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happened since 1879, and I bad a 
vague reco'l etion ot » charge of this 
kind having been made either against 
myself or against the late Right Hon. 
Sir John A. Macdonald ; but I felt 
perfectly certain that it was quite im
possible that I ever could have made 
such a statement as that, as it was in 
contradiction to the whole tenor of 
my public life, and I am very much 
obliged to the hon member for Que
bec (Mr. Langlier) for having given 
me an opportunity of meeting this 
attempted support of that slander, 
and 1 am prepared to prove that I 
properl, so denounced it. The state
ment here is in a letter addressed by 
me to Mr. John A. Macdonel). In 
that letter it ie said :

“ I have consulted Sir John about that 
matter of the Old Bank of Upper Can
ada, and we have decided to knock off 
the interest aa you auggest. The case 
will go to Council forthwith, as Sir 
Jehu says but little confidence is to be 
placed in the breed.” < v
It is not a statement, therefore made 
by me. It does not profess to be a 
statement made by me. Sir John 
said that. That is the only construe 
tion I can give this letter. I see the 
hoo. gentleman smiling and evident
ly under the impression that some 
little quibble can be raised on this 
point ; but I ana happy to say that I 
stand here in the position to-night 
not only of throwing back this vile 
and miserable slander upon the par
ties who have ventured to bring it up 
here, but of giving the most con 
vincing evidence possible of its entire 
falsity. How any gentleman, how 
any intelligent man could suppose 
that I, professing, as I do in this 
matter, my desire to obtain the ap
proval and meet the views of a gen
tleman who had addressed me on 
a public question—bow any man of 
the lowest order of intelligence could 
suppose that I, in writing«to a Ro 
man Catholic gentleman, would make 
use of such an expression as that, 
passes ray comprehension. The cir
cumstances occurred so long ago as 
1879, and a good deal having hap
pened of interest since that period, 
my recollection was very hazy of the 
matter, but I recollected that some 
such charge had been made and had 
been promptly refuted at the time" 
But happily for me, a gentleman who 
was a prominent actor in the whole 
of this matter, and who consequent
ly has the subject more within bis re
collection, Jlr- John A. MacdoneJ), 
à barristty of high character and 
standing in this country, a Roman 
-Oatholtc gentleman, who was the 
person who communicated with me 
with reference to this business, and 
with whom I had this correspond
ence, wrote me a letter which I re 
ceived yesterday. I am not quite 
aware where my private secretary is, 
but shall have great pleasure in lay 
ihg before the House that letter from 
Mr. John A. Macdonell, the gentle
man mainly concerned in this trans 
action, and a member of the firm of 
Foy, Topper and Macdonell, with 
whom this correspondence took place 
I may mention at the same time, 
that Mr. Foy is a Roman Catholic 
gentleman ot as high standing as any 
man in this country—I shall v say 
nothing about the third partner in 
the firm. But that it could be sup
posed possible, that I in addressing 
the firm of Foy, Macdonell and Tup 
per, would use such language as that, 
or that even if Sir John Macdonald 
had made use of such a term, I would 
repeat it in a letter which, if it had 
any influence at all, would necessar
ily and naturally be shown to his 
Grace the Archbishop of Toronto, 
passes my - comprehension. Mr. 
Macdonell, who remembers the facts 
perfectly, has addressed a letter to 
me stating that no such words were 
contained in the letter addressed^ by 
<ae to him, and be adds that these

A Oahimny Refuted.

For many years past it has been 
from time le time alleged by the 
Opposition leaders and prem, that 
the late Sir John M-iodonald and 
Sir Charles Tapper, (or thrTtrae or 
the other of them as the polities! 
exigencies of the Liberal party re
quired) had in 1819, referred to the 
late Archbishop Lynch of Toronto, 
and Catholiot, generally, in terms 
of the utmost opprobrium and 
particularly in that they expressed 
themselves as having “ no confi 
dence in the breed.”

