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from working under them an ylonger. 1, therefore, think
the Bill should not be , but if throngh carelessness
the time has been alowed to expire, if the patents
are worth anything they are worth the trouble of coming to
this louse and askiig special legislation for the extension
of the time.

Mr. MoCUAIGr. The objection my hon. friend refers to
is overcome by clause a, whieh reads:

l in ail cases in which not more than a year has elapeed since the
expiration of a patent, and application to renew the sane bu been made
t the Gemmissioner of Patents withi. ten days of such expiration, the
(ommissioner may, in bis discretion, and fter such hearing of conÊicting
interest (if any, as he may deem expedienit, revive the expired patent andi
cntinue the sane for the period for which, if aplication ha been nade
in tme. it uigbt have been extended under* The Pateit Act of 1872,'
but no such patent shall be revived after the thirty-frst of October in the
present year."

Now it so happens that I am familiar with a case wlere an
app'ication was sent with the money to a member of this
House three or four days previous to the expira'ion of the
patent, and by the neglect of the member it was not taken
over to the office until a few days after expiry, and the
IMinister refused to rene* it. I certainly think this was a
case where the owner of the patent was entitled to some
further consideration. I think this Bill is very important and
ought to be accepted. It is all very well for tle member
for Leeds (Mr. Jones) who is a manufacturer and benefits
by these patents, to take the course he does, but it is a very
bard case for a poor man who makes a discovery in
mechanism to lose a smallp atent of this kind by oversight,
or by ignorance, .and who bas to pay $200 or $400 to get it
renewed. I may say that in the case I referred to the
money was sent to myself, together with the application,
but not being familiar with the rules of the department, I,
unfortunately, allowed it to lay in my desk two days to
late, and when I went to the Patent Office the Minister told
me the law would not permit him to receive it.

Bill read a second time.

THE CANADA TEMPERANCE ACT, 1878.

Mr. BOULTBEE, in moving the second reading of Bill
(No. 52) to amend the Canada Temperance Act of 188,
said: In proposing this mreasure to the *House i shall
endeavor to deal with it in a roasônable and ar-
gumentative spirit. As far as I can discover there
seems to be a great deal of feeling abont the Bill, at
least I should so judge froni the numerous anonymous
letters I bave received on the subject, threatening me with
various pains and penalties if I proceeded with the Bill.
But the letters being anonymous I bave not paid any atten-
tion to them, and I shall venture to brave the pains and
penalties whieh may be imposed upon me.. In proposing
this amendment, the position I take is not in any way against
the temperance cause, but in its favor. The object of this
Bill is merely to make it necessary, before the Scott Act
shall go ute effect, that its principles shall have been
affirmed by a full majority of all those who have a right te
vote in the district in which it is submitted, and I
conceive that the principle of the Bill is one which, when
reflected upon fully, will be seen to be in no way
against the cause of temperance, but strongly in its favor;i
because I do -not know anything-at least, in the Pro- i
vine. of Ontario, from which I come-whieh is doing seo
much harm to the cause of temperance as the attempts 1
which are being made to force this prohibitory legislation
on the people. These attempts distract the attention of the1
people from the legitimate meaus of dealing with this evil,
and are intended to substitute for them a process of legisla-
tion which fails in every instance to effect the objectM
desifed. ln no ease that I am aware of-and I have paid a1
good deal of attention to thlis matter-has utis prohibitorya
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legislation been successful, either im Canada or in a.yether
country; in fact, it seems to bring the cause of tempera"e
into disrepute; because, whenever you attempt to emfirçek
law which does not commend itsetf "to pubtie opiWhon,
but, which is felt to be tyrannical and unjustit
not only excites people to break the Iaw, butteinpts
them to break it, merely for the sake of assertg
their independence. I have read the opinions ofsome
of our leading thinkers and jurista who have given
much consideration to this question, and the weight of a l
authority seems to f e against all attempts to coerce peoe
by probibitory legislation. -Among tbose who are inlaiir
of this prohibitory legislation, we do not so muchfind the
most earnest and valuable advocates of temperance, but rather
busybodies who wish' to gain some sort of notoriety
and to bring themselves before the people, and politicians
who have not been very successful in a legitimate way,and
who have L ecome as they say, " played out." In the city of
Hamilton, and throughout sev eral Ontarie counties, this pro-
hibitory law is being at the present moment agitated, chidfly
by one of these played-out politicians, who is endeavoring by
this means to escape from that obscurity into which he bas
been relegated by the eomhmon sense of the people. But
frorn such a description, I wish specially to except the hen.
member for Annapolis (Mr. Longley), one of the strongest
and most ardent supporters of*a prohibitary law in the
House; but he bas got his brain so soaked with it that ail
the cavities are filled up, to the exclusion of every sete of
justice in regard to this question, and he bas become very
tyrannical in bis way of dealing with bis fellowmen. Ho
does not seem to consider that in this case he is seeking to
enforce a law which is ruinous to many men, destroying
their property, their income and their means of ivim,
without any compensation. He and gentlemen like.
him come and say to me in private conversation:
" Why do you treat temperance men exceptionally ? Why
will you subject them to a law which you do not appl> to
other people ?" I say that arg ument does enot stand on faet,
because in a Statute of the Province of Ontario, with
regard to a matter not nearly so important as this, the
very principle contained in this Bill bas been affirmed,
namely, with regard to bonu-es in aid of railwqys or other
undertakings. If it is nocessary that there sbhould be a elear
majority of all the ratepayers entitled to vote, in order to
carry a bonus by-law, surely it is necessary that there should
be a clear majority to carry a measure like this, which
restricts the liberties of the poople, and is a sumptuary law
of an exceedingly harsh character. Bumptuary laws have
been tried in other countries in a way which we should
think absard. For instance, inRussia, under a pure despot-
ism, a ukase was issued some years ago, ordering that met
should wear tbeir beards and hair in a partieular fashion.
Even in Russia it was found very difficult to enforce that
trivial law, because it was regarded as interforiug with the
personal liberties of the people.

It being Six o'clock the Speaker left the.Chair.

AFTER IRECESS.

Mr. BOULTBEE. When the louse rose, I was trying
to establiuh the position, not only that by this Actr I did
not seek to apply any exceptional law to people in favor of
the Scott Act, but also the.principle that a majority of those
entitled to vote should pass upon such a law beobre it should
corne into operation, and in support of this I showed that
the Act, as passedin the Province of Ontario with r.gard
to bonuses, established ·that principle. I was going on-de
show that even if this 'principle were not adnitted, th
Scott Act.is n itself of such an exceptional-charaeter 4 t it
should have exceptioual provisions attached toeit Ibr ga*e-
ing the, people and the country, its revenespud iagenetnl
status, against the egeet of Mi Act whiel 0
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