Yet, what did he do? By any atretch of the imagination,
and 1 {nvite anybody to read the file that has heen tabled, what

did he do that was wrong?

Wow, Mr. Speaker, something was made of the fact that

"a mgn who isz assoclated in the practice of law, the Hon., Member

for Placentia East, here ascted for Labatts in the transaction.

Wiy should he not aer for Labatts in the purchase of a plece of
property from Bison Brewingl? Why should he not? There was no
}Gb}igaticn en Labatts To assume any debt whatsoever of the old
Atlantie Brewing. I do rot suppese it was ever considered. Why
ghould it be? Why should he not act on the purchase of these

agsets?  What could it possibly have to deo with that the Minister of
Financgbﬁaé one share, a qualifying share, which enabled him to |
be z dirzector of Gaden's, which is a subsidiary perhaps of

Labatts or is connected with ic? Labatts are a large organization.
They had their own nind to make up. They wanted the asset belonging
not to the government but to Bison. Blaon did not even kaow anything
at that stage as f&ﬁ as the 5400,000 was concerned, Bison had no
agresment that I can find or see evidence of. The only suggestion
was that if it made a revenue, but it did not. Revenue bonds became
a jéke at that paint.

Mr. Speaker, why on earth sghould this company go baék to

‘Atlantic Brewing Company’s debt and assume it? How can it possibly

be suggested by any one, Mr. Spesker, that the Minister of Fingnce
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acted in any way improperly? Yet, when we come back to these

words, we see that these words - they are not a criticiem, Mr, $peaker,
of actions; they are not an allegation that the Minister of Financg.
was unwise; they are ndan allegation that he did not know how

to do his job or that he would have done better to approach the

thing in a different way, These allegations mean to me, Mr. Speaker,
that the Minister of Finance 1z somehow acting impreperly and crookedly
and 15 advancing his own interests by reason of his poasition as a
member of the governgen:. That, Mr. Speaker, is not true. That ig

the substantive point. 1 dealt earlier with the technical point.

Mr, Speaker, whether it be true or not, you cannot
uge this sort of langugge under our system in this Houge or any like
House. That is the technical point,

When you come in this case back to the substantive
point as well, you come to the conclusion that whatever the rules of
the House, there is no justification and there was no Justification
for saying that the Minister of Finance has acted improperly.

Mr. Speaker, you come to the point again that I
made at the very outset. We must draw a distinction between legit;mate
criticism, which it is the comstitutional duty of the opposition and
perhaps on occasion the right ang duty of all of us to call the sghots
ag we see thém here in this House, There are limits, If we do not
impose limits on ourselves, what does this House become, My, Speaker?
It becomes a Bort of free-for-all, where the man who shouts loudest
and the man who shouts the loudest names or the vilest names comes:out
on top. There is no way one can ~ we debate this here. Sametimesil
think the only word to describe this House, Mr. Spesker, is unreal.

We debate this, some of ug debate it as well as we know how, others
will debate it perhaps facetiously and on and on it will go. People in
the galleries do not know the truth of this situation. They listen

to one and they listen to the other and I suppose they go home thinking -

well, I wondeyr what,

2324



HMareh 21, 1974 Tape no. 748 Pape 1 - MW

would the Minister of Filnance or hiszs deputy or ahyﬁady'else in
the government go.scratching arcund,'go outside the Justice Department
for another legal opinion, go back to the Deputy Miniter of Justice
and assign this to somebody else fof & second dpinion? The opinien
that they got from Mr. Mesbitt was expected. As I see it, it was
the only conceivable opinion that could be given. They ésked for it
and they got it and there was obviocusly no point of hoping even
that any money would berforthcsming from Bisdn,and to ask Labatts
to agsume the debt ~of the old Atlantic Brewing makes no sense
sz all. Why should they? V

Mr. Speaker, how else could the Minister of Finance
have acted? If you or I or anybody had been in his posirtion - you
eannot get bloocd out of a stone. There was no maney in Bison to pay
this and Labatts had no obligation In the world. I am gure if
anybody had suggested to Labattg that they Assume this old debt,
of Atlantic Brewing, they would have had to say; you have rocks in
your head. The Minister of Finance took the thing to his cailgagues.
Be did not himgelf rush off an order or say that is it, forget iri
He took the matter to his colleagues in cabinet, presumably explained
it and it wag decided that 1f that is that and if the facts were
obviocus, you could forget law at that poiné. The facts alone and
the financial state of Bison was such that what else could be done?
S0 it was done., The firm of Labatts which had nothing to do with
the goverament at that point, as fa¥ ss T know at any point, the
firm of Labatts bought from the defunct Bison a physical piece of
plant out there in Stephenvilie,

My, Speaker, it is in the light of what happened that we
mugt now conaider these remarks - not only"deliberately misled
this House but commitvted, Sir, a very grave conflict of interest
while he was associated in at least two ways with the purchasing
corporatinn,.delibarately deceiving this Hbuse, misleading the people
o § Hewfoundland, abusing a privilege, sbusing the privilege of his

office for his own personal interests,' How, Mr. Speaker, that is
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to go to‘caurc and do‘semething sbout it. But, if it 1s sald inside
the Hnusé, he cannot do tﬁét. So; §han.mthei fe#eﬁrse has he géf, H?.'
Speaker, but to come to the ﬁeuéé it#élf, this.boéy'elected by the
people ap& iﬁ charge of its own décdrum, in chéfge of its own ruieé;.
in charge of its own status, and say, '"Will you proteét me against
this?" | o

So, we come fo.tha nitty gritty.cf this which is the role or
not the role bﬁt wﬁat tﬁe honouraﬁle.meﬁﬁer éor Eeil Isiand has done.
1 sugpgest, HMr. Speéker, that.tﬁa evidence.éhich is Befora us —‘;né we.
are the court, sure, we.are the judgé'and jury. Who else ceéld be
except the members elected by the peépie in this House? When you
examine it.yéu find or at leasf I.find to my satisféction -1 héﬁe
read every paper iﬁ the file and I héve heafd what was said'éﬂdzf
have read what has been said in the verbatim report. I e¢an only
conclude that not enly was tﬁe zember far:Beil Islaﬁdszechnically
in breach insefar as the rules of this ﬁuuse ware cencernéd but subsﬁéﬁtively
in breach in what he.alleged or charged against the minister.

.Ncw, Hr. Speaker, what.do we do? Tﬁe Minister of Finance, he
would not have baeﬁ human 1f he ha& Aot been upset by that. It ié
bad enough to be chérged aﬁd.aécuéed &f dning.something where tﬁere
iz a matter of cgiﬁieﬁ.but in thié case he is chargea'in.ﬁhe strongesi
kind of laﬁguage witﬁ being In effect crocked or ciose to it. That -
is what it really means. Who wﬁulﬁ éct he upséa? Who would not ask
the House to deéi with such a m;éﬁter as he haa? He has proposed a
penalty of fourteen days. Tﬁat ig unfortunate., Unfortunate in this
sense,that the member for Béll Island, the honourable memﬁer for Beil.
Igland, in my view ﬁas commitred a grave misdemﬁannr or whaﬁever the'
proper word 1s agalinst this House.

bf eourse, we have to consider also that all members in this
House are‘elecced by their respective dié:ric:s and they represent
more than thelr respective districes. fhey represent and we represeat

collectively and individually all the people. Though the member for
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Rell Island has done this and he has done a 8eticus thing against this
House, it is not ha who suffers by being put out for fcurteen d&ys
presumably, it is the peuple who elected him, the peuple who put him
here to reprasent them,

Yhat hurts most in his bringing a thing like this to a head -
I have to lay this at the door of the gember for Bell Island - what
burts most is that the pecple who elected him to represent themn, if
he is put out of this House, he is not going to be there to do that
duty for whatever period he i3 put out for. I would 'say to the member
for Bell Islaﬂé, therg is no question he 13 an effective critic of the
gevernmgnt. There is neot éqestion tﬁat he does his job - some would say
over— zealously, I do not wind that. HNobody ginds or nobody should
mind hard criticism. .