Both Sir John Macdonald and 
Sir Chailes Tapper, had, whenever 
this charge was made, given it the 
most indignant, emphatic and cir
cumstantial denial. But it was 
nevertheless persisted in, and quite 
recently was brought up in Parlia
ment by the Honorable Mr. Lau
rier, who repeated the accusation, 
and it was echoed by Sir Richard 
Cartwright, the Honorable David 
Mills, the Honorable F. Langelier,
Mr. L. H. Davies and others 
of lesser note.

The discussion and correspond 
ence which then took place, and 
followed thereafter, is now given in 
order that those specially interested 
may judge for themselves of this 
miserait : charge formulated agains 
the Premier of Canada, and his hon
ored predecessor Sir John Macdon 
aid, which is proven to have bad its 
inception in theft and forgery, to be 
without the shadow of foundation 
so far as those statesmen are con
cerned, ai.d which must of neces
sity, it is submitted, recoil on the 
heads of those who unworthily con
cocted and used it for their own im
proper purposes.

On the 8th April, 1896, in the 
course of a speech continuing the 
obstruction on ihe Manitoba School 
Bill, the Hon. Mr. Laurier spoke 
as follows

“ And this is the head of that party 
who here poses as the advocate of the 
Roman Catholic minority in Manitoba.
Roman Catholics everywhere know 
what esteem the hon. gentleman has 
for them. They know that at one time 
he expressed himself—to use the very 
choice language which he then made 
use of—that he had bo confidence in 
the breed. If he had no confidence in 
the breed, let me tell him that the 
breed reciprocates the compliment.”

On the 11th April, 1896, Sir Rich 
ard Cartwright thus referred to the 
same matter.

Sir Richard Cartwright—I am 
sorry to in terra pt the ■ hon. gentle
man (Mr. Wallace), but I am afraid 
he will not get any answer from
the Government. With his per- „ - . . . . _ .

w.rt,p™.„
forgery was perpetrated by interpo
lating those words. The facts as I 
have said, have long since passed 
from my mind, but I had perfect 
confidence in challenging any man 
living to pretend that any such state 
ment or any evidence of- any such 
statement over had been made by 
me, Mr. Macdonell, unsolicited by 
me, sent me a letter which I will 
bave great pleasure in laying "before 
the House to-morrow. I would do 
so at this moment,'but cannot find 
my private secretary, to whom I gave 
it for the purpose of having it type
written, in order that it might be 
more _£asi)y read. Mr- Macdonell 
informed me that, with my approval, 
be proposed to send a copy of the 
letter to the bon. leader of the Oppo
sition, fle declares jiha| this letter 
never contained any words of the 
kind, that those papers were stolen 
from the office of Foy, -Macdonell 
and 'flipper, and that this forgery 
was then perpetrated and given to 
the press. I need not waste much 
more time on this question, and I 
leave it for the committee to decide 
how hard driven hon gentlemen op
posite are to find some evidence by 
which they can attack the character 
of a man who, from the commence
ment of bis public, life down to this 
hour, has never committed an act or 
uttered a word with reference to the 
Roman Catholic body in this coun 
try that has not been of the most re-
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the committee, I would like to oleaf 
-up a disputed matter about which 
there was a good deal of contradic
tion of sinners the other evening.
It is well to know to whom we are 
indebted for certain historic phrases.
Now, there is a historic phrase the 
paternity of which is_ in dispute, 
but the authority for which I am 
able to |ay before the House : - 

Sir Oharles Tupper’to J. A. Mac
donell :

Ottawa, May 20,1879.
My DbaR Macdonell t 

I have consulted Sir John about that 
matter of the old Bank of Upper Can
ada premises, and we have decided to 
knock off the interest, as yon eoggeet.
The case will go before Council forthr 
with, ss Sir John says but little confid
ence is to be placed in the breed, we 
shall hold its final settlement in abey.- 
ance until after the election, when It 
can be passed throngh.
The whole correspondence is to be 
foupd in the Toronto Glebe of 
Thursday, April 5, 1883, to which 
1 refer the hon. gentlemen who 
have any desire to know. Bat now 
the paternity of the historic phrase 
that “ but little confidence is to be 
placed in the br-ed ” is dear ly 
placed where it belongs, and that is 
with the posent leader of the 
Hoose- We now know exactly 
what opinion, when the election 
was on, that hon. gentleman enter
tained about the gentlemen he is 
now patronizing. It is well for the
House to have that little matter ^ ___ __ ^ ui_u<- __ ^
settled. It wm disputed and de. spelful character. I need not take
hied publicly by the Secretary of 
State, if my memory serves me 
right, and although I do not see 
him here, I have no doubt that bis 
friends can communica-e with him, 
and show him where the authority 
for the statement can be found.

