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tom4p.out the districts and 4ppoint inspectors in the various
localities, such as are designated bere, and I say it is rather
strange to findthese same parties now contending that we
have not the power. It seems almost like the disposition
of the- hon. member -for Bothwell to follow up the opinion
which has been attempted to be laid before the peôple of the
country, that there is a disposition on ihe part of the pre
sent Government to interfere with Provincial rights. I
think if there is any line of subjectson which we are éntitled
to legislate it is this. In 1876, 'England recognized the
sme principle. It has been recognized in the Un~ited Statese
by Acts of Congrese, and if we acknowledge the principle
in the inspection of butter, why not apply it in other
articles as well. I find that the Act passed in Congress
in March, 1883, is doing a great deal of good, and I am*,
sorry that there is not some provision in this Act, of a like
character to one in the American Act, to prevent goods
coming into the country unless they are up to a certain
standard of purity. We know that a great deal of spurious
tea is now coming into this country from the United States,
owing to the passing of that Act, and it is sold in packages
all over the country by peddlers to farmers and others, who
are induced to buy it, not from its value, but froin the prizes
of one kind and another which are given with it. There

1seerms to be no law to prevent this being done, and it is
taking away the legitimate trade of merehants än1d others
who are endeavouring to sell a good article. We all know
that a great many of those articles are scld in the country,
which are neither conducive to health or the nourishment
of the body, and I think it is well that Parliament should
put in operation machinery which, if it does iot stop the
importation of articles unsuitable for food, should ut leuast
prevent their being manufactured in this country.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I think we had botter
show that there is no desire on the part of my hon. friend
to rob the different Provinces of their rights, but that he is
nactuated simply by a desire to amend the law which bas
'oxlted since the 26th of' May, 1874. That Act was in-
tended to impose license duties, &c., and to prevent the
adulteration of articles of food, drink and drugs. It was
an Act passed by the Administration of hon. gentlemen
opposite. The first clause contains a definition, just as this
Act contains, of what adulterated food, drink or drugs mean.
It goes on to provide that the Government may appoint in
each Jnland Revenue division one or more analysts of food,
just as this Act does. It provides that the adulterated
articles are to be seized and destroyed, that the pnalysts are.
to report quarterly to the Department. The power is given'
to these analysts to procure samples of suspected articles in
certain ways. There is also a penalty provided in case thel
person refuses to admit the officer, or to furnish samples.,
It goes on to provide how the expenses of the analysts may
be collected from the person who etposes for sale these
adulterated goods. In -fact, the whole tenor of the Act of
1874, in spirit, in intention, in purview, in penalty, and in
purpose, is just the same as this Act, only this Act, after
someyears' experience, from 1874 to 1884, amends, in some
few particulars, the Act of 1874.

Mr. MILLS. I have just a few observations to make in
reply te the. hon, gentleman. In the first place, the hon.:
gentleman was at tat time on this side of the House, and I
«M lnoiued 'to think he did not dischage his duty as welll
as we are doing at present, or. ho would have exercised a'
little more vigilance. In the next place, I never pretended'
that no mistakes were made up to the present time. The
'question of juriediction, as the bon. gentleman knowe, is a
difficult question, on which the House is liable to err. But,
we have tow decisions of legal tribunals whidh enable us
t) inte pret the Constitution, and the hon. gentleman oughtj
,not to insist on a. line of legislation which those decisions
show is beyond the jurisdiction of this Rlouse.

Mr. SPROULE.

On section 6,
Mr. BLAKE. Would the hon. gentleMan erplain the

principle on which'power is given to the counils of munici.
palities to appoint inspectors of food -andrugs.

bMr. COSTIGAN. it bas beenfelt fhat in orderfomake
this Act a success, which should lenlist the eoeoperation of
'the municipalities ln the differetit parts of f the Domnion,
in order thatit might be earried out wth elestiposie
~expense,'amd thaftitenuniciplitiershoIild'have aitetrest
in carrying it into eflect, wo simply provide menauby-whidh
they can give us their help.

Mr. BIJAKE. These observations are veryimportant,'s
theylindicate a recognition, by those Who -brinig f araid
this Bill, that, as8my-hon. 'friend has .pointed ou , it deals
with a matter of -municipal or ipolioe organization. The
bon. gentleman not only provides that a municipal council
rmay appoint inspectors, but ho gives them powers of
prosecution,,and provides that the penalties resulting thore-
from shall-go into their revenues; but, ho said, that in order
tothe effectual prosecution of this Act, he feels 'it necessary
'that it should be worked in connection with the municipal
machinery. But the municipal machinery and the zaanici-
paL power are not hre, but elsewhere.

Mr. COSTGAN. In some cases the municipelities them-
selves have been auxious to assist in caerying this Acet out;
but under the old Act they could not do so.

Mr. MILLS. The observations of the hon, gëntléinan
show that the House, on a former occasion, made a miietake
in dealing with a subject that belonge to the Local Legisla-
tures and the municipal authorities, and he insiste on con-
tinuing that mistake. His prcsent proposition shows that
ho feels that this power can only be properly exercised by
the municipalities, to which it rightly belongs. If le pro-
poses to deal with the question at al, he ought to repeal the
law altogther.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Thon, I-understand that
the hon. gentleman objects to this Legislature giving power
to any city, town, county, or village to aid in appomting
the inspectors. Does this Act look like centralizing power
here ? If the Bill has power to appoint inspectors, ard it
has ,exercised that power, then it oan give -that power -to
councils, just as it can to individuals. If the council of any
city, town, county or village, does not 'want to exorcise the
power to appoint inspectors, it need not-that is all. My
hon. friend says that this power has been sought for by the
municipalities. This Act in no way says that it can only
be werked through municipal Councils. It merely says
that, for cerivenience sake, they shall have the -right to
appoint inspectors, if they dhoose to do it. That seëmsyery
resonable-so easonable that even if the hou. gentleman
did wish to amend the clauae, 1,do not ithink mylhon. friend
should agree to do so.

-Mr. BLAKE. The hon. gentleman has failed to -appre-
hend the observations inade from fthiB ide of the ouse.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Very probably ; hey are
not intelligible.

1[r. BLAKE. 1 will try to make 'thet -se. The h6n.
gentleman in charge ofihe Bill as asked the Wàsdn for
this clause. 'Ho stated that in 'order to 'make the edt suc.
ceséful,it was found neceMsarylo enlist the co-operation of
the municipalities; ho stated that sfine of thetn desired to
co-operate, but they had not the powor. What was said on'
this side was that lie clause which gave the :eower 'to ie
councils of cities, towns, counties or villages, to appoint in-
spectors, and to require fthe anaLyst'to'analyze, hich gave
inspectors appointedby hfie counils of these municipa'es
power to proseciite, and provided ihat the penalties dflained
by such prosecutionuehduld 'go into ibe municipal i-evenues,
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