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. (Joud cheers.)

(cheers). 1

the hon. gentiem opposite

to despise, that is the suthorit

Globe. (renewed eheers) We

the suthority of the Mail. The A
publishes srticles, 'lfwh we sometimes
approve of sod sometimes doot spprove
of ; but o article in sll mﬁv ex

of tiiut pewspaper the Globe, that has
ever appeared in the Globe, snd vo
proposition therein, has ever been de-
pounced. They have all been

by hou. geotlemen .opposite. Weall
know that they are in the most intimate
conuection with the representatives of
thes papers—and [ must ssy of that
paper, that it bas very able repre:|
septatives and they deserve all the
confidence whieh hop, geotlemen
io them. Now what did the Globe
correspondent of 1st August say : He
said  “Mr. Huptington's motion of
which he gave notice to-day, we suppose
will refer to some transactions brought
to lizht by the Americavs which bave

question whether a letter had been stolen,
whether a telegram has been bought,
whether McMullen sold or the
letters of Sir Hugh Allan ? lg:ihue
questions aoything to do with the
question whether the hon. gentleman
scted uoworthily of his ition, and
betrayed the trust confided to him ?—
These suggestions of his are interpolated
into the debate most usjustly, and they
are excusable only from the feeble oon-
dition in which the hon. gentleman this
pight stands. [Cheers.) But for that
feeble condition, unserupulous ashe has
shown bimself in debate, I believe that
even he would have abstained from
resorting to these arguments. If the
hon, gentlemen has sny charge to make
against any member of the house of

been concerned in the Pacific Railway
- trapsactions from an csrly date. To-
morrow is leoked forward to as 8 grand
field day io the Commons, Mr. Hunt
ington's motion is of coursc equivelant
to an expression of want of con

und until it is disposed if no other busi
pess can be trapsaeted.” I wonder
if the hon, member has faken his seat
yet. Was his a motion of confidenee or
was it vot. The hon, gentlemen intend-

having becn guilty of sets anworthy of
a member of this house, I do not doubt
that at the time he will formulate
that charge, and I do not qoubt that this
house will be di to deal with that
charge, and I do not doubt that even
handed justice will be meted out as soon
as be shall bave established “that they
bave acted in a manner uaworthy of a
member of this house ; but what have
we to-do to-night with the question

ed it1s @ motiop of want d" confidenee,
apd there is no resson why it should be
so for the bon, wember for Lambton

' founded on the same state of things his

want of eonfidenee of motion, But he
should have given notice of bis attaek,
for a more upmanly attack is unknown,
What notice had been given that be was
going to make that motion, True, thel
Government of the day is uwowortby of |
their position upless roady to meet

- charges brought sgaiost them ! But

bad we the most remote information re—
specting that persopal matter snd even
when on the secopd day he sonounced
that he wss going to postpone to 2
future oceasion further action, be did
pot venture to give the slightest intima-
tion to the members going to attack the
men whose characters he was going to
attack, of what he was going to say; but
he took us by surprise, and iougit by
bringing out doeuments carefully e-
pared, to get & committee op tron
statewents for the purpose —certainly
it would have been s0 if the committee
bad been granted as he pr —of
killing, as it was designed to kill, as it
was bound to kill the effects of the Cana-
dian people to get s body of English
capitalists to build the Pacific Railway
He could not possibly
bave -supposed that he would bave got
the inquiry tbrou‘%h the session, but he
supposed if the House had granted. the
committee op his statement, apd it had
gone home telegraphed by cable by the
associated press with which some hon.
gentlemen opposite sccmed to have
mystericus conpeetions (laughter) it
would certainly bave been mysterious,
but it would certainly have affeetcd the
construction of the Capadiap Pacifie
Ruilway, throwing back for years the
building of the railway, castivg diseredit
op Cunada sod telling ‘British Columbis
men, what they had told them two years
before that they were going to get the
railway, ~ Mr, Spesker; the bon, gentle-
man did- ot speak in his remarks on
the motion of facts within his own
knowledge, the member for Marquette
bad done io his statement of facts, He
ovly stated that be was eredibly inform-
ed that the faet existed, and he would
be able to prove it, and 1 venture to
say that in the whole rapge of Parlia—
mentary . experience in Kpglaod and|
wherever clse fair play is koown, no
man could expeet to bave got any other
thap the ope be got from the House,
(Checrs) The bon. member who rose
in his place uod said of his own koowl-
cdge, that be was personally coguizant
of certain facts, then the House might
copsider those facts as proved at all
events sufficiently for 8 prima fucie
case for inquiry ; but the hon., member
for Bheflord did not pretend to say so,
but rose in the house and suid be was