Mr DioKBY-dVhere is that ?
Sir Richard Cartwright — The 

letter is dated M±y 20 b, 1879.
The Hon. F. Lanmlixr having at 

considerable length stated the al- 
leged^circumstanoee, and 8welt up
on the forged letter for which it 
was attempted now to make Sir 
Chailes Tupper responsible (al
though as pointed out in the donate 
by the Hon. Mr. Dickey, when 
the accusation wss first brought in 
the Globe, in April, 1883, shortly 
after the papers were stolen and the 
forgeries perpetrated, the Globe’* 
heading, referring to the matter, 
was: “Sir John's real opinion of 
Catholic electors I"

Sir Charles Tupper rose and 
said

Mr. Chaiiman, when the honor
able leader of the Opposition stated, 
a few evenings ago, ibat I had, on a 
former ocoas on stated in reference 
to the Roman Catholics, that I bad 

confidence in Ihe breed, Ino
promptly challenged the acosracy 
of that statement, and I defied any 
man living to produce any inch 
statement ever mgde by me during

Aip the time of the committee longer 
than to say that I shall have great 
pleasure in giving the evidence that 
this letter of mine which was shown 
—it my memory serves me rtgbily- 
I read it over hastily—to His Grace 
the Archbishop, contained no sucl 
words and no reference of the kind 
charged against me. I may mention 
for the information of bon. gentle
men who may think that this was 
perpetrated to secure Catholic votes 
at the election, that this correspond
ence appears to baye taken place in 
1879, four years before there was any 
election.

The discussion being continued by 
Mr MU’ and others, and Mr. 
L. H. Davies having suggested that 
Sir Charles Tupper did not deny of 
his own knowledge and recollection 
that he had used the offensive words, 
but he based his denial upon -the 
statements contained in Mr. Mac- 
donell’s letter.

Sir Oharles Tupper said t- “ I 
did deny most emphatically, and the 
hon. gentleman knows that I denied 
it, and I challenged any man living 
to prove that I ever in my life used 
any such linguage.”

Mr. Davies (P. E. I.)—I did not 
understand the hon gentleman when 
he rose a few moments ago, to>say 
that he had sufficient recollection of 

oy me aurmg the letter to enable him to pronounce 
ly things bave I those words to be an interpolation

ancHt forgery, but that Mr Macdonell 
would say so.

6fR Charles Tupper—I have giv
en it the most emphatic denial a man 
can give any statement and defied 
any person to prove it, and I offered 
to produce Mr. Macdonell’s letter, in 
which he declared that the papers 
were stolen and that no such state
ment was in the letter, and that it 
was a forgery.

Mr. Davies (P. E. I.)—I am not 
questioning any statement of the 
hen. gentleman, but I am merely 
asking whether he says that those 
words were a forgery.

Sir Charles Tupp*R—I do, I 
say that such words were never writ
ten by me in my life, and have said 
so repeatedly.

Mr. Mills (Bothwell)—I have 
nothing further to add. The hon. 
gentlemen says he has not read the 
rest of the correspondence and can
not speak with regard to it. I just 
rose for the purpose of calling atten
tion to the facts which I have stated, 
and I understand the hon. gentle
man, not only to deny upon the 
statement of Mr. Macdonell, but up
on his own recollection that any such 
letter was written by him.

