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sprung on the House, without the nembers being
given any opportunity of knowing. wlat the sub-
ject under discussion will be. I do not charge the
hon. ienber for South Oxford (Sir Richard Cart-
wright) with being discourteous to the House, for
lie has followed the practice which obtains here of
giving private notice to the leader of the House of
motions lie intends to present.

Sir RICHARD CARTWR IG HT. I gave public
notice front ny place last night.

Mr. OUIMET. I must admit that I an then in
the wrong ; but 1, in common with a great nany
people, believe in gomng to bled early. But, Sir, if
notice had to be given to the House generally, it
would appear in the Journals of the House, al(
then every memiber would have to take notice of
it : and I think when iportant questions sucli as
this come up for debate, every member shoul
know it in advance, and not only two or three on
each side ; for I (do nlot suppose that this House is
a ring, ad that we are here to witness two or
three inembers on each side figlting for the flag. I
think if notice were given in the Journals, the
House would he in a better positioni to discuss
these mnatters and pronounce a sound judgmîent on
thei. Now. Sir, with regard to the question
under discussion, the principle laid down iin the
proposition of the lion. imember for South Oxford
certainly commnends itself to the connon sense and
the good judgmnent of the House: and I for one an
ready to endorse it. For ny part, I wish it hlad
been followed in the past. But. Sir, things have
gone differently. To -day, in another part of this
building, a great state trial is going on. Twol hon.
inembers of this House are now under trial
before a Special Conrnittee, and I think it would
be premature-not only premature but unwise
-- for this House to pass judgment in advance
on those lion. gentlemen. NVe have not before us,
as inenbers of this House, the evidence whiclh hais
been addiced, and I do not think it is right for the
hon. leader of the Opposition to pass judgmîent, in
the naine of his followers. in the amine of the House,
and in the assumed name of the country, on those
gentlemen now undergoing trial. The imotion
in itself I an ready to accept ; but vienî I an
told by the leader of tie Opposition, that, by
accepting this motion, I an going to endorse the
renarks lie lias addressed to the House to-day, I
say that I an mot ready to do that. I am nlot
ready to (o what is not fair, and it is iot fair now,
whien we have no evidence or documents before us,
wlien the case for the defence bas not been closed,
to pronounce judgnent, not a direct but an indirect
judgnent, and to say in advance that we should, on
one point of that trial now in issue before the Comîî-
mittee on Privileges and Elections, naimnely, the
testimonial presented to the ex- Minister of Public
Works, pass our condenation. I am not ready
to do that, and I am sorry that we should be given
a lesson of morals here. We all knmow what
mîorality teaches, and we are supposed to
knîow', just as well on the riglht side of
this House as on the left ; and these general
propositions which lihon. gentlemen opposite
want to thrust down our throats, I say ifia tia
going to swallow thein at this moment, I will do so
with.a certain amount of distrust if not disgust.
We know what the teachings of .morals are as well
as the Opposition, and I say this is not the right
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time for tiem to give us tlhese teachings, the more
especially when they couple a resolution, whicli in
itself is very good and cannot be refused by any
omie, with condeninations against lion. miienbers of
this House who are inow underg<oing' their trial else-
wliere, andutipoi whomi we will be called ini a few
(lays to pass juulgument. With these restrictions,
I am disposed to say tlat the resoliution is iu itself
acceptable and conmnendable, altlhough the speeches
witli whîichl it bas been accoinpaiel are not accept-
able.

Sir JOHN THOMPSON. The lion. leader of the
Opposition inferred fron my renmarks that I had
forned a judgnent on certain matters witli regard
to a case not concluied. In speakinîg of irregular-
ities, scandals and so forth, I left tlhat case entirely
out of considJeration as on wlich we ouglht not to
speak, and was referring to a case on whîich I sup-
pose we are entitled to speak.

Mr. CHAPLEAU. I rise only for a word of
explanation, which is not exactly connected withî
the subject of the motion, but whichi is necessary
after the remarks male by the hon. leader of the
Opposition. I think it is my du ty to olî s), as
soie effort lias belen made to connect me withi dis-
paraging writings that have appeareil. iii some time
past, in the public press of this country. Thie leader
of thie Opposition, speaking of subscriptious ai
testinonials given to Ministers, qutoted a paiph let
which lie says emuanateul froin La Pre--e. a Cotiser-
vative organ. This is mnost unfair. That pamphlet
w.as plublislhel during the Riel exciteient by ,La
Pre.-e.e, whicl thien hieaded thie novenent against
tlhe overnment. he pamphlet is wvell known
in the Province of Quebece as one of the mîost
bitter attacks ever circulated during an election,
a pamnhlilet which lias been quoted to mie again
aînd again in the elections that took place froni
the latter iart of 1885 until the elections of 1891.
Th1e little pamphIlet I liold in m y hiaid is the sane
as that -whici lias been quoted by my hon. friend,
and I may say misquoted. This is not tie way iii
whiiclh a leader of a great part.youghît to instruct pub-
·lie opinion. He lias not the riglht, in quoting fromi
a pamphlet violently attacking the (Governmîent. to
say it was an expression of Conservative ileas in
the country. Here is the pamîîphlet, " Le Mét.ier de

inistre," the nost bitter, the niost venomious
pamphlet that was ever written against a man,
and against the party with whic lie was con-
nected. It was written against Sir Heetor Lange-
vin in particular, but it w-as also against Sir Jolin
Macdonal, and against the colleagues of Sir Jolin
Macdonald, an(l it extenîded its blane as far back
as 1858. If my hon. frienid will take the trouble to
reaid the book, lie will find that it goes back to the
condenination of the " double slithffle," in 1858 ; of
what it calls the stealing of the elections in Quebec
in 1871. I repeat that the newspaper whiich pub-
Iislied that pamphlet was at the time the bitterest
enemy of the Government of whîichî I was a
mîeiîb-r. The reason of the explanation I amn iiak-
ing is the position of La Presse. Up to 1884 La
Pre.-c did not exist. There was a newspaper
called Le Mond-, which was the property of the
late Senator Seiéeal, and another gentleman who
was acting with him. That paper was bought
by a certain number of Conservative friends
fromn Quebec. Tlat was an independent paper
before, and it was continued in Montreal as
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