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Mr. AMYOT. Mr. Speaker, T do not see tho hon. momber
for Yamaska (4r. Vanasse) in the seat from which ho gave
his vote.

Mr. VANASSE. (Translation). Mr. Speaker, the fact
is that I have taken the a at of my hon. colleague, Mr.
Homer, which is at a distance of six inches from mine.

Mr. SPEAKER. That is not removing from Lis seat.
On the main motion, as amended, boing put,
Sir LEONARD TILLEY. I desire, Sir, to have the at-

tention of the House just for a few minutes. Nover since I
have entered public life have I voted, nor do I intend to
vote, against the principle of prohibition. As early as 1855,
I introduced into the Legis'a ure of my own Province one
of the most stringent prohibitory Bills that was ever pro-
posed in any Legislature or Parlianent in the world. Pre-
viens to the introduction of that Bill,we had, as we thought,
oducated the people of New Brunswick te the point that
such a law, if enacted, wouli b3 supported and sustained by
the people. Referenco was made by the hon. mover of
this Resolution to the number of petitions presented to the
louse of Commons in 1877 ; and if my memory

serves me, in the Province of New Brunswick, as far
back as 1855, we had more signatures te petitions presonted
to the Legislature of that Province in faveur of prohibition
than were signed te the petitions prosented to this flouse
from the whole Dominion in 1877. They wore brought into
the House in the size of rolls of carpet by the hon. momb3rs
who presented them. We thought that we had educated
Ihe people of that Province up to such a point that
if a prohibitory law was passed it would bo enforced.
We had three-fourths of the people of that Province sign-
ing petitions in favour of prohibition. That law was passed
by the Lower House, by something like two-thirds major-
ily, and it passed the Upper louse by nearly the same
majority; and it was passed because of the strong argu-
monts and facts presented, and because of the statistics we
lad collected as to the effect of the traffic in New Bruns-
w ick from 1852 te 1855, and which were so convincing
t hat men who differed from us in opinion gave us their sup.
port, and enabled us to carry the measure by the majority
stated. That law went in force on the lst of January,
1856. I was contrasting the position I occupied at that
time with the position occupied by the mover and seconder
of this lesolution. Before that law went in force, I was
burned in effigy in many parts of the Province of New
Brunswick. On the night ot the day on which it came into
force, I had the doors of my bouse broken down by a batter-
ing ram, and I did net know but that my life would b
taken. I had threateningjletters, with death's hoads and
cross-bon&e, sent to me; but we carried that law in New
Brunswick, and I am satisfied that if such a law was in
florce to-day, it would ho a great blessing te that Province.
For six weeks' that law was enforced. The saloons and
dram shops of that Province were almost entirely closed.
Many gentlemen had laid in thoir stocks beforehand, and
badas much liquor as they required; but the drinking saloons
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were closed, and the result was apparent to every person,
even to those who wore most prejudiced against the principle
of prohibition. But what took place ? Sgme few indivi.
duals had the temerity to violate the law. They were
taken before the magistrates for trial. The magistrates,
though well info.imed mon, were net legal gentlemen and
were not very well up inlegal proceedings. They tried the
cases, and gave their verdicts according to the ovidence.
Appeals were taken, however, until I might say hundreds
of cases were before the Judges on appeal; and through
some informality in the proceedings of the magistrates,
the cases were disrmissed and the magistrates were malcted
in costs amounting in many cases to fron $200 to $500.
These magistrates were honest mon, who were discharging
their duties to the best of their abilities, and in some cases
have assisted to pay the expenses to which they were sub-
jected. This went on until the magistrates became Bo
alarmed that they objected to undertaking them. The result
was that 'tho Lieutenant-Governor-who was hostile te the
Bill-brought the subject to the attention of the Govern.
ment, and suggestod the desirability of having a new election,
in order to t<st public opinion, with reference te this law,
which had been in operation only about four months, the
Council objected to this course. This question, though it wai
not the sole issue of the elections of 1854, was disoussed on
nearly every hustings, and many members were elocted
upon it. At this time Borne of the friends of the measure
were themselves disheartened on account of the expenses
incurred in the courts, and becauseoftheincreasing number
of the violators of the law, who, there was reason to fear,
would not be brought to trial. The Governor insisted upon
a dissolution of Parliament. The Government resigned
because they would not accept theresponsibility of this Act.
They demanded that the law should have a twelve months'
trial, at all events; and declared that if thon it was found
te be a failure, we would bo prepared either to amend the
law or to ask for its repeal. We were thrown into an
election, and very many of thoso who had signed the
petition went back on us; ihey voted against this law,
and a majority were returned to vote in faveur of its
repeal. Under those circumstances, and believing as I
do now, that if public sentiment is not sufliciently educated
to sustain a prohibition law the passage would do harm
instead of good, instead of abandoning anything by acoept-
ing the original resolution even as amended, I hold that if
this motion be carried the cause of prohibition will have
made a great stop in advance.

Mr. KIRK. We had the saime thing in 1875.
Sir LEONARD TILLE Y. 1 am not quite sure but that

some hon, gentlemen who voted against this proposition to-
day did not thon vote for the proposition moved by Mr.
R1oss. That, however, does not matter at prosent. I believe
in prohibition; I believe it will yet come in Canada; but I
believe it would be the greatost injury to the permanent suc-
cess of prohibition were there such a law enacted to-day,
becauso I know, from the experience of the past,
that it coull not be successfully carried ont. I
have the courage of my convictions and am pre-
pared to vote for the principle of prohibition, but I have
also the courage of my convictions whon I say that
the country is not yet sufficiently oducated to enable that
principle to be suocessfully carried into operation. What did
we find in New Brunswick? We found that mon who
signed the petition for prohibition and advocated, it publicly,
whon it came to the vote, voted for its repeal; and until a
majority of the people of the Dominion are practically teeto-
tallers, we wili have the appetite of the people, as weli as the
interest of the mon engaged in the liquor trae, working
and conspiring to destroy it. It is because I believe in
prohibition that I am prepared to vote for the prinoipe,
and to say that when the time comes when it will be desir-
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