On the 14th April, Sir Charles 
Tupper addressed the House as fol
lows :—

Sir Charles Tupper—I hive not 
taken up a great deal of the time of 
the committee because I was very 
anxious that nothing should emanate 
from the supporters of this Bill which 
would lend any countenance to the 
obstruction with which it has been 
met. But I feel it due to myself and 
to the committee to draw attention to 
a littje episode which occurred in this 
discussion a few nights ago. The 
hon. leader of the Opposition, in 
somewhat strong criticism and cen
sure of my course, charged me with 
two things. One was with haring in 
curred the reprobation of the 1; 
Right Hon. Sir John Thompson, 
the other was With having spof 
terms of contempt of the great' 
an Catholic body in this country. I 
gave those statements the promptest 
possible denial, and I said I was pre
pared to show that, so far as Sir John 
Thompson was concerned, down to 
the close of his life and from its 
commencement, I eujoyed the es
teem and confidence of the right hon. 
gentleman. I said that I was pre
pared to meet a letter which was 
quoted as having been written by Sir 
John Thompson with an extract from 
a letter written by himself when he 
was in Paris in 1893. The other 
statement was that I had spoken in 
terms of such profound contempt of 
the Roman Catholic body as to say 
that I had “ no confidence in the 
breed." I met that statement, 
which was’not new, and which, as I 
said, I had but a dim recollection, as 
it wasijt long time ago that the charge 
was made, with a flat denial.

I met that by a bold and defiant 
challenge to any man living to pro 
duce evidence that I ever uttered 
suen words in my life', or had ever 
written such words. Subsequently, 
when I entered the Jlouse, I found 
the hon. member for Quebec Centre 
(Mr. Langelier) reading from the 
Globe newspaper a correspondence 
in whjch some supb words were used, 
not as emanating from me, but as 
stated by me to have been spoken by 
Sir John A. -Macdonald. I then 
stated that I bad received a letter 
from Mr John MacdoneJI, a Ro
man Catholic gentleman, of the firm 
of Foy, Tupper & Macdonell, at the 
time this correspondence is purported 
to have taken place, and that { was 
prepared to produeé the letter from 
that gentleman, showing, the entire 
falsity of the statement made in re
ference to myself. Now, Sir, 1 pro
pose to read to the House' the evi
dence upon which J give these two 
statements an emphatic denial I 
will just say to the hon. gentlemen 
opposite that I do not think the cre
dit of the House, the credit of the 
party, or the credit of the country, 
will be advanced by hon. gentlemen 
in this House adopting a policy of 
calumny with reference to any politi
cal opponent. I believe the good 
sense of this country will revolt at 
measures ot that kind for the purpose 
of advancing the interests of a party, 
or attacking the character of any pub
lic man. I am reminded of the say
ing of Busenbaum, “ Whenever you 
wou|d ruin a person or a government, 
begin by spreading calumnies to de
fame him.” Now, I do not think it 
is creditable to any party, or to any 
member, to endeavor to sustain its 
fallen fortunes by adopting such a 
policy. I propose now to meet this 
charge by a statement of facts. You 
will remember that Shakespeare, in 
Henry IV., says, “ Mark now how 
a plain tale shall put you down.” i 
will first read ^extracts from a letter, 
dated at Paris, March 22nd, 1893, 
written by Sir John Thompson, to 
Sir Charles Tupper, Bart., and copied 
from the original handwriting of Sir 
John Thompson, by Mr- Joseph 
Pope; and I shall be glad to show 
the original to any person anxious to 
see it :

« * * * J thank you very
heartily for the regard of which you aa 
lure me, end I add very sincerely that 
I should eeteem'H » great disappoint- 
ment and mortification if my recent ac
cession to office should be followed by 
Canada being deprived of the services

of one whose position, aa a statesman, 
is a matter of so much pride to her, 
and for whom I personally have an at
tachment and loyalty which have 
grown very deep and strong in twenty 
yearn of political association.”
I may say that that litter was written 
on an occasion when I desired to be 
relieved from the duties of the High 
Commissioner in London, and it was 
in consequence of the letter which I 
received from Sir John Thompson, 
containing this statement, that I was 
dissuaded from carrying out my in 
tention. I may say in reference to 
the other statement, that I am en
abled to give an emphatic contradic
tion ; and I think it discreditable to 
any hon. gentleman in this House 
to rake up old correspondence of so 
loog ago, purporting to have taken 
place in 1879, and bringing it before 
this House, when it bad already been 
met by a complete and overwhelm
ing refutation. There is an end of 
all courtesy in discussion it, when 
statements have been made and have 
been met by a complete and over
whelming denial, an hon. gentleman 
again undertakes to renew the charge, 
and entirely ignores the refutation 
that has been made. I will give a 
statement concerning the correspond
ence which purported to have taken 
place, and has been read by the hon 
member for Quebec Centre (Mr. 
Langelier) and I will now read the 
refutation of what appeared in the 
Globe of 5th April, 1883. The 
Mail, on the fith of April, 1883, con 
tained this statement from its Ot
tawa correspondent, which was pub
lished in refutation of the statement 
contained in the Globe.