We are in the adverséry system, Sometiﬁes I think it uould work
_ bettartf it were a system that enguired into things ., but we cannot
change it., I suppose we could change it but it has developed over
a long period and it has developed along adversary 1ings where one
stands yp and slashs away at the other side, but there are rules,
there are modes oﬁ expregsian, there is'a way it ought to be dane,
geing at the substance of the thing ra#her than at the ﬁersonality.
That is where T think we f£31l down. That is wheré we in this House
so cfteq abuse the system an&'make.it a sick tﬂing. Mr. Speaker.

S0, I would say to the memﬁer far Bell Isianﬁ;hoth on technlcal
grounds as to the rules of this House and éﬁ the 5ubstan£ive gfounds
28 ro what he gaid gnd alleged, thaet he is wrong. I would say to
hiw.in honesty that he is wrong and that he must know that he is
WTOng. ?ha.apportunity was there to question the Minister of Finance,
to say what he liked about what was done, to say that he felt it should
have been done otherwise, to question the Minister of Finance on every
aspect ef’this but not to say that he is in grave conflict of iInterest.
ﬁven th&t would not worry me tfe much.

"For abusing the privilege of this hoaourable House, deiiberately
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decelving the honourable House, misleading the peeple of Newfoundland,
for abusing the p?iViiege of his office for his own personal iIngerests",
these are the wards that really make this crime if it be a crime.

8o, I would ask the honourable member from Bell Island -~ T think
that we have spent enough tire, enough of the peoples' time in this
House debating this.matter.and I am sure that the debate will nor
finish quiekly, it will go on. Perhaps it should. It is importaot
enough. 5o, I would ask the honourable member for Bell Island at
this stage whatever his opinion is as to how this Bison, Labatt
thing should have been handled - wmaybe he would have handled it differently,
fine - but I would ask the honourable member for Bell Island without
changing his opinion as to how it should have been handled, I would
ask him to withdraw these words, particularly the words that I find -
the difference of opinion part is not important.

YFor abusing the privilege of his office for his owm personal
interests”, these are the words that I find hardest to take. They
are an allegation that the Minister of Finance, a8 T see it, they
are an allegatlon that he is enriching himself, advancing his personal
interests at the expense of the public of Néwfoundland. If that charge
is true, he should go out of this honourable House.

MR, NEARY: Would the honourable member permit a question?

MR. WELLS: Yes.

MR, NEARY: Let us say, for iastance, I withdrew that partlicular charge,
would the wember then go for an investigation.or g judicial enquiry
into this whole matter? |

MR. WELLS: No, Mr. Speaker. Surely, this does not need g judicial

© enquiry. Surely, we can debate it. We have the evidence before us.

The thing is eclear. Surely we can reéolva this matter with honour and
it does seem to me, however I look at it, both subgstantively and technically,
that the honourable member from Bell Island should not have used these
words.

There will be no one in this House more sorry than 1 if the

honourable member has te be suspended. That I say truthfylly, I do
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not play games. I have known because the people of Bell Island elected
him and he was thelr choilce and they elected him to sit here and represent
them - but it does seam to me, Mr. Speaker, that to use words about another
honourable member, words of this sort, I sincerely believe tﬁat in usging
them the honourable member is being false ro his role, false to the

. people who elected him because I do not think that they clected him
to say that sort of thiang sbout another member of this House.

The penalty proposed may be extreme, perhaps not for the sske

of the member but of the people who put him here. Perhaps the penalty
should be less. I do not know. I would listen to anyone's suggestions
on that. I think teo perserve the honour and the dignity and the status
and everything about this House which we as mewbers ought to strive
towards, I would ask the honourable member for Bell Island to withdraw
these words even though he may have done it differently, even though
be may disagree, even though he may have instituted tweanty actiona in

the supreme court agsinst Bisom or Labatts or Atlantic or anybody else.

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope that this can be resoclved. T am sad
that this debate had to take place. I would ask and appeal in sincerity
to the membar for Bell Islané to raconsider his positiqn on this matter
and on his allegations.

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Inaudible.

MR, WELLS: I do not think there is any need.
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I do not think there is any need. I do not think there is honestly
any mneed,

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for St. Barbe North.

MR. F. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, the particular motion before the House

at the pfesenc time, moved by the honourable the Minister of Finance,
is that the merber for Bell Island be suspended from this honourable
House of.Aﬁsembly for fourteen sitting days because of statements
made by him in the House of Assembly.

Now, Sir, the very nature of this wotion itself has.to
leave a bad taste in anybady's mouth. It reminds me, Sir, of sotnething
along the lines, and I am pnot a lawyer, Sir, though I hear and read
what goes on In the ecourts, but it reminds me of a situation in
the courts where you would have a lawyer or a judpe starting off
a case by saying, "We senéence this man to be hanged. Now let us
find out whether thig gentleman 1s guilty of the crime or guilty

of murder." This is exactly the way that this particular motion starts
off, Mr. Speaker,

Sir, the motion carries on to say that because of statements
made by him in the House of Assembly on Monday, March 4, 1974, as
recordad in the Pensavrd, pages 1786 to 1821 and empecially pages
179%, 1800 and 1807 which statements comprised a libel on a member
of this House, the member for St. John's West, the Minister of Finance,
affecting the character and reputation of the member for St. John's
West, his conduct zs a member of the House of Agsembly, the said
libel consisting of the following false and unsubstantiated
statements; (1) that the Minister of Finance deliberately misled the
House, that the Minister of Finance was gullty of a barefaced deceit,
that the Minfster of Finance deliberately deceived the honourable
House and misled the people of Neufoundland and; (2) that the Minister
of ¥inance committed a grave conflict of interest in that he acted
es both tge chief officer of the government in negotiating the
cancellation of the debtr to the province while at the same time he

wgs associated in at least two ways with the purchasing corporation
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which had the most to gain by sald cancellation of debt and;

{3) that the Minister of Finmance abused the privilege of this
honourable House and abused the privilege of his office for his
own personal interest so that immediate steps should be taken to
consider his impeachment.”

Mow, Sir, I assoclate mygelf entirely and completely with
the statements made by my honourable colleague, the member for
Bell Island, when he brought this before the House on a point of
breach of privilepe at that particular time. Sir, T believe that
the honourable the member for Bell Island was well intentioned when
he brought these matters before the House or brought up this
breach of privilege of the House.

S§ir, I belleve that the member for Bell Island was duty-
bound to do what he did when he came before this House and preéented
A;cumentatinn to support the breach of privilege that he was )
bringing before the House. Sir, I think what has happened in this
debate 5o far is that a great red herring has been drawn across
the points made by the honourable the member for Bell Island. The
honourable members on the government side of ﬁhe House have continued
to emphasize the style of the member for Bell Island and the language
used by the member for Bell Island.

