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constitutior of Australia, ia entirely incorrect. (Hear ! Hear !) No such,

proposal as this has ever been dreamed of in any part of the civilucd

Avorld before. The hon. gentleman, if it is original with ' im, may have

the satisfaction of knowing iliat no gi-cat mind has ever jumped to the

same conclusion f/' he did. But supposing it was the case in Australia;

the position there is entirely different. In Australia the legislative coun-

cils " :^ now elected by nianhuvju suffrage, the same as the houses of as-

sembly, and it is j^roposed thot the Senate of Australia shall also be

elected by manhood suffrage. But is it proposed that when the two

Houses diiler they shall be lurncl in to vote together ? Not at all. Wliat

is proposed in the constitution of Australia is thai, if there is a deadlock

between tlie Senate and the Ilouse of Commons, both Ilouses shall be-

dissolved, and after they have come back from the election thej will

then vote in a common chamber and decide the question. There as no

necessity, therefore, for this proposed machinery.

The hon. gentleman knows right well that when the Senate, in the ex-

ercise of an impei~ative duty, rejected the Government railway scheme,

all he had to do to make that scheme law was to dissolve the Ilouse of

Commons and get a majority returned which would pass that bill over

again, and thus remove the difficulty, because in that ease the British

constitution comes into j^lay. (Cheers). Under that constitution, when-

ever the House of Lords rejects a Bill from the House of Commons, they

do it because they do not believe that the promoters of the Bill repre-

sent the country. It is then the duty of the Government of the day,

if they still insist on the Bill, to dissolve the House, appeal to the coun-

try, and get a new Ilouse of Commons to pass the same Bill 'ipsissima

^erba,' and the House of Lords will tlien accept it without the slightest

hesitation. Therefore, as there is to be a dissolution in Australia and

an appeal to the country before a vote is taken, how can any man say

that there is any paralkd or exarrple to be found in Australia for what
is iicre proposed. That proposal is to take away all the security which

the present constitution of Canada gives to tliC smaller nTO^inccs.

I do not intend to detail^ the Ilouse further than to show what are

the facts with regard to the Druniraond Ccunty IJaihvay Bill. Does the

right h.on. gentleman not know that he has himself confessed that he

and hi*i Government were all wrong in that measure, and that the Senate

were right ? Does he not know that the public records of this country

prove that by the rejection of that Bill the Senate of Canada saved some-

thing like a million dollarg to our people. That is the i>osition, and the

right hon. gentleman finds himself hoisted by his own petard. That

which he aBSumes as a ground of complaint against the Senate of Ca-