Sir Charles Tupper then quoted at 
length the Mail’s article which had 
at that time (April 1883) contained 
nof only Sir John McDonald’s and Sir 
Chartes Tup pet’s denials of the state 
ment that the expression had been 
used by either of them, but had been 
shown that the papers bad been stolen 
either from Sir Châties Tapper’s office 
Sr that of Messrs. Foy, Tupper and 
Macdonell, and the forgery then per
petrated, care having been exercised, 
however, by the forger not to put Sir 
Charles Tuppers’s name to the docu
ment which be was charged with hav
ing written, and which contained the 
alleged objectionable words, although 
the other documents published were 
signed by the persons stated- to have 
written them I

Sir Charles after quoting, con
tinued : “ There is the complete re
futation, and the emphatic declaration 
by myself at the time these letters first 
appeared, appears not to have been 
accepted, and I will assume was noi 
known by the hon. gentleman who 
tttade a reference to the statement 

■I will now read the letter of-Mr Mac
donell, who, as I said before, is 
Roman Catholic gentleman and 
partner of anotner Roman Qatholic 
gentleman of the highest Eland 
in this country, Mr. J. -J. Foy, 
of Toronto. No person with 
a head upon his shoulders 
can pretend for a single moment that 
any man could so far forget him
self as to write in terms so insulting 
to a gentleman of a firm comprising 
two leading Roman Catholics in this 
country, whatever his opinion might 
be. I will now read the letter I re
ceived from Mr. Macdonell a few days 
ago:

•I Alexandria, April 9th, 1896. 
My Dear Sir Charles :

I have seen with surprise that the old 
falsehood has been revived to the effect 
that you once stated that “ you had no 
confidence in the breed,” referring to 
thoee of your fellow-countrymen who 
professed the Catholic religion. I had 
thought that this had long since been 
disproved and abandoned. Political 
exigencies would appear, however, to 
have necessitated its resurrection, and 
I regret to find that no less a person 
than Mr. Laurier has been so far im
posed upon aa to give countenance and 
repetition to it

As the statement was originally al
lied to haye been made by Sir John
acdonald and conveyed by you in a 

letter to myself, permit me to state 
very shortly the facts.

Application was made about the year 
70 by the late Archbishop Lynch

impudence of the forgerr, for such it 
was, the statement referred to having 
been forged'to a letter genuine in other 
respecta, and published as being an au
thentic document in its entirety. I 
was surprised that any rational being 
could be so stupid as to credit that a 
man so notoriously astute as Sir John 
Macdonald, would make use of so offen
sive a remark, which was to be con
veyed to the solicitor for the Arch
bishop in a letter which he knew must, 
of necessity, be shown immediately to 
Hie Grace, in the ordinary course of 
business. Secondly, that it could be 
supposed by any one who was aware 
of the well-known relations of the most 
intimate personal friendship which ex
isted between Sir John ' acdonald and 
myself, that Sir John would offer me so 
gratuitous an insult in regard to a nigh 1 
dignitary of the church to which I be
longed, and to all who, in common with 
myself, professed the Catholic religion ; 
and thirdly, that it would ’ e supposed 
to be conceivable that the father of my 
partner could be selected by Sir John 
as the medium of communicating so 
grave a breach of all those amenities 
observed among gentlemen to the son 
of hie own former partner and liie-long 
friend. And I was only a degree less 
surprised that it should be suggested 
that persons in onr rank of life had re
course either in oar conversation or 
correspondence with each other to such 
language or expressions which I have 
been given to understand are custom
ary among loafers at the street corneri 
and the habitues of the slums.

