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Carleton Sentinel Supplement, April 26, 1890. 
MR. BAIRD’S RESOLUTION. 

We give following some of the speeches 

on Mr. Baird's motion on the adoption of the 

repert of the Blair Enquiry Committee:— 
Mr. Baird moved :— 
“Resolved, That this house adopts with 

great satisfaction the report of the committee 
appointed to investigate the charge preferred 
by Mr. Atkinson, member from Carleton, 
against Hon. A. G. Blair, which finds that 
the charge has not only not been established, 
but that the evidence adduced before the 
committee completely disproves the said 
charge, and the house records its profound 
regrets that so unfounded an accusation 
should have been preferred by a member of 
this house.’ 
Mr. Baird said : In moving this resolu- 

tion I felt or rather was actuated by a de- 
sire to see justice done the hon. gentleman 
against whom so serious a charge had been 
entered. [ did so not only because I felt it 
to be my duty as a representative but aleo 
my duty as a fellow citizen of the hon, gen- 
tleman charged. The charge was fully inves- 
tigated and the result clearly shows that it 
was not sustained. It is therefore my duty 
to put on record my opinion of the charge. 
Now, sir, let us see what the charge is. Mr. 
Baird read the charge made by Dr. Atkin- 
son. bE a 
Five members were appointed to investi 

gate this charge. They went into full investi- 
gation of the matter and the result must be 
satisfactory to the house and country. Not 
one title of evidence was produced to support 
the charge. I can admire the spirit of any 
man who, if he believes the government are 
such that thev should be turned out, makes 
a charge against the government. It would 
be but natural that any member in opposit- 
ion to the government should use every 
means to turn them out. I could admire 
such a spirit but when a member gets up 
and moves a resolution without a particle of 
evidence to support it ; moves it with the 
view of injuring the leader of the govern- 
ment, that is a spirit which I cannot admire, 
that is a spirit which I think neither the 
house nor country will admire. The charge 
was a serious one and all the more grave be- 
cause the member making it has not be«n 
able to prove it. [It is true that it was 
shown in the investigation that money was 
6 nt here to be used in the York election. 
It would almost seem that the objsct of the 
charge against the hon. leader of the govern- 
ment was to prove that the money had b-en 
epent in York in the interest of the govera- 
ment candidates. It was proven that §1,- 
5000 was sent here, but that was all that 
was proven in that connexion. When it is 
considered that there are some 30 polling 
places in York county, the conclusion must 
be arrived at that the sum of $1,500 is not 
a very large amount for legitimate expenses, 
if there is to be any money spent at all. We 
will now consider the evidence taken at the 
investigation. I will not go through all the 
evidence now for it occupies some hundreds 
of pages. 1 will, however, briefly refer to 
the evidence of the most important witness. 
The first witness called was George Guuter, 
express agent. He swears that Mr. Murphy 
gave him on or about the 16 th day of Jaan- 

last a very valuable parcel for safe 
keeping and it is shown that the parcel was 
returned to Murphy the n-xt morning. 
Gunter does not swear that the parcel con- 
tained money, all he swears is that it was a 
valuable parcel. The evidence of Willard 
Berry, clerk with Gunter, shows that the 
parcel was six or seven inches long and three 
or four inches high, Barry, liks Gunter, did 
not know that the parcel contained money. 
There is evidence that Gunter showed Mur- 
phy where Blair & Barry's office was, and 
we have the evidence of Murphy that the 
star contained $1,500 in five dollar bills, 
urphy gave his evidence in a very straight- 

forward manner, which must have struck 
every member of the committee with its 
truthfulness. Now let us see if we can con- 
nect Attorney General Blair with the money 
or if there in the slightest evidence that 
Leary had anything to do with it. We tind 
from Murphy’s evidence that he made no 
inquiries at all for Mr. Blair, that it was Mr. 
Barry he wanted to see and that he had in- 
structions from his partner, Mr, Kelly, to pay 
the money over to Mr. Barry, but not to do 
eo until hs gt word from him next day. 
The latter fact had caused some persons wish- 
ing to be uufrisndly to Mr, Blair to conclude 
that the monsy was not to be paid over un- 
til the Leary dock contract was signed, but 
what does the evidence prove? Wholly 
aod simply that Kelly had sent the wioney 
out of his own funds and that Murphy was 
not to pay it over until Kelly had been re- 
couped or in other words until the friends 
of the governmert had gathered among 
themselves an amount about equal to what 
was sent to York Oo. Those who know Mr. 