¥ow, Sir, as mentioned by other gpeakers on this side
of the House, each one of us has a different style. I would have
done exactly the game thing as the member for Bell Island had I
the documentation and the information that he had at hand. But, Sir,
the whole issue. is being clouded by the fact that honourable members
on the cother -side are zeroing in én the style of the member for
Bell Island, the style. Sir, there are g lot of people in this
province who like the style of the member for Bell Island. There
are somekpeople who do not like the style of the member for Bell Island

and there are some people who could net give a darn.
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But,.Sir, the point still remains that honourable membefu
on the other side of the House have not disproved nor looked at
and criticized nor destroyed the evidence that was presented by
the member for Bell Island and I submit, 5ir, that honourable
members on the other side are attempting to cloud the uhqle issue,
are attemptlng to cover up the documentation presented by rmy
colleague by continually referring to his style.

Now, Sir, 1 might mention another rather important
point and that is this, that during the presentation, nmy colleapue's
pregsentation on that particular day, on a Monday, and he was interrupted,
Sir, quite often by honourable members on the other side, unfortumately
the honourable member for Placentia East was not present during a part
of my colleague's presentation and innocently, I submit, misheard or

misunderstood or misinterpreted some remarks made by my collesapgue,
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and he_stooé.rightfull} in his plaée,and ther; was a great fuss about
that particular tﬁing. My coileague preéented his breach of privilepge
toe this House with a gréat<deai of.iﬁterruption from the honourable the
House Leader on the Government side and from the honcurable the member
for Placentia East. Sir, not oen one occasion, not on one occasion did
the Sneaker at any time rise and say that the lanpuage or the style of
my honourable colleague from Bell Island was unparliamentary, not at
one pelint,Sir. Sir, I submit that if“the honourable the Minister of
Finance is serious in this motion that Your Honour probably should be included
in this particular motion and get the fourteen days, sifting days, because
§ir, T repeat that not at oﬁe point did Your Honour rule my colleague
out of order as being unpariiameﬁtary, not at one point.

¥Now, Sir, I, like my colleapues who have spoken before me, I am
going to go through the documentation as presented by my colleapue from
Bell Island. Yeas, 8ir, again, for the aimple reason; (1) it is the issue
and honourable members on the other side are attempting to c¢loud that
particular issue and the people of Newfoundland deo not want to hear
the bile and the scum these types of expression, Now, My, Speaker,
the word bile has been used, the word dirty scum has been used and some
ather unparliamentary language. :
MR. SPEAYER (Mr. Stagg): The word vile or bile and scum are certa;nly
expressions that this particular Speaker i is not going to accept as
parliamenfary and 1f the honourable member have words that impart a;yw
thing of that derogatory nature, they will be interfered with immediartely.
MR. B. ROWE: Let us be clear on it, Sir., I know Your Honour is giving
a ruling in good faith on what he perceives to be fhe Faet situation.
The honourable member for St. Barbe North, as I understood it and as
Your Honour understood it this way, well, well and gnod, what he was
talking about was some epitaphs used by members on the other aide in
reapect to the member for Bell Island,and Hansard bears it out. I did

not understand him as using the words, he is talking about that kind of
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language beinp hurled arcund the House. That is all,as I understood it,
Your Honour. _

MR. SPEAKER (Mr. Stagg) : Indeed, T did misunderspand the hunoura?le
member, and 1f he were makigg the point that these wo;ds were unégrliameﬁu
tary, I certainly bear with him. _ o
MR. FRED ROWE: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I:am siﬁpiy pointing out that the 
languape of this House is what has become tha isaue in this particular
case and not the documentation which should be at stake. 1 refer, Sir,“
to Hansard, page 2170, "Mr. Moores: 'No, no, Mr. Speaker, it a mat#ér

of paying attention to the gentleman, it is the matter of listening to
the absolute bile that comes from the puts of a totally useless and

T

absolutely incompetent individual.

AN HOWOUEABLE MEMBER: That 1is pgrliamentary, Sir.

MR. F. ROWE: Now, Sir, is that parliamentary?

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Who used that?

MR. ROWE: The honourable the Premier, Mr. Speaker, used that kind_of...
language and this is what has become the Issue as a result of the
documentariecn rhat has been presented by ny colleague from Bell Island
and I submit, Sir, that however boring it may be for honourable members
on the other side of the House -

AN HONOQURARLE MEMBER: Was the Premier ruled out of order?

ME. ROVE: The Premier was not ruled out of order, Mr. Speaker.

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: No breach of privilepe?

MR. ROWE: Mo breach of privilere. No unparliamentary language.

¥ow, Mr. Speaker, however boring it may be for honoﬁrable members
on the other side of the House, I am going to go through the documentation
once apain in the hupetthat it will be reported to the people of Newfound-
land, they will get the facte as presented, Well, if there is not a
soul up there, Mr. Speaker, I yould sugpest that the honourable Minister
of Justice see to it that the %reas is up there,

AN ROMNOURABLE MEMBER: The Minister of Justice 15 gone,

MR. ROVE: Thank you. Sir, I will go through once again the documentation
because T feel that this is what the people have to hear in order to under-

stand the motion hefore the Floor of the House.
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"New, Sir, on February 8, my colleague from Bell Island put a question
to the honourébie the Mlnistér'of Finance. Sir, the question'as recorded
on page 164 of the verbathnrepoft s this: "Hould the minister give
the House some details of the agreement that was nepotiated with Bavarian
Erewery,.l EhinE it is Labatts, to take bvéf Bison Brewery at Stephenville?
I would iike fér the minister especialiy to tell us what has hapﬁened to
the nutstaﬁding taxes.tﬁat are due to the Province by Eison'ﬁfewery?"

Now, Sir, the honourable the Minister of Finance did take some
time to answer the guestion. He admitted that the guestion came as a
surprise and a bit of a shoek to him and that it was somewhat of an em-
barassinpg question. We can well understand ﬁhy now, Sir, it was somewhat
of an embarassing question but the minister's answer to the questibn'was
this: "Unfortunately after we assumed Sffice and invést;gated the whole

matter, it turned out that there was no
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agreement, mo agreemen; between the government and Bigon Brewing
Company Limited that had any binding effact whatsoever that Bisnn
Brewing would repay this ameunt of 5410 ﬁaﬁ approximately. It |
turns out to_#e 3407,000._ Although we ;ried to pursue the maﬁtér.

and had the revenue bonds forwarded to Qs, ﬁhat was neﬁer resolved

énd our legal advicu when Labatts said that thay were interested

in acquiriﬂg the Bison assets. and the question arose in cunnectimn with
the $410, 900 is that we had no claim against Bison Brewing Company
Limited ar all in cennection with the 5&10 000,

Now, Sir, as ‘the speakers before me havé mentioned, ﬁhis
legal advice I understand was the aince of one lawyer in the Justice
Department. If the government were sincére in tr?ing ﬁc get this
$407,000 bagk, I would submit, Sir, that.fhe advice ef.ﬁére.thén ong
lawyer should have been sought under these partikuiat circumstances,
AN HON. MEMBER: Should have gone to court on it.

MR. F. B. ROWE: Or should have gone to court on ir.

Now, Sir, this was the answer given by the Hon. Minister
of Finance to the guestion put by my collaague'from Bell Island.
Now, Sir, what did the Member for Bell Island dof The Mowber for
Bell Island got some documentatione that indicated beyond any
shadow of a doubt or certainly raised questinna.as te whether there
was an agreement or not. Again honourable members on the other
glde attempted to drag a big,large,red herring across this by
suggesting that my friend i1s an agent of one John Doyle. “Where
did he get his information?® - this sort of a thing.