When I discussed the matter with 
the Archbishop, he dismissed it with 
the remark that it was the first time he 
bad seen it suggested that Sir John 
Macdonald was a fool, and that he was 
not to be caught by any such chaff as" 
that.

Let me state in conclusion, that 
Archbishop Lynch and Sir John Mac
donald continued, until the death of the 
former, to be warmest personal friends, 
and I, who was then a resident of Tor
onto, and enjoyed the confidence of 
both, was frequently the intermediary 
between them in relation to matters of 
common interest. His Grace died on 
May 12, 1888, and, writing to him in 
March 5th. 1887, shortly after the gen
eral elections of that year, Sir John 
concluded a somewhat lengthy letter aa 
follows—“And now, my dear Arch
bishop, let me again thank you most 
warmly for all that you did for ns in 
the recent campaign. I can assure you 
that my colleagues and myself grate
fully appreciate your kindness,”

Having had something to do with the 
action of the Archbishop thus warmly 
acknowledged, and knowing that it 
would be gratifying to me who was 
then an invalid. Hie Grace, with great 
courtesy and kindness, sent me this 
letter and told -roe to keep it, and it 
thus happens to be in my possession. 
It indicates, I venture to submit? that 
Sir John had very much confidence, in
deed, both personal and political in hie 
friend the Archbishop, and those of his 
faith, and that he had very good reason 
therefor ; and further, that the confid
ence was mutual. *

I have not the pleasure of Mr, Lan- 
Tier’s acquaintance, but I feel sure that 
after this statement (of which I will 
forward him a copy) he would not re
peat a story which he had been de
ceived into supposing had some foun
dation in fact.

I am, my dear Sir Charles, 
Faithfully yours,

J. A. Macdonell.
The original of that letter is under my 
hand. I will now add to that a letter 
by His Grace Archbishop Lynch, in 
his oyrn handwriting, to Mr. Mac
donell, treating with profound con
tempt the insinuation that be could 
be supposed to havé lent himself to 
countenance any such statement ever 
having been made 1

St, Michael's Palace, 
Toronto, October 2nd, 1885 

My Dear Mb. Macdonell :
I am sorry you have taken so much 

to heart a letter written many years 
ago, that you say was interpolated. 
You are both a Catholic and a gentle
man, incapable of being disrespectfn 
to a prelate of yonr church. I am sure 
that Sir John A. Macdonald and Sir 
Charles Tupper are too much gentlemen 
and politicicana to say anything that 
might offend a very large portion of 
their constituents,

I am, dear Sir, Yonra faithfully,
t John Joseph Lynch, 
Archbishop of Toronto. 

I am quite sure, Sir, after this refuta
tion, I need not say a single word 
more than that I think it is greatly to 
be deprecated that any hon. gentle
man lends his tq gqy rumor of 
fact dating far back, and which, as I 
have already shown, was o('^ptiy 
refuted in the t)0st emphatic and 
thorough manner in which it is pos
sible any statement could be refuted. 
If. under those circumstances, ques
tions of that kind can be revived and 
treated as authentic and the circum 
stances ignored, that they were refut
ed at the time they were originally 
stated, there is an end of all parlia
mentary courtesy—I will not say cour
tesy, but fair play, I do not believe 
the interests of any party are likely to 
be promoted by anything of the kind,

The following letter was addressed 
on the 13th April, 1896, to Mr. 
Macdonell :

Department of the Sec’y of State,'"trO 
Minister’s Offic , Ottawa,

April 13th, 1896. 
My Dear Mb. Macdonell ; — ;im

I have to thank you for your very 
timely letter on the 19th inet , respect
ing the old exploded charge made against 

(Continued on second page.)

