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0f the House in repiy. He was simply try-
ing to make Politîcal capital out of this
question by sayîng that we on this side, ln
introducing the amendments which we be-
Ileve are proper, are trying to create an
agitation in Quebec. My b-on. friends, are
afraid of that agitation ln Quebec. They
remember what tliey did in 1896 and think
that we are going to do the saine thing.
My bon. friend spoke about the caucus. To
show hlm that hie was wrong there 1 may
state that we had no understanding- with
the member for Labelle (Mr. Bourassa) and
the member for Montmagniy (Mr. A. La-
v-ergne) and yet we bappen to be side by
side on this question. That shows that we
may be on the saine platforni wlthout cau-
eus or underNtanding. my hon. friend
the conclusion of ls speech showed thiat lie
wanted to make political capital out of this
when lie spoke about the petition brouglit
into this House by Mr. Amyot lu 1890. Mr.
Amyot at that time was opposed to the
governament, lie was a Liberal and was try-'
ing to, embarrass the government and
brouglit ln the petition referred to. I asked
if thýere was an answer. *My hon. friend
said: No, 1 do not see aay. This is a long
l)Ctition covering about two columns and a
lialf whichi Mr. Amyot rend lu the House
in the effort to show that the Roman Ca-
tholies la the Northwest Territories were
illtreated and that petition was signed by
Bishop Gi-andin. That the petition was
brouglit luto the House on Juue 29, 1890. 1
shall read the answer of Sir John Mac-
donald:

Sir JOHN MACDONALD. The goverament
have not recoived ithe iletter set out ln the ques-
tion or any copy of it. I have been informed
that It appeared without signature ln the Mon-
treai 'Witness.'

Another agitator, 1 suppose, according to
my lion. friend:

1 'would simply say that the letter bas neyer
corne liefore the government except ia the
manner I have mentioned. The government
will attend to the complaints of Monseigneur
Grandin andl those of *any other person, clergy-
man or person in Canada who lias any coin-
plaint to make.

My hon. friend says to me: Did my lion.
friend get Up ln bis place to answer the
letter? Could I give a better answer than
the one glven by the Prime Minister of Can-
ada at that time? Tlie wliole speech of
my lion. friend lias about the samne value
as that. What a differeni3e It inakes
to be on this side of the House!1 Wliat a
powerful address my bon. frlend would
have made if lie had been on this side of
the House, knowing hlm as 1 do and know-
ing bis propeusities in that hune. !lIe is
bound to defend somethlng ln which lie
lias no confidence, to work against bis own
heart and that explains probably why is

defeuce is so, weak. If lie had listened to,
the Minister of Iuiand Revenue lie wouid
have kuown that the position taken by my
hiou. friend f'rom Jacques Cartier (Mi-. Monk)
is equaily logical according to the opinion
of a member of the government. I shall
not read that opinion, it will lie found at
pages 5408 to 5410 of 'Hansard.' He wll
find there ail the reasons which eau lie
adduced to show that the Frenchi Canadians
of the Northwest Territories according to
the co.veaants or to the promises made to
the people of Rupert's Land, that is tlie larid
where we are to-day trying to fouud two
provinces.

You may play on the words as mucli as
you like, but you cannot corne to any other
conclusion than that 'the Frenchi Canadians
who are to-day lu the provinces of Alberta
aad Saskatchewan are the mneu, or the des-
cendants of the men, to whom were made
these promises of the free use of their langu-
age and separate schools. Now, my lion.
friend thouglit that lie was making a great
point whea lie spoke about my vote on the
motion of Sir John Thompson. He was
trying to make a liustings speech, otherwise
lie would have gone on to say that a few
days before I liad voted for th&~ motion of
,Mr. Beausolel. iSiace lie wanted to criticise
me for one vote, lie shouid have compli-
mented nme for another vote thnt 1 gave
on thiat occasion. But lie only drew atten-
tion to the vote taken on the 2lst of Febru-
ary, 1890, and lie said that the member for
Beauharnois liad voted for the motion of
Sir John Tliompson. Certainly I did, and
I am proud of lt; 1 voted lu good <'ompauy,
I 'voted. with 37 other Frenchi Caaadians
from the province of Quebec; I voted with
Liberals as well as Couservatives; 1 even
voted wîth my riglit hon. friend; I voted
with uearly ail -those who are to-day in the
cabinet. Wlio voted against me? Some of
the noble thirteen who had voted against
the Jesuits' Estates Act, Mr. Charlton, Mr.
31cCarthy, Mr. McNeill, Mr. Tyrwhitt, Mr.
Scriver, Mr-. Weidon, of Albert. Those
were great aposties ln favour of the Frenchi
Canadiauýs. I voted against those men. I
only mention this in answer to my lion.
friend wlio, iasfead of replying to the logi-
cal argument I made, is trying to make
political capital. Whea this session is over
these hon, gentlemen will go around the
country and say what tbey please. I amn
glad to lie able to discuss that subject lu
parliament rather than ou the hustings,
because bei-e they are obliged to keep wîthin
bounds; they cannot say lanything tbey
like, buit on the stumP they eau Say any-
thing they like, and we tire obliged to suli-
mit to it.

'.%r. BELCOURT. A great compliment
to tlie eiectors of the hon. gentleman's pro-
vince.

,Mr. BERGERON. It is a very uxffortun-
ate state of things. But we rnay bave some

8569 8570