Now, S8ir, I would submit tha; ir ig cempletelf jrrelevant
where the Member for Bell Island got his documentation. It is
completely irrelevant, unless the documentations were forgeries.

In that case there might be some gquestions raised., If they
are legitimate documents, what does it matter whers the documentation
comes from] Honourable members of the press get Information from

eertain reliasble sources and sometimes the only way they can get
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this informatiéu.ié té assuré ﬁhe.pérsnn or persons where they
are ge:tiﬁg the informatibﬁ from that their names will not be
divulged. Thera.is ﬁothing.étraﬁge about that.

ﬁow,.sif, what ﬁas the firét pieée of documentation?
There .was én Df&er*in—Councii, 5aﬁeﬁ Eeceﬁbér.l&,IIQTO. It
said this, Sir:.ﬁﬂrdefed that consequent upon the sale of
Atlantic Breuer& Limited, Sﬁeﬁhénviiie;to Bisbn.Petfoieum and
Hinerals ﬁimited and with respéct to tha amount of $507;b00
" owed by the former company to tﬁe ﬁbvefnm&nf of Hewfﬁuﬁdland,
the nnderﬁakiﬁg of ﬁison Petreléum.aﬁd.ﬁine:als Limited to
repay the said amount by the issue to.tﬁa gaverﬁment of interest.
free yvevenue bonds redeemasble in equal annu&l payﬁen:a over a
period of ten years be énd is haréby ap#roved." An Order-in-Council

Sir.
How did my friend from Bell Island not have the right.

or wore still was he not duty bound to bring this before the
floor of the Housel? It questions whether or not there was

a0, agfeemznt-ﬁin contradiction to the answer that the honourable
member gdt from the Minister of Finance on Fébruary 8, 1974, Friday.
Sir, what was the other piece of documentation? There was a letter,
S8iy, written by one John C. Crosbie to Bigson Petroleum and

Minerals Limited. “Dear Sirs: On December 14, 1970, a Minute of
Executive Council indicated that your company consequent upon the
sale of Atlantic Brewery Limited would undertake to pay to the
Newfoundland Liquor Commission the sum of approximately 5407,000

by the issue to the government of interest-free reévenue bonds
redeemable in equal annual installments over a period of ten

years, Signed by the Hon, Minster of Finance."

I ask vou again, 5ir, was not oy friend from Bell Island
duty bound with this evidence aow to come‘into this House and
present it te the House?

MR, BARRY:  The Hon. Minister of Mines and Energy will haQe

his chance to make a contribution to this debate. I sincerely hope
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that he does not do as some of his other honourable colleagues have
done and that is attempt to drag red herrings over thg dnupgeutstiép 
as has lbeea sincerely and honestly and properly and in a pafli&@ggta_r_y
faghion presented in this House without one pbjec:ion fram_thg Chai:_
on that particular day, from the Speaker's Chair.

Now, 8ir, on March 13, 1972, the Hon. Hinister of_?inangg
got a reply from L. D. Martia, III, Vice-Fresident of Bison Brewing
Company Limited, "Je hereby confirm that Bison Brewing Cqmpéqy hag
undertaken to pay the Newfoundland Liquor Commission the amount of
$407,000 by issue to the government of interest-free revenue bonds

redeemable in equal installments over a perlod of ten years.,"

AN HON. MEMBER: There is no quorum, Mr, Speaker.
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AN HON. MEMBER: We have a quorum.

MR. F.B.ROVE: Now, Mr. Speaker, this is the third pilece of
evideﬁcé that my colleague from Bell Island presented that gave
some kind of an indication that there was an agreemant. Whether
it was & small "a" or a large “A" a verbal agreement or a written
egreement or any kind of an agreement, 1t certainly gives é
strong suggestion that there was an agreement. My éallé&gue
&imply presented this to the honourable House of Assembly}'

Now, 5ir, on June 4, 1973, Mr. D, Peper, tomptroller
and Deputy Minister of Finance,wrote Mr. John C.Dhoyle cancerﬁing
the outstanding debt and it reads as follows: In a letter of June
19, 1972, you adviged the Minister of Finance that your 1ocai
c;un3£l in St. John's, Mr. Donald Dawe,was preparing the necegsary
documents for the issuance to the government of $407,000 in
principal amount of non-interest bearing revenue bonds. We haye
heard nothing further on this matter although the minister has
requested your comments on two occaslons. We have been advised
by Hr. Dawe's office that the dacuments:were sent for your approval
some months apgo."

Now, Sif‘ why would 21l this corregpondence be going
between the Deputy Minister of Finance and the Comptreller, the
Minister of Finance and Mr. Doyle and back from L.B.Martin, 1f the
government themselves did not feel that there was in fact an
agreement? However, the Ministér of Finance ,on February B, said
that there was no agreement. On July 5, an ultimatum signed by
the Minister of Finance was forwarded ro one John C.Doyle giving him
one month or by Auvgust %, 1973, to smettle this matter or action
would be taken against rthe company.

| AR HON. MEMBER: Where did you get the copy of the letter?

MR. HEARY: Where did I get what?

AN HON. MEMBER: Where did you get the copy of the letter?

MR. NEARY: The copy sf the letter? Anybody could have given it ro

me including brother Andrew, But ke did not.
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AN HON. MEMBER: In Robin Hood Bay.

MR. NEARY: I got it down in Robin Hood Bay. That is right.
MR. BARRY: Trafficking in the legal documents?

MR. NEARY: No it 1s not in the legal documents {remainder inaudible]

HR.‘S%EAKER {(Stape): Order please!

MR. F.E.RDUE: fr. Spea?er, tﬁe ﬂinistaf of Eines.ané Energy has
joined his colleagues in dragging red herrings across the issue |
at hand. |

MR..BAﬁRY:. .(inaudihle)

7 MR. F.B;ROWE: The ministér apologizes, Mr. Speaker, let that be
recorded. This letter, Mr. Speaker, says ir is difficult to see how
government can permit this brewvery to continue operating if the
brewsry will not meet its commitments to the government as outlined
above., "I therefore now advise you that unless this matter is
settled to our satisfaction within one month or by Aupust 9, the
government will proceed to take action against the company. This 1s
our final notice to you, so that If ncthing further is heard from
vou we will be proceeding after the aﬁove mentioned date.”

Now, Sir, what kind of language is this if there 1s ne
agreement? The honourable the Minister of Finance must have felt
that there was some semblance of an agreement in order for these
pieces of correspondence to have been passed back and forth. On
August 20, 1973, thefa was another comsmunication. This time, again
from the Comptroller and Dapnty Minister of Finance, and this was
forwarded to Bison's lawyer enclosing a copy of Order-in-Council
numbered 977-70. It reads, Sir: "1 have been asked by my minister
to reply to your letter to him, dated August 3, 1973, with respect to
the abc§a named company. As per your tequest I am enclosing herewith
& copy of Order-in-Council 977-70, which was passed on December 14,
1970. A reply to the minister's letter of July 5, 1973, to Mr
John C.Doyle pertaining o certain matters to be pettled between
Bison Brewing Company Limited and the government, would be appreciated

before August 27, 19737
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AN NON. MEMBER: Why August 277

MR. F.B.ROWE: Jow, Sir, in that Order-in-Council the honoufaﬁlé.
ninister, from the Departmenc of Jugtice, ordered that with refereuce
to the proposed purchazse by Labatts Brewerles of Caaadg, Limi:ed,
ot associated conmpany Labatts, from Bison Brewery Limited dr any
associated company buys back the assets of Bison located at
Stephenville, in view of advice recileved by the honourzble the
Minister of Finance from the Department of Justice, the honourable.
the minister be and he is hereby authorized to inform Labatts that
'depenéeaz upon the cempletion of (thiis is a tough cop§ to read,
Mr. Speaker) the sale of the assets of Bison to Labatts, to bé
affected by the 3lst. of March 1974,.." .