- Kelly koow that he is too shrewd a man to 
pay out $1,500 in an election with the possi- 
ility of not getting moet of it back. Now 
what was Kelly's reasons for being so active 
in support of the present government ? There 
can be no mistake as what his reasons were, 
Mr. Kelly swears that he felt that he ought 
to do all he could in support of the goven- 
ment because of the stand they had taken 
on the Ritckie appvintment. He felt that 
in appointing one of his class to the position 
he they had claims upon him. The Ca- 

olics of St. John felt that they ought 
ta_-agsist in supporting a government that 
had taken a liberal view and appointed 
Mr. Ritchie to the position of police magis 
trate. That was a natural feeling and one 
that would have been entertained by any 
other denomination of people under similar 
circumstances. The govirnment in appoint- 
ing Mr. Ritchie had done what they had a 
right to do, they had appointed a gentleman 
who had long been one of the Government 
and who was in every way fitted for the 
positign. When Murphy went to Mr, Barry's 
office aud paid over the money and told that 
everything was all right, it is explained that 
he meant that Kelly had been recouped in 
the way stated. Mr. Barry’s evidence showed 
that he had got the money from Mr. Murphy. 
The latter had never mentioned Mr. Blair's 

pame to Mr, Barry, nor had he said the money | Mr. Hanington—The hon. gentleman has 
was to be paid over when the dock contract | 8 singular way of showing his impertinence. 
was signed. Some point was sought to be | 
created against the Attorney General because 
it seemed that the contract had been signed 
within three or four hours from the time of 
Murphy paying the money to Kelly. There 
was nothing unreasonable in the thought 
that the contract might have been so signed, 
and yet there be no connexion between the 
signing of the contract in St. John and the 
paying over the money to Mr. Barry in 
Fredericton. Certainly, the evidence of Mr. 
Kelly leaves no doubt on that question and 
shows plainly that the money was held by 
Murphy pending Kelly’s being recouped by 
other friends in St. John. 1f Leary had 
subscribed money as part of an arrangement 
that he was to get the dock contract, would 
not Solicitor General Pugsley and Hon. Mr. 
McLellan be the mnst likely parties to know 
of the fact? Yet, both these gentlemen 
swear that not one dollar came from Lsary. 
When the charge against Mr. Blair was first 
read by Dr. Atkinson, he was not clear 
whether it referred in part to the colleagues 
of the Attorney Gageral in the gov- 
ernment, or to his colleagues in 
in York county. Some parties seemed 
anxious to make capital against Blair because 
Kelly seemed anxious that the dock contract 
should be given the party in whose favor the 
common council should decide. Bsing an 
alderman of St. John was chere any reason 
that Kelly should not be snxious to have the 
contract signed and the dock built and was 
there any reason why the people of St. John 
should not press their claims in connexion 
with the dock jast before am election. The 
St. John people press their claims very vig- 
orously as a rule, and they felt perhaps they 
would create a stronger impression by making 
their claims just before an election. The 
dock contract was signed January 17th, but 
the evidence shows that the Government 
were prepared to enter into the contract from 
January 3rd. Where was there then any 
evidence that Leary had paid one dollar into 
an election fund in this Province? Mr. 
Murray, of St. John, was and is Mr. Leary’s 
agent, and he comes here and swears that 
not one cent of Leary’s money was paid into 
an election fund. In every respect the evi- 
dence fails to improperly connect Blair with 
the L-.ary contract, either through Mr. 
Laary or his agent or any other parson on his 
behalf. L-:ary as a shrewd business man 
would hardly subscribe so much money to 
an election fund considering that he could 
not build the dock on the £3500 a year for 
20 years from the local government, unless 
he got greater assistance from the local gov- 
ernment than the $2,500, as well as substan- 
tial subeidies from the Dominion Government 
and common council of St. Joha. 

Continuing Mr. Baird said the Attorney 
General himself had gone on the stand and 
proved that there was nothing in any way, 
shape or manner to connect him with the 
charge made against him. Th» house should 
enter upon the consideration of this matter 
as though an © were a jury. We have a 
gentleman on his trial and we have a right 
to look upon this matter in a fair and manly 
spirit, and to do unto another as any of us 
would be done by. Every man should be 
considered innocent until he is proved guilty. 
I regret to say that there is a disposition on 
the part of some members of this house to 
adopt the principle that the Attorney Gane- 
ral was guilty until he could prove himself 
innocent. This charge was made without 
the slightest shadow of suspicion against the 
Attorney General and was made in conse- 
quence of street rumors in Fredericton. 