- credibly informed of certain facts, and

thereupon asked for a cowmwittee to try
the Goveroment and not only so, but to
try whether the legislation of the preo-
vious session was corrupt or neorrupt ;
whether the members of Parlisment
were right or wrong, and whether that
charter to which great eredit was ai~
tached, was fraudulentor valid, Apd
on the nonee when the” honorable gen-
tlemen made the proposition we resol-
ved to leave it to the House to say
whether they believed that the faets
bad oceurred when the honorable gentle-
map stated that he was eredibly inform-
ed that such was true. The House
voted down themotion. 'Obthe next
day I gave notice that I would introdace
the resolution which Idid introduce.
Mr, Blake rose amid loud cheers from
the Opposition, snd said the hon. gen-
leman who has addressed the House for
more then five hours has in s long
Parlismentary experience lesrned
to eonduct 8 wesk casess no man r
than himself knows. When the logie
of the caseis with bim, when be bas got
sn honest straight ease, no man knows
better than himself the importsnce of
marshalling all the facts in their order,
of abandoniog sl irrelevant topies, of
putting all else aside, and of confiding
te the House the question which is for
its decision; and no man is better
awsre than bimself that when the case
is different, as this ease is, when the ease
is of such s charscter that it esnnot
bear investigation, that the only course
open is to roverse the mode of proceed-
ure, toconfuse the srgument, touch a
tendor part now for s moment, and
then pass away from it, and revert to
itsgain, but with B0 connested straio,
with no af :
demonstrate that which it is impossible
to demonstrate [cheers], and that ether

- srtifice which at the “close of a long

eareer he has ¢ into promisepce
to-night, sod mlu has copied from

£ psiio sty
side,

st plsin argument, to|i

whether thehon. gentleman can or can
pot formulate such eharges, or can or
can not establish them ? We are deal-
ing with men whom we impeach not as
sccused but as established eriminals.—
[Cheers] This pledge of the prisoser
at the bar, that his accuser has been
guilty of some other erime, which the
hon. gentleman has been this night
declariog, cannot now be entertained.—
Let him or those who succeed bim in
Parliament, at some future day, as soon
as he pleases when these ¢ have
been disposed of, redeem his pledges
this night given, and put these matters,
or such of them as may be deemed
proper to trial, but let us disembarrass
the controversy of them. Whatever be
the fate of these charges, they eapnot
affect the fate of ome vote to be given
on this question which my bon. friend
from Lamb%%n hss tendered for the
judgment of thilr:(:lﬁl;,’ s‘:: which it is
oposed to supersede smendment
g:’the hon. member for Pictou. That
uestion is, comparatively spesking, .a
short and simple one. I thought till 1
heard the hon. gentleman’s speech, that
it was large enough—that it embiaced
topies which might well be subject
matter of a considerable amount of dis—
cussion ; but it is short, simple and
contraoted within parrow limits, when
you pare it of the vast range of irrelevant
topics, which the hon. gentleman has
chosen to bring' ipto the discussion.—
What are the two questions? First,
whether in the course of the investigs-
tion, the conduct of the Government
merits the approval of the house; aod,
secondly,” whether the result of the
evidence is such as to merit the approval
or condempatison of the house. What
have we todo with the cries the hon.
gentleman says we raised agaiost him?
What bave we to do with the question
of the Nova Scotia subsidy ?  What
have we to do with the question of the
Washiogton Treaty ? What have we
te do with the question of the Manitoba
Act, or with the attitude of the Opposi-
tion at the period of the wunion with
British Columbia, or upon the subjeet of
the Pacific Railway ? The hon. gentle—
man commenced his speech with the
deliberate design of confusing matters,
of taking up a subject and then dropping
it, and once more approaching it. He
commenced - by an allusion to the
question of the prorogation, snd he
argued the question upon two grounds.
He, first of all, pointed out that proroga—
tion and the will of the people eould no
longer be opposed, and that the prerog-
ativewas a part of the liberty of the
le, and be insisted that the question

pot subsist for a moment. What—
everjopivion hc holds as to what the
duty of his Excellency was uuder the
advice tendered to him, that question is
pot raised in this debate. I limit my-
self to what s raised in the debate, and
that is the course of his Excelleney's

Ministers—(cheers)—the advice

tendered and the course they pursued.
It is all very well to tell ms that the
prerogative is of less importance than it
once was, It is all very well to tell us
it esn po longer accomplish in the hands
of the Crown what it once could accom-
plish, It makes no difference to a free
le whether their rights be invaded

the Crown or the Cabinet. Whatis
material to them is to know thst -their
rights ate invaded, and to secure that
they shall not be invited, to guard
against that increased snd increasing
power of the Executive which ts
itselfin these modern days. is is mo
fantasy of mine. You will find the best
writers upon constitutional topies point-
ing out that danger. You will find that
most fair and impartial and eandid
writer, Hallam, expressly -adverting to
the danger of the increase by insidious
degrees of the executive ‘power of the
Cabinet, and the importance on the part
of the people to'lrtevent that increase.—
It is very well to tell the people you
are all powerful, but if you hasd over
to the Cabinet powers—inordinate
powers, not suseeptible of being kept
under proper control—that very expres-
sion of popular will which is to
popular government you may be ved
of aod what we complain of the
present case is that the hon: geotlemao
says the prerogative under the adviee of
ru?ouiblo Ministers ean never be used
sgainst the 'peogle. We allege that the
i er the advice of Minis-