And do you know what it says, Mr. Spesker? ‘''The
povernment will not be taking action against Bison and/ar Bison
Petroleum anﬁ Minerals Limited for the payment of the amount of
$407,000 owed to the former NWewfoundland Liquor Commimsion by
Atlantic Brewery Company Limited in respect of which Bison Petroleum
znd Minerals Limited undertock, pursuant to Order-in-Council $77-70.
to repay the gaid amount by the lssue to the government of interest
free revenue bonds redeemable in equal annual payments over a ten
year pericd.”

Sir, a complete turnabout,
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a complete turnabout on August 20, 1973 when the latter was forwarded
te the lawyers for Bison.

(b} {c) The government does not propose to Implement Order in
Couneil 1247-71 regarding the exemption of Bison from the payment
of retail sales tax in respect of phe purchase by it of tge assessed
assets of Atlantic Brewery Company Limite§ and that a claim will be
thus made against them.

New, Sir, the peint to be noted here 1z that there was a
complete turnabout on the part of the honourable the Minister of Fiﬁance,
a complete turnabout, Sir. My honourable colleague from Bell Island
presented this documentation and also tabled, Mr. Speaker, information
to the effect that the honourable the Minfister of Finance has financia}
interests Iin other companies and they ineclude director and secretary
of Gaden's Limited, Gaden's West Limited, Reaslities Limited. Sir,
as my colleague pointed out, Gaden's Limited is a subsidiary of Labatts.

AN HONOURAELE MEMBER: They only make soft drinks there.

MR, F., ROWE: They only make soft drinks but do they not have something
to do with delivery, Mr. Speaker? They distribute the beer.

AN HONOURARLE MEMPER: They disgcribute the beer and in places they sell

the besr.

MR, F. ROWE: Now, Mr. Speaker, my honourable colleague also presented
the fact that the negotiatiocns or the legal work were carried out by

the honourable member for Placentls East and that he is a partpmer in

the law firm of Aylward, Crosble and Collins. Sir, 1t is sc my

colleague did present this documentation to thiz House of Assembly

and suggested that there was very definite conflict of interest situation
with respect to thls documentation.

Now, 5ir, I submit that if the honourable the Minister of Finance
is innccent of any charges that he feels have been made against him,
then he should put it to the test,put it to the test. How, Sir, what
kind of r test Is this here in this honourable House? There are
two parties, Sir, thirty-two members sitting on one side of the House

and nine members sitting on the other side of the House.
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Why, the honourable the menber for Labrador South sald himself
that this iz a partisen argument. 5Sir, T submit that it is, has
developed into and 1s & partissan argument. Sir, it is a=partisan
debate and there will be a partisan vote in this honourable House, Now,
Sir, I cannot use the expression kangaroo court because it has heen
ruled out of order once or twice already but, Sir, let me merely say
that the case is not beidg put to the test. The only way that it can
be put to the test is through some gort of a judicial anQuiry or a
cormittee on privileges.

MR. BAREY: A quorum please, Mr. Speaker.

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Mr. Speaker, iz anybody going to count the House?

Is the clerk going to count the House?

MR, SPEAKER (MR, STAGG): 1If the honourable member vacates the Chamber,

he i5 not to speak as he waltzs in through the door.

We have 2 quorum.
MR, F. ROWE: You have to use repetition orbrute force, Mr. Speaker,
on some honourable members on the other side just to get them to
understand.

MR. SPEAKER (MR. STAGGY: Order, please!

Partissn jibes or any other type of repartee across the floor
can soon make this debate degenerate into something that I am sure
all honoursble mewbers have witnessed on too many occasions. T ask
of all honcurable members, eépecially honourable members to my lefe,
rhat the honcourable member for St. Barbe North does have the right to
be heard in silence. I ask that thar rule be observed.

MR, F. POWE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. .

I wa# saying, Mr. Speaker, that as a consegquence of the documentation
provided by my solleague and friend from Bell Island, if the Minister of
Fipance iz really sincere, I would submit thar he would not pass sentence
and then have this honourable House judge the guilt or innocence of the

honourable the member for Bell Island. Because, Sir, there is no doubt

in oy mind that the government
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will vote along party lines in this varticular motion as
presented by ;he.hﬁﬁaurable :ﬁe Mintster of Finance.

Now; Sif, T would 1iie ﬁo refef ever so hriefly to some
' comments maderby.ﬁhe hcﬁeﬁrabie the Pfemie%..'ﬁir, the honourable
the Premier simply said when he stood in his place in this House
in speaking to ihié motisnusuch :hingé as the honourable member
for Bell Island has warpe& the facts. Sir, the facts were presented
to the hoﬁou;abie Héuse'éné they were tabled in this honourable
House and.thﬁy wéré not warped. They'cculé not have been warped,
they were presénﬁe& and aébléd in this ho#gnfabie House and by the
way, Mr. Speakér,.I ﬁighf.add that the hanauraéle the Premier did
not give one examéle, nef one exémple of facts having been warped
by the honourable mémber.for Bell Island, neither, Sir, did he give
any proof of the étateﬁent that this House has been never mote
demoeratic than it is af_thé_pregené ti&e.

Sir, he Qaid that tﬁe honoureble the member for Bell
Island wag making irrresbonsible personal attacks and the homourable :
the Premier cali f§r a free vote on his parﬁicular side of the House.
Sir, no rebu:#abla of the dnéumentation presented by the honourable

the member for Bell Islaﬁd, no rebuttable whatsoever. ~
Sir, I st;né by with no reservation whatsoever in supporting

the charges made by my friend and colleague from Bell Island. This is

not the place.far.the trial, I support every single word that the

member for Bell Is&an& uﬁteréd and I stand to be thrown out and

included in the list to be thrown out of this House for fourteen

working days. Sir, the honourable member for Bell Island was duty

bound to bring before this Houge the facts and the documentation that

he did bring befoere the House. At no time, I repeat, was the honourable

member ruled out of order on the grounds of wsing unparliamentary

langusge or 1ibelous languape or slanderous langusge, at no time, Sir,

when he made his presentation, at no time, and I feel, Sir, that the

wmemhar did have a prima fzele case in this instance. However, the Chair,
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the honourable the Speaker, ruled that he did not have a priﬁé
facie cagse . We appealgd it_and obviocusly we did nqﬁ ég:ee with
the Speaker on this particular point, but we ;eépect hié ruiing.
We have no other choice. |

But, Sir, I submit that the honourable thé mambér fot
Bell Island was dety bound to bring thgge matters before the |
House. He would have been negligent in his duties if hé did not
bring it before the House and if ever & person 5hmgld be tﬁrq@n oué
of a House for fourteem sitring days, it shuglé be.a person wha
had this information at hand and did not presgnt.it before the
House of Assembly. That is where a member should be_askéé to
resign or be thrown out of the House for fcurtegn days; Anybody
vho has possession of this evidence is duty bound, parﬁicﬁlarly
if he iz an elected member of %his House, to bring it before the
House and have this whole thing brought up by a nonparti&én.groug
of'people, a judicial enquiry or some body similar to that.