Ia conclusion, Mr. Baird said, in his 
opinion ths chief objsct of the opposition 
members was to secure material for use in 
the pending York election. This was not 
surprising when the source from which the 
charge emanated was considered. He did 
not know much about law; all the iatelli- 
gence he claimed was that of ar average 
juryman, and he would say that had this 
qu-stion been tried before a jury of disinter- 
ested men, no 12 men could have been found 
who would not have cleared the Attorney 
General from the charges brought against 
him. He thought the hon. mover (Dr. At- 
kinson) would, before many years, when he 
faces his constituents, find it a very serious 
matter for him that he had brought a charge 
of this kind against the Attorney General, 
which he had not a shadow or tittle of evi- 
denos to sustain. (Applause.) 

Dr. Taylor then seconded the resolution. 
Mr. Hanington, on rising, asked: Did I 

understand the hon. mover of this resolution 
to say that he had read this evidence P 

Mr. Baird—Yes, 1 read every word of it. 
Mr. Hanington said he thought Mr. Baird 

must have done so in such haste that many 
important matters had escaped his attention. 
Then Mr. Hanington took up the charges, 
and complained that the scope of the enquiry 
had been limited by the government to Dr. 
Atkinson’s resolution. 
The original charge was not alone against 

the attorney general, but against other mem- 
bers of the government. The solicitor gen- 
eral being a particeps criminis in this mat- 
ter, having arranged himself to send this 
money up te York, knew that there were 
facts he dared not reveal, and therefore ob- 
jected to evidence, and the majority of the 
committee over and ever again ruled it out. 
He complained that he was not allowed to 
address the committee at the closes, and he 
criticised the composition of the committee, 
and declared that he did not think Mitchell 
would be a pliaat tool when he went there, 
and he wanted the country to know it. 

Hon. Mr. Blair—I rise to a point of order. 
I claim the hon. gentleman ought to be com- 
pelled to withdraw the expression that he 
(Mitehell) was a pliant tool. 
Mr. Speaker—I think the language should 

be withdrawn. 
Mr. Hanington—Then I withdraw it. He 

(Hanington) had no knowledge when the 
committee was struck that they would have 
acted as they had. He was gratified that 
the evidence showed the attorney general 
personally had nothing to do with the mat- 
ters charged. gh on 

Hon, Mr. Pagsley—You have a singular 
way of showing your gratification. 

He believed that these interruptions were 
made systematically throughout this session 
when he was speaking in order to throw him 
off the course of hisargument. Continuing, 
Mr. Heniogton defended Dr. Atkinson’s eon- 
duct. After dinner Mr, Hanington, continu- 
ing his remarks, eaid that if the attorney 
general had known personally of the facts 
that had been given in evidence, then the 
charge would have been proven against him 
as a member of the government and as the 
leader of the government, but he (Haning- 
ton) had no doubt that the attorney general 
had no knowledge of the transaction and that 
he had correctly stated the matter to the 
committee, and therefore the committee did 
right in saying that the charge had not been 
proven against him. That committee had 
presented two reports, the majority report 
stating that the charge had been woes 
brought against the attorney general. It 
was that clause that he (Haniogton) would 
contend against. The committees were not 
and could not be justified in bringing in such 
a report. The charge was not a malicious 
one. Dr. Atkinson had been informed of 
certain facts as had been adduced in evidence. 
He had reasonable ground for believing that 
the facts existed which would prove the 
charge, and it therefore became the duty of 
the hon. member to bring that charge, and 
it was not his duty to first inform the attor- 
nev general of the facts which had come to 
his knowledge and as to which the proof 
would be adduced and directed. The hon. 
member for Victoria (Baird) had told the 
house that that was the duty of the accuser. 
How did that hon. member kuow whether 
that had been done or not. Talk about seek- 
ing evidence to aid the scrutiny in York 
(about which the committee had heard so 
much), there had been no attempt to obtain 
such evidence. With that scrutiny they 
were not dealing. What had the majority 
of the committee done? They had ruled out 
all the evidence that would bear on the 
charge. What had the counsel for the at- 
torney general tried to get out? He (Pugs- 
ley) had asked Atkinson a question that 
would not be permi-sible in any court of 
law, namely: “From whom did you get your 
information P'* Ay! yes; they were anxious 
to get the source of the information, but they 
were 8till more anxious to keep out the evi- 
dence that would prove whether the charge 
was true or not. That question ae to whence 
the information came had not been delegated 
to them and he (Atkinson) had not told them 
for the reasons then given. The hon. mem- 
ver for Victoria had charged the hon. mem- 
ber for Carleton ( Atkinsin), with not first 
ascertaining whether the charge he had pre- 
ferred was trus or n', and that he should 
have first satistisd himself that there was 
good ground for the charge. Why should 
he have done so? He had made the charge 
and the evidencs that would, in bis (Han- 
ington’s) opinion have proved it had been 
excluded. He had thoughc as he saw the 
hon. member turn over leaf after leaf as it 
were, that he had been reading a brief that 
had been prepared for him and in it he 
thought he saw the handiwork of an hon. 
gentleman opposite. It had been said that 
Gregory wrote the complaint, but he (Han- 
ington) was in a position to know that such 
was not the fact. It hud been said that this 
money had been contributed specially for 
York, but such was not the sworn testimony. 
He then read from the evidence of Mr. Kelly 
to show that the funds collected were for the 
xen ral election funds and not for a special 
fund. The spsuker dealt at length with the 
means taken to procure that money, and said 
that the evidence shownd that notes in con- 
nection with the St. J )hn «lection fund had 
gone to protest and that Kelly had come to 
Fredericton to see m»mbers of the gevern- 
ment e-ncsroing such notes and that Leary’s 
friends had been ask-d to take up such elec- 
ton notes. Hos won 1 ask why it was that 
whenever he sought t» prove by the different 
witnesses that the sgeuts of Leary in St. 
John had offsred money to secure Lary get- 
ting the contract, it was not permitted to be 
answered ? All the material questions to the 
proof of the charge had been ruled out ons 
after the other, as would appear to any one 
on reading the reports, and ruled out at the 
instance of whom ? At the instance of the 
8>licitor general, the manager of the finances 
mn St. John and York. 