listen to with assent, is the ,doeﬂm",tc
of its

to be

reference to cach

We ought to find not

merely that there does not exist some
t m‘ lar. danger from the
but that there exists no
possibility of danger from their aban—

donment. And even if we cannot see

. | at the moment the danger, we must find

cause for abandon-
ing them before we give up one safe-
guard which has been down to
us, and which itis our duty tz hter:ns;mt
unimpaired to posterity. (Cheers.)—
The lion. gentleman has argued this
question historically ; he has told us
that a formal announcement of proroga-
tion was made as frofn the Crown. I
did not underetand any such announce—
ment. No such announcement was in
words made. I have heard the hon.
gentleman sanounce the " intention of
the Crowa before to-day upon such
topies. I bave beard him announce
what the advice to the Crown would be,
and what he had been authorized by the
Crown to state upon such topics. That
on this oceasion it will be said by him
there was a formal announeement from
the Crown, I say the house did not
understand it. I say more; it is con-
tradicted by the faots supposed, that if
the Crown had formally, through the
First Minister, anterior to adjournment
cowumunicated the intention t6 proroguc
at the opening of the housc on the 13th
of August, the Crown would have sent
a second commuanieation to this Chamber,
through you, Mr. Speaker, to thc same
effect ; and yet we were ioformed by
you on the 13th of August, that you had
that day received a communication from
his Excelleney that it was his intention
to prorogue the house that day. I want
to know, if 8 formal message liad been
understood by the Government to be
communieated before, why there was a
second intimation to the House through
you'to that effeect ? No, Sir, the whole
idea of prorogation on the 13th of
August was based of necessity upon
the one theory of the result of the
members of the Committee, namely, that
their labors would be effectually prose-
cuted, and that they would result in 2
verdict of sequitial. I do not belicve that
the - hon. gentleman would seriously
argue that be intended that this houze
provided the evidence before the Com-
mittee established the charges, was to
wait notil pext spring before it pro-
nounced judgment upon the case; that
this house would allow Ministers to
maintain the controlof the Government
of this country after they bad been
clearly proved to be unworthy of the
trust committed to them. 1 believe that
a proposal like that would not be
assented to by the house, and whatever
was said, must from necessity of the
case must be taken to have been said
under the conditions I have named. Hec
bimself would not have dared to say to
this house, “though the evidence before
the Committee proves my guilt I will still
have Parliament not meet for business
on the 13th; I will still retain power
till | ¥ebruary or March npext.” Ilc
would not have dared to say that; but
in the ostentatious assumptions of inno-
oence that he put forward, ~he chose
to affirm that nothing whatever could
be proved, and that the result of the
Committee would be to establish his
innocence, and therefore there would be
pothing whatever for the house to do.
Now, Sir, that it was thonght impossible
that that state of things which the hon.
geotleman was finally and definitely
sgreed upen, the adjournment should,
under all eircumstances, and under =l
contingencies remain as the settléd state
of things, is shown by our being here
to-night, discussing this question,
because the eontingency did arise, which
rendered it quite impossible to adhere to
this programme of the hon. gentlemzn,
declared to be settled and final. [is
programme was that Parliament thould
pot meet till l"ebnlary. What do e
hear now of a breach of faith on the
part of the Crown ? The idea was that
we were pot to meet until next spring.
There was no idea of a fall sitting,
and isit not just as much a breach of
faith for every member to have been
summoned here on the 23rd of October,
as it would have been to bhave been
summoned for businéss on the 13th of
August? We are here at a time when
it was potjexpected, according to the
programme, so the hon. gentleman’s
fixtures were and coneeived on this onc
contingency, and that econtingency not
having happened, the Comuittee not
having been able to do anything, we are
bere to-day, which, according o tlic
hon. gentleman’s view is a breach of
faith. It seemsto me that uader these
circumstances we haveto consider this
prorogation not by itself alone, but as =«
means to an end. (Hear, hear.) Tt
did obviously aceomplish one thing. On
the 21st of July, the authorized ao-
nouncement was made to membors, that
at the earliest moment this matter
would be submitted to a tribunal com-

tent to take evidemce under oath.—

t also appears that while the committec
and its existence was contemporancous
with the existence of that session of
Parliament, Ministers  themscives
thought it not fit to interfere with a
Committee, although it could do nothing
by issuing a Commission the Commission
being, as we may fairly assume, the
tribunal which was in contemplation by
them on the 2lst July, when the
suthorised announcement was made.—
You find so far back as this the design to
withdraw from Parliament, and to bring
before another tribunal