Sir, this is certainly not the place for the honourable
Minister of Finance to ground out the documentation presented by
my ¢colleague, bring in z motion that has the sentenceg the fourteen
day sentence in the very firat sentence of the motion. Theﬁ he )
goes on f£rom there.

Sir, T would like to go on record as Sugpcrting the
ease of thé member for Bell Island. T would like to go on.recaré
28 maying 1 will vote asgalnst this motion. Tf ever there was
a motion that should have been voted against, this is the motion,
Sir, As one of my colleagues mentioned before, the Minister of -
Finance is the victim, the judge, the jury, the accuser, the executioner,
all in one wotion.

Sir, T would submir and I would vecommend that rhe honourable
the Minister of Finance, 1f I could ger his attention from the words
of wisdom coming from the honourable member feor Burgeo, I would suggest

Hr. Speaker, thatr the honourable Hinister of Finance amend his motion,

amend his wotion and have this whole case submitted to a judicial
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enquiry or some nonpartisan body because, Sir, this is_a_anw 30§=
This motion is a complete snow Job. The vote is going to be taken_
along partisan lines. It is a partizan argument. It i nq;hiﬁg
else. ﬁembers on the other side of the House, Mr. Speaker, have
been supgesting for months, indeed yeays, tha; they will ggp chg_
member for Bell Igland.
MR. HEARY: 1In the House, cutslide the House, in cour;,.oq;side of
court -
MR. F. BOWE: Get him, in court, outside qf court orain thg House,
Mr. Spezker.

Mr. Speaker, I fdentify myself with the remarks made by
the member for Bell Island. My colleague for White Bay South has

identified and associated himself with the remarks
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wmade by the Member for Bell Island so has my colleapue from
White Bay North. Therefore, 5ir, if logic prevail we should all
get the same sentence., Thank you, Mr, Speaker.

SOME HON. MEMBLRS:  Hear. Hear!

YR, SPEAKER: The honourable Member for Labrader North:

MR. H. WOODWARD:  Mr. Speaker, I would like to make z few brief

comments on the motion that was moved by the Member for St. John's
West, the honourable Minister of Finance, and seconded, so ably
seconded I should say, by the honourable the Premier,to kick our
'celleague the HMember for Bell Iszland ocut of the House for fourtesn
days, Sir.

When I sit in the House and look across,as I have been
doing for the last couple of years, end try to znalyze in my simple
way the expressions end the eémotions of the members on the other
gide of the House, T am not at a1l surprised that the honourable
Minister of Finance would stoop to the level of bringing such a
motion into this honoursble House. It is indeed & very distasteful
pilece of work. I have seen on & number of cecasions since 1 have
been sitting here, where & number of members on the other side of
the House warranted the same treatment that the honourable ministgy
iz giving to the honourable Member for Bell Island but it has a
different motive, )

Indeed, when you look at the numbers and you think in
terms of the method and I am sure that the lawyers who were 5ittingf
here tonight, if they were sitting in court and loocking at a jury
and sesing the expressions on the faces of the people and they were
igoking from this slde at that side, Mr. Speaker, I am very much
zfraid that the case presented by any legal counsel would be a
very weask case. They would know before they staerted that this
particular case is not going teo be judged by a jury or it is not
going to be judged by tﬁe honourable the Speaker in the Chair, because
we do not have that righr.

The supreme judge of this particular motion and ne doubt

it wiil be moved and passed In the House, is the honourable the
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Minister of Finance. He Iis the supreme judge of this particular
thing. If he had known, Mr. Speaker, that he would not have been
the supreme judge he would not have presented this particular
motion Iin the House.

"1 feel this 1s one of the things that our people and
the pecple throdghéut this province feel is wrong with this
particular case. Why we should sit as laywmen to judge a particular
member in this bull pen, if you want te f&fer to it as that, because
_the conduct of the House has been nothing better than a bull pen
and the honourable the Minister of Finance maybe contributed very
much towards this type of behaviour,

Getting back to the facts of the case and the allegations
that were produced by the honourable the Member for Bell Island and
the circumstances surrqunéing the cage, one of the things that
sﬁrérise we possibly more than anything else in this case, is that
there wés no effort made on the part of the Minister of Finance or
there wag no attempt made on the part of the Minister of Finance
himself to try to recover that debt of $407,000 from the Labatts
people,

Looking back over the last couple of years at the methads
that the honourable minister has used to recover funds, loans and
grants and other funding of that nature that the government have put
out, he made z statement going back twe years ago on loans that were .
out to various husiness people throughout this province and he said
in this House that we will collect that meney. If it is owed ro
this province we will collect that particular money. 1 look at the .

method and we never referred to
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‘and maybe I will not say there was such a conversation, Mrf Speakgr,_but
T surmise a conversation poing on with his eplleague and his partner or
his alleged partner or in the law firm of Alyward, Croshie and Collins,
surrounding that parrticular case. I wonder if it was the case where

Mr. Alyward weuld say to Mr. Crosble, "What do we do now that T am
negotiating on behalf of Labatts to buy ;ut the assets of Bison Brewing?
What do we do with thét $407,000.00 that Bison oves or supposedly owes

the Liquer Commission?" I wonder if that conversation was ever brought

£

up?”
AN HONCURABLE MEMBER: Never.
_MR. WOODWARD: Never mentioned.

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Hever mentioned. WNever, never.

ME, WOODWARD: You never consulted with the honourable Minister of
Finance during vour nepotlations and acting on behalf of that company
‘called Labatts, never consulted with the government negotiator?

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Never, never, never.

MR, WOODWARD: Wever mentioned.

AH BONOURABLE MEMBER: Yo,

MR. WOODWARD: The words were never mentioned.

AN HONOURARLE MEMBER: That seems a Vvery rare -

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: T hope his fee was not very high,
MR, WOODWARD: Maybe he did not get a fee,

_AN RONOURABLE MEMBER: Inaudible,

MR, WOODWARD: He was acting on behalf of a client.
AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Inaudible.

MR. WOODWARD: Yes, indeed, it 13 foolish.

AN HONOURABLE MEMRER: Why do you not pass the order in council?

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please!

MA. WOODWARD:  Why did you write to try to Tecover the fundsg?

MR. SPEAKER: Ordar, pleasgel

MR. WOODWARD: Mr. Speaker, these are, you know, 4f I were acting on

iy

behalf of the Government, I would definitely have written and try to make
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an attempt and you were not dealing with a petey-ante company when you were
dealing with Lahatts. Another $407,000.00, a $407,000,0C to the Labatts
orpanization in Canada, is that to be considered te be a lot of mpney?

You know, we see today when we look at the amount of money that is being
charged to the Iinuor lounpes and the other heer jeints and entertainment
establishments throughout tbe country, I am.sure that Labatts could
equally afford to pay that debt rather than the amount of monies that

have been levied now against the establishments in this Province.

Mr. Speaker, these are the questions that T ask myself and I am
sure these were the questions that the lawyer acting on behalf of Labatts
had nepotiated with whoever the nepotiator was,with the Provincial Govern-
ment which in this case was the;Minister of Finance. That was never men-
tioned, Mr. Speaker. That conversation never came up. That seems like
it 1is a funny pefce of business when you know, when you look at the
honourable Minister of Finance and he says to everyone in this Province,
"We are going to collect our money, 1f you owe the Government money, we
are golng to get it., You had better be prepared to pay because we are
going cut to collecr.”