Mr. Pagsley—You know that the evidence 
shows that I did not manage the finances in 
St. John, and you know the evidence is di- 
rectly to the contrary. That the evidence is 
that I had nothing whatever to do with the 
funds, and that Kelly was the gentleman 
who nad sent the $1,500 up to York. 
Mr Hanington said that the funny part of 

that whole matter was that they never told 
the attorney general about it coming. Why 
should it have been hidden from him; he 
would like to know if it was honest and 
square ? The reasons given for the with- 
holding of that information were not such, 
he thought, as would commend themselves 
to any reasonable man. After reading the 
orders in council and the contract, he asked 
where in it could be found that Leary was to 
receive the option that the contract contain- 
ed. [t was not in the order in council and 
therefore the contract was not in accordance 
with the terms of the order-in-council, as it 
should be. It was to be an absolute contract 
and not a conditional one. Therefore it had 
been that he had questioned Mr. Murray as 
to that clause and had elicited the informa- 
tion that it had not been contained in the 
contract and could not have been in the 
draft when sent to tke attorney general, that 
it was 10 or 12 days after the third of Jan- 
uary before that clause was put into it and 
only when it became absolutely necessary 
that the contract should be signed. 

Mr. Pugsley—The witness did not say 
that; he said it was the 10th or 12th Janu- 
ary it was inserted. 

Mr. Hanington said his memory was as he 
had stated and he would call attention to the 
evidence to bear him out in the respect, if 

necessary. He took it that the whole matter 
had been placed before the country day after 
day, and the people would be able to judge 
for themselves as to the facts of the matter 

ard he would not therefore have to dwell 
upon the various details as they presented 
themselves to him at any length. After 
calling attention to the evidence of Mr. 
Gunter and Mr. Murphy he argued that it 
was plain that the money had not been paid 
over on the 17th January until word had 
been received from St. John that the con- 
tract had been signed. If this money was 
legitimate election expenses, why had there 
been such procedure in connection with it as 
that shown to have existed by the evidence ? 
It was because it was boodle from some where 
that was to be spent contrary to law and 
therefore it was that they had not acted 
openly in reference to it; therefore it was 
that they had not informed the Attorney 
General of it. He said it openly and can- 
didly, that it had not been proven against 
the Attornsy General that he knew of it, 
but the indisputable fact still remained that 
this wo 4 had been given for election pur- 
oses to York and that the further fact ex- 