NOW IS YOUR CHAJ1CEI
A LOT OF

—___throngh me to the Government of *Can« 
ada for a email concession in respect of 
eome interest in arrears on the pur
chase by a Catholic institution of the 
old Bank of Upper Canada building in 
Toronto. You were Minister of Public1 
Works at the time, and I, acting as so
licitor for the Archbishop of Toronto, 
wrote to you upon, the subject. Yon 
were inclined to accede" to our request, 
but consulted Sir John Macdonald with 
egard to it, and conveyed to me Sir 
ohn Macdonald’s legal opinion that 

the concession could not be made with
out a vote of Parliament, it not. being, 
in his view, within the legal competen
cy of the Privy Council to remit moneys 
due to the Crown. I reported accord
ingly to my client the Archbishop, to 
whom I showed your letter, and al, 
though considerably disappointed at 
what we thought was a somewhat 
forced and technical reaeon for refusing 
a request amply justified by the sur
rounding circumstances, we felt that 
nothing further was to be done in the 
face of Sir John’s legal decision, to 
which of necessity, we bowed. It was 
a matter of public business, and you 
were naturally guided by Sir John’s 
view of the law and your decision was 
final and was conveyed to me in the or
dinary course of departmental routine. 
Shortly afterwards, but fortunately not 
before Archbishop Lynch had seen 
your letter, the correspondence was 
purloined from the office of Foy, Tap
per & Macdonell, and your letter freely 
interpolated by some facile hand, ap
peared in print, with the statement 
that Sir John had made use of the ex
pression with reference to Archbishop 
Lynch, and generally including of 
coarse, Mr. Foy and myself.

I wm Mtonlshed »t the stupidity and

CHILDS’ BOOTS
AT 30 CENTS A PAIR.

GOFF BROTHERS.

u

are the best. They are 
suitaèle to the climate 
and soil of P. E. Island, 
and are sold at the Seed- 
store in Charlottetown 
and by leading merchants 
throughout the Province.

Always ask for CAR* 
TER’S SEEDS and
take no other.

GEO. CARTER & GO.,

To the Clergy
-OF- s'

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND

NEW SERIES.

Calendar for J|
moon’s chano 

Last Quarter, 3rd day, 4h.| 
New Moon, 11th day, 4h 
First Quarter, 18th day, 
Fall Moon, 25th day, 2h. 1

i

If You

And Write
’Then write us at once 

for quotations on all 

kinds of

We have a fine assortment of Soutane Goods, which we 
will make up in good style at short notice. We guarantee a 
perfect fit and finish in every case. Prices ranging from

$13 to $20.
MOST OF

OUR SPRING CLOTHS
—IN—

Suitings, Trouserings § Overcoatings,
Have arrived, and have struck"within the circle of popular

favor.

Shrewd buyers are investing with us. Our prices afe v- 
right. We guarantee the best values in the market. Call 
and examine our stock.

John MacLeod & Co. >-

%r

D Day of Sun San Th-e 1

M Week. rises Sets Rises

h m h m
1 Mon 4 17 7 38 morn
2 Tues lti 39 0 16
3 Wed 16 40 0 32
4 Thur 16 41 0 47
5 Fri 15 42 1 2
6 Sat 15 42 1 20
7 Sun 14 43 1 39
8 Mon 14 44 2 4
9 Tues 14 44 2 32

10 Wed 14 45 3 12
11 Thur 13 46 4 3
12 Fri 13 47 5 6
13 Sat 13 47 6 16
14 Sma 13 47 7 33
15 Mon 13 48 8 51
16 Tues 13 4 * 10 17
17 Wed 13 4S 11
18 Thur 14 49 aft
19 Fri 14 49 1 52
20 Sal 14 49 3 16
21 Sun 14 49 4 37
2! 14 50 5 57
21 Tues 15 - 50 7 8
24 Wed 15 50 8 8
26 Thur 15 50 8 55
86 Fri 16 50 9 25
87 Sat 16 50 9 56
28 Sun 16 50 10 18
29 17 49 10 28
30 Tues 7 49 4 18 10 51

March 4, 1896.

Don’t neglect 
Lost sight is irr 
A dentist can repl 
tooth with an art! 
which may pass fo{ 
of iftiture, but no 
restore the eye one 
to its normal stall 
your eyes from be 
taxed by using sf 
relieve and strengt| 
We can fit almost 
with the lens requij 
the sight and spar 
nerves. Parties 
country can have 
tested at their o> 
sufficient notice is 
our store

3

A
Thomas A. Johns,

A Common
Affliction

Pennanently Cured by Taking

AYERS m
A CAB-DRIVER’S STORY.