But why in this particular case, this isolated case, with an
elected commission and the statutes of the Province where they could
légally cnilecﬁ this amount of money, went intc a risk, why could they
not? Why could they not? They could have gone and said, "Look, you do
not produce any beer until you pay us the money.” Would it stop the
sale of the Brewery in Stephenviile? Would it have done 1t? HMaybe it
would have. 1Is there any indication that they would not have bought
the brewery in the avent that they had to pay this debt?

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: It was included in the original price.

MR, WOODWARD: Sure, it was included in the original price. It is a

giveavay, Mr. Speaker and the honourable Minister of Finance knows very
well that 4t was 2 piveaway. It shows his wezkness to collect funds on
behalf of tﬁis Covernment, his very weakness. Ho, Mr. Speaker, 1t was

not his weakness, He had a zoft spot in his heart for an old client,

so he decided that we should forget about the
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forget about the $407,000. Hhy should we disturb Labatts by asking
them to pay us $407,0007

Hoping I am sure, Mr. Speaker, that it would never come up
in this honourable House, but the Hon. MHember For Bell Island got a hold
of the information and I think it was very ripght and proper that he
should present it to the House and present it in the fashion by which
he did, Consequently, as a result of that, we have before us, this
particular motion to have the honourable member suspended from the
Hoﬁse for fourteen days. When you go throughout this provimce, it is
not something that the people in Newfoundland are at all supporting
today. It is bad. It is bad for the Minister of Finance to come into
the House with his statement and say, I am going to help the honourable
minister znd have it seconded. The motion comes in and it is seconded
by the Premier. That is conspiraey, Mr. Speaker. It is conspiracy on the
part of the goverament and the caucus to suspend a member from the Huﬁse
who was indeed doing a gaBd job and representing the people of his
constituency, Bell Island, Qery well and indeed haz a lot of pepularity in
this province. He has a lot of popularity in this province. He has wmore
than the Hon. Member for Trinity Horth or the Minister of Finance.

AN BOH, MEMBER: {Inaudible}.

ME. WOODWARD: Mo, tne honbdirable member would not want it. The
hongurable member has his own type of popularity which I am sure is
wery good.

Mr. Speaker, this was -indeed a trick, a trick on behaif
of the government to silence the Mesmber for Bell Island. That 1is bad
business.

How, the HSa. Member for St. John's South has stated
that he is saddened by the fact that if this motion is passed in the House, and
the honourable mémbar is suspended, he is saddened by the fact that the people
who sent the honourable member to the House here, the people of Bell Island,

will Be lefr without representation in the House.
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_MRE. NEARY: The honcurable members should have been at the public
meeting that was held over there this afternoon, 700 people turned out,
to hear their views.

MR. WOODWARD: I am suve, Mr. Speaker, that 1f the honourable member
ig rewmoved from the House for a perlod of fourteen sitting days, there
is no doubt that he will be heayd from through many, many forms. I am
gure that the mediz will be hearing from him and his constituents will
be hearing from him as well. This indeed is something that will not
in‘a sense, bring to this House the behaviour, the respect that the

Hon. Member for St. John's South

2352



March 21, 1974 Tape 759 {(night) iB-1

talked so highly of tonipght when he vas making his presentastion. It
is net going te de iz, Mr. Speaker. The bhehavior of the people on the
other side of the House must be dis;iplinad by the honourable rhe Séea&er.
Until thar time comes, then the behavior of the House will be the same
ag it has been for the last two years.

One of the greatest offenders, Mr. Speaker, haé been and will
continue to bte the honourable Minister of Finance.

AN HOWDURABLE MEMRER: WNo.

MR, WOODWARD: ©Oh, ves, yes, he has not learned - a very difficult, very
difficult man, very diffieult man. He ig & very difficult man, Mr. Speaker,
because I am sure deep down in the heart of the honourable minister that
he feels that a large number of people in this House ave not contributing
very much to the House. He feels that he, although elected by the people
for St. John's West,should have the major say in this particular House.
Therefore if he is going to be interrupted, if he is going to be
criticized in the House,which he should he,.then I am going to £ry to
do something;as he i3 doing now i this particular act to silence
the honourable the member for Bell Island.

What would you cmnﬁiéer thar to he, Mr. Speaker? Would you consider
that ¢ be 2 bullied act? Is that unpariismentary?

AN HOHOURABLE MEMBER: Hae.

MR, WOODWARD: When comeone i3 bullied into being silenced, is that
unparlismentary, Mr. Speaker? It is not unparliasmentary?

AN HOHOURABLE MEMBER: No, that is righe.

W, WOODWARD: It 15 the truth. Vhen somsone comes in and says -
ME. EVANS: Inaudible.
ME. BOBERTS: That is all right. It is only the "Burp™.
MR, WOODWARD: It was the "Burp’ was itc?
MR. ROBERIS: Only the "Burp’.
MR, QGQDWAES: The "Rurgso Burp”.
How, Mr. Spesker, I consider the &llegacians that were made ~

I suppert rhe allegacions thar were made in this particular presentation
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by the honourable the member for Bell Island. 1 think that the facts
were ¢ollected. They were analysed. He ifnsisted on what was going on.
He made the allegations in the form that he thoupht was fitting and in
his style, as my colleague the member for White Bay Socuth presented.

I support those allegations. Maybe the h&ﬁmurahle the Minister of
Finance will tske his turn within the next two months or six weeks

or whatever period of time this House is sirring to expel all of the
opposition.

It ean be done. Yeou only have to move a motion. You only have
to have the House Leader te call tha wmotion when it is presented in
the House. We can go on for the next six weeks calling motions of
expulsion. A good deal, but so what? Mayhe by doing that, we would
aceomplish more than we are already accomplishing.

AN HONOURABLE MEMBEP: Inaudible.

ME. WOODWARD: We will probably do it. Probably this would be 2 good act,
continue on for the next six weeks on srupild pettiness like this particular
motion that sits here today.

It was very simple to have a select commlittee of the House or
someone or & judiclal committee to leok fnto the allegations. We
would not have taken up the time of the House, We would have carried
on. The minister would have been able to get his budpet down before
the end of the months. But, no, Sir, we had to have that vindictiveness.
We indeed had to show the people of Newfoundland whe is the boss in this
House. Has to deal - the power, the boss. That is what we had te do.

So, the honourable Minister of Finance called the Premier aslide
and sald, "Look, I am going to get Steve Neary. Here is the metiomn.
I want you to second i{t.” I will hriﬁg it into rhe House. We will
have a cauvecus. We will throw him cut. We are not going te throw him
cut for a day. Just a day and we will net even miss him. We are going
to throw gim out for fourteen days. Kick bim out of the House for fourteen
days.”

AN HONOURABLE MEMBER: Inaudible,

MR. WOODWARD: Yes, indeed. It is very,
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very funay. If vou heard the stories I héard in Corner Brook
oveyr the weekend, the honourable Hembaf fgr Buyrgeo, they weré
very funny stories teo. I would not wish to tell tﬁsﬁe stories
in the House and nelther would I tell those stcries.im the House.
Mr. Speaker, I think it is very unfitting to neilrthase stories
in the House. I de not thiok this would be the vight thing to
do. I would not want fo embarrass any mewmber in this House.
When I loeok at this particular motion and econsider,

if I had presented this in good faith,which the honoursble Member
’ for Bell Island did, in good faith and mee & motion of.this nature
brought inte the House, when I looked and I knew there was no
other recourse but to be expelled from ghe House, then I congider
thig to be s very demoralizing plece of business in thisg éemncﬁatic
society,  very demoralizing indeed.