isted that it had some connection with the 
Leary contract, but what that connection 
was it was not possible to say, because all 
evidence tending to prove it had been care- 
fully excluded by the majority of the com- 
mittee. Look at the anxiety of the witnesses 
—Kelly, McGoldrick and others—for the 
dock contract to be given to Leary. In that 
anxiety was to be found the connection and 
in the canvass againet the Government that 
they were not sincere. That was the reason 
for the haste; that was the resson why the 
contract shouid be given before the election, 
notwithstanding the statement of the Solic- 
itor General that he did not think of the 
contract after sending it to the Attorney 
General till he had got to Harvey on that 
Wednesday night. Why had they not al- 
lowed the fullest investigation to take place ? 
Had they followed the lines laid out in the 
investigations held in the past ? He thought 
not. When the charges were made against 
Mr. Justice Fraser when leader of the govern- 
ment, and later on against Mr. Adams, had 
they restiricted the enquiry? He thought 
the journals of the house would prove they 
had not. Yet when they themselves came to 
be under investigation restriciion after re- 
striction had been placed on the enquiry till 
nothing could be asked material to the ques- 
tion, or if it bad been, then to be ruled out. 
Referring to the various statements of Mr. 
Kelly as to how the money wes raised and 
whence recouped, and the reason assigned 
for that money being contributed, he argued 
that the reasons were not consistent ; that 
the real reason why the money was sent wae 
becauee that contract had been signed, and 
no other inference could be drawn from the 
facts elicited. That contract had been pre- 
pared varly in January. After the order in 
council passed it had been under discussion 
between Mr. Murray and the Solicitor Gene- 
ral, the former having called on the Solicitor 
General three, four or five times at intervale 
of one or two days, which would bring the 
time down to the 15th or 16th. On the 
morning of the 17th the Solicitor General 
having met the Provincial Secretary, asked 
him if he would sign the contract. The 
Provincial Secretary informs him that he 
would, and this was before noon on the pre- 
vious day. Mr, Murphy having received the 
$1,600, comes to Fredericton, sees Barry, 
deposits the mouey in Gunter’s safe, does 
not hand the money to Barry till when? 
Just before four o'clock, when he leaves by 
the train. Then what inference more na- 
tural, he would ask was there to be drawn 
than that that money had some connection 
with the contract which had been signed on 
the same 17th January? True, there was 
no evidence to connect the Attorney Generel, 
but the evidence irresistibly connected the 
Solicitor General. Although the Attorne 
General was not liable in the present investi- 
gation, yet in a civil action he would have 
been liable for damages. He had hardly 
thought it was to the credit of the second 
crown officer of the Province that he should 
be mixed up in the transaction in such a 
manner as the evidence had proved him to be. 
That gentleman had acted in direct violation 
of the statute and the penalty would have 
been, if proven, that he would have depriv- 
ed his leader for seven years of his franchise 
and have disqualfied him from sitting as a 
member of this house. He it was who had 
said this charge was a frivolous one ; that it 
had been made from malice, and this house 
was asked to pass the reselution moved by 
hon. member for Victoria. He hardly thought 
the house would do so after hearing the 
evidence that had been given in the investi 
gation. It was clearly proven that the money 
came from St. John to York; that that money 
came in such a manner as to excite suspicion; 
that the reasens given forits being sent were 
contradictory ; that at that time this con- 
tract was signed, and yet the hon. member 
for Carleton (Atkinson) was charged, under 
all those circumetances and facts, with hav- 
ing made a malicious charge. He failed to 
gee wherein the malice lay. It was the duty 
of the hon. gentleman to bring that charge, 
and he in doing so had rendered a service to 
his province, and the result would be that 
in the future less would be heard of sudh 
transactions, Had the witbesses been allowed 
to give all the information they d he 
felt he would have been able to lay the matter 
in a better manner before the house, but hav- 

ing had all the questions of material import- 
ance ruled out, yet he felt that the investi- 
gation had been fully and entirely warrant. 

ed and was not malicious. The enquiry had 
done good, and he felt whatever resolution 
would be passed the country would still feel 
that thie enquiry had gone on and had de- 
veloped facts sufficient to justify the bring- 
ing of the charge. The enquiry had result- 
ed in throwing a suspicion over some of the 
gentlemen concerned in the transaction. 

Dr. Atkineon, in closing the debate on the 
part of the prosecution, said that it had be- 
come hie duty to offer to the house a few re- 
marke and a few observations on the evidence 
that had been adduced before the committee 
in the investigation lately bad. Various in- 
sinuations and surmises and charges had been 

made againet him, bat they fell harmless. 
Various rumors had been afloat as to why he 
bad made this charge and by what motives 
he had been actuated, and therefore in some 