“ I was afflicted lor eight years with Balt 
Rheum. During that time, I tried a great 
many medicines which were highly rec
ommended, but none gave me relief. I 
was at last advised te try Ayer’s Sarsa
parilla, by a friend who told me that I 
must purchase six bottles, and use them 
according to directions. I yielded to his 
persuasion, bought the six bottles and 
took the contents of three of these bot
tles without noticing any direct benefit. 

.Before I had finished the fourth bottle, 
my hands were as

Free from Eruptions .
ns ever they were. My business, which 
is that of a cab-driver, requires me to 
be out in cold and wet weather, often 
without gloves, and the trouble has 
never returned.”— Thomas A. Johns. 
Stratford, Ont. ’

Ayer's iaÈ Sarsaparilla
Admitteji^ttteJggridq^gdg:» 

Ayer’s rills Cleans* the Bowels.

Furniture !
We can furnish you froth 

garret to cellar for Less 
Money than any other 
firm in the trade on 
P. E. Islsnd.

JOHN NBWSON
June 12, 1895—6m

Boots I Shoes
x _REMEMBER THE

OLD
RELIABLE

SHOE
STORE

when you want a pair of Shoes.
Onr£Prices are the lowest in town.

». E. MoEAOHEN,
THE SHOE MAN, 

Queen Street.

for the tired washerwoman.
Guaranteed to save her nerves and stop that 

“tired feeling.”

Aqua ad lib.
Savon en masse.

1 Tub 
a Pails

of Indurated Flbreware E. B. EDDY’S make: 
.(Light, unleakeable and durable) ,

DIRECTIONS :

Use every washday.

/

S W TA'
CAMERON BI

H
The Prince Edwa

Commercii
F1

,C(

WHOLESALE
Zinc,
Glass,
Bar Iron,
Cut Nails,
Horse Nails,
Clinch Nails,
Horse Shoes,
Sleigh Shoe Steel, 
Disston’s Circular Saws, 
Disston’s Cross Cut Saws.

-:o:-

i ext OFP

Di$SENTSRy

«fess
CHILDBEN-ADULi^ g

Apts Mb Gslelirated American liil Bans.
------------------------- :0:------------------- ------

FENNELL & CHANDLER.
Charlottetown, Jatf. 8, 1896.

THE PRINCE BDW| 
Commercial College and 
etitntion ie now open, 
women desirous of acqn 
Education should embrl 
tunity.

Subjects taught indu 
Commercial Arithmetl 
Law, Business and 
nees Correspondence, I 
Shorthand and Typewril

Students admitted at I 
We guarantee attentii

^ 8. F.f
Box 242, Charli 

Oct 23,1896—3m.

Xj

VT

join THfilM,M.A„LL.B Æ-VEAS A. MACDONALD.

BARRISTER AND ATTORNEY-AT-LAW»
Agent for Credit Foncier Franco-Gem 

NOTARY TZTBLICp etCm dien, Lancashire Fire Insurance Ok,
C iARLOTTETOWN, P. E. ISLAND |

Office—London House Building.

Collecting, conveyancing, and all kinds 
ot Legal business promptly attended to. 
Investments made on beet security. Mon
ey to loan.

Great Weet Life Assurance Co.

Office, Great George FUr

Near Bank Nova Scotia, Chanottetown- 
Nov 9, 1892—ly

%

Grateful—Ci

Epps’s
BREAKFAST-

*‘|By a thorough! 1 
natural laws which gov 
of digestion and nutril 
ful application of tb _ 
well-selected Cocoa, Mr| 
ed for our breakfast an 
flavored beverage whic 
doctors’ bills. It is by I 
of euoh articles of diet 
may be gradually but 

b enough to resist every I 
Hundreds of subtle ms 
around ns ready to atb 
is a weak point. We l 
fatal shaft by keeping 
fied with pure bloc 
nourished frame.”—(

Made simply with 1 
Sold only in packets 1 
thus :
JAMES EPPS & CoiJ

Chemists,

THE Subscriber 
undermentioned pn

Elliott Vt
three miles from : 
dwelling house 1 
repair. This Stan 
nated in a thrivin 
excellently adapt* 
or a mechanic.

For farther jMtrtl
\

• Elliott Vale, 1

1