When I sit here and think that it can happen, I can
come in tomorrow moruing or tomorrow afternoon, whemever the House
it sitting, make an allég&:ien and the next thing the order is
called and the motien is before the House. “You are going te be
expelled!” 1Is there a limit to the number of days you can be
expelled?

AN By . MEMBER: There is no limit.

HME, WOODWARD: There iz ne limit you can just be thrown out forever.

AN HON. UEMBER: There was a whole bunch thrown out three years ago.

PR, HEARY: For how long.

AN HON. MEMBER:  Three days.

ME, HEARY: One day.

P, WOODWARD : Three days? There is no limit. So he could have
esagily put sixty sitting é;yg on the thing and said: “'Out you go

for sixty sitting days.”

ME. W.N:RQWE: Even his own crowd would not have gone slong with that.
ME., WOOLWARD: They would neot have gone aleong with it?

HE. W.N.ROWE: {Inaudible}
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MR. WOODWARD:  Not even i1f he had uvsed 2 stick on them they would
not have gone along with 1it? No?

Me. Speaker, I think this is a piece of business that
ghould have never - I coasider Lf you are going to discipline
members of this House there should be a committee set up to do
just that but not that the majorit& of the House vote on a motion
or a resclution when you know very well what the result is golug té
be., This i3 the case. This was the case when this wmotion was
7 brought into the Heouse.

When I look at the allegations that have heen made,
that the Minister of Finance deliberately misled the House, that
the Minister of Finance is guilty of barefaced decelt and that
the Minister of Finance deliberately deceived the House and misled
the people of Newfoundland, T want to gét in here. On the conflict
of interest thing that the Member for Placentia Fast was so worked
up over, unfortunately I was not in the House on that Monday, I
did not get back from my district, but, Mr. Speaker, if what I am
hearing is right and from reading Hansard maybe if we had the
suthority to bring in such a motion and if the Youse was at all
misbehaved on this particular motion iz was the honourable Member
for Placentia East who did misbehave in the House. He was not
called to order by the Speaker but rambled on, as I understand it,
for a considerable length of time making allegations of one kind
or another against the Member for Bell Island.

| Why wag the - and I should not question the Speaker's
ruling. Should I not?
MR, W.H.ROWE: You are not allowed to reflect on the Speaker.
MR, WOODWARD: Should never reflect on the Speaker In the House.
It should never be done. It should never be done, Mr. Speaker, so I
will noé do that. But when vyou think in terms of conflict of
interest and after hearing the Leader of the Oppesition and hearing

uy colleagzue the Member for White Bay South explain
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the circumstances surrounding the involvement of the ﬁinister
of Finance and the law firm of Aviward, Crosbie aﬁd Colling,
ope ig led to believe, Mr. Speaker, one is led to belleve that
there is no doubt there is a confiict of interest but then
gvervone is entitled to thelr or his or her particular i.guess-
whateyér the situation iz in this case here.

T am rrying te kill time until eleven o'clock, Mr. Speaker,
&; you want me to move the adjournment? Mr. Speaker, béfcre 1 move
the adjournment here, I would like to wove 2 motion, an anendment
to this particulsr motion and the zmendment is seconded by my
colleague, the member for Twillingate,and the amendment reads
as follows, Mr. Speaker; "That all words efter tehat' he deleted
and the followed be substituted therefor ,*the watter raised by
rhe member for Pell Islsnd in the House on Monday, March 4, 1974, with
reference to the Minister of Finance and the statements made by the
Minister of Finance therecm, be referred to & committee on privileges
and elections.”

Mi, MARSHALL: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker, on a point of order,

The amendment as [ heafd it as raised by the honourable member for
Lebrador Worth, proposed by him, isout of order because it is an
amendment which really negates the maln mﬁtiaﬁ. It negates the main
motion because the main motion specifically provides for the expulsion
of the honsurable the member for Bell Island., It provides for a
gpecific remedy in there and te propose it go to a selesct committes would
bhe an amendment negating the meotion itself.

The motion, Mr. Speaker, motion {5) on the Order Paper, <
astipulates that the statements comprised g 1libel en the member for
St. John's West, his conduct as a member of the House of Assembly.
and stipulates that the member be suspended for thess reasons. How
gs 1 understand the gist of the motion is now that it be referred to
a committes on privileges and elections which s anuthér motion altogether,

an smendment to the motion, and because it negates the main motion is

sut of order.
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MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, I submit that the point of order 1is

not well taken. The parliamentary rulings are that an amendment lsg not
in order 1f it achieves a purpose that could he achieved by negating

the main motion, but, Sir, that is ebvicusly not correct here. The
amendment moved by my friend, the gentleman from Labrador North,

would serve & purpese that could not be achieved by negating the

main motion. If one votes against the main motion, Mr. Speaker, if that
were to carry, the matter of the charpes raised by the gentleman

from Bell lsland and the charges made by the gentleman from St. John's
West would never again be considered. T mean that would be the end of it
in 2 parliamentary sense.

The point of the motion, Sir, the point of the smendment,
is to refer then to a standing committee of this House. I think the
precedence are quite clear. The motien is quite in ovder or the
amendment to the motion is in order. Of course the amendment is quite
in oyder and that it achieves a purpose that cannot be achieved by simply
negating the main motion. A vote against the main motion would achieve
gomething that iz completely different from the purpose which would
be achleved if the amend@ent 1s accepted.

Mow, ¥r. Speaker, it is nearly eleven, perhaps Your Honuug
may wish to -~ my calleaéue at11l has the floor, of eourse, 1f Your
Honour would wish to consider this overnight, or Your Honour may
wish te make a ruling now. There mav be some other argument on the
point but in any event I do suggest that the amendment is In order
and that my collsague should then be permitted to speak to it and
any other member who wish to apeak should be allowed to. *
MR. CROSBIE: Mr. Speaker, before you rule on that amendment, I would
ke c§ gpeak to it.

MR, ROBERTS: The amendment or to the polnt of order?
MR. CROSBIE: Point of order as to Hhetﬁer this emendment is in
order. I refer to Besuchedne page 169 where it says; "It i3 not

an amendment to a motlon to move that the question go to a Committee.”
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ME. CROSBIE: ¥ submit it is not a proper amendment.anyway.
It is not & proper smendment of course alsc for the reason which
the honourable House Leader of the Government has mentioned.

I refer alsc to pape 171 of Beauchesne, suhsection (3
which says; "An amendment settinp forth a proposition dealing with
a matter which is foreign to the proposition inveolved in the main
motion ig not relevant and cannot be moved."

I would refer, Mr. Speaker, to what this motlion 1s that
is before the House now, motion (5). The subject of motion {5} is
that uwnparliamentary statements were made about me, & member of this
House, the libel was made on a member of the House, that is what the
motien i3 about. Uinsubstantiated charges were made about a
member of the House, 1t is upparliamentary to make such cﬁarges, that
is the suhject of this whole motion and this motion asks the House
to impose 2 pepalty hecause of these faults and unsubstantiated
charges. The moving of a motion that the whole matter be referred
to a committee of the House is simply another repetition of these
unparliamentary charges done in another matter and is totally contrary
to the motion, totally contrary to anything in p&rligmentar& annals.
It is infamous. )
MR, SPEAKER: Tt being now eleven o'cloek I sHall leave the Chair,
T shall consider the awendment and rule on it at the earliest

opportunity and the appropriste opportunity tomorrow,.

T do leave the Chair until 3:00 P.M. tomorrow, Friday.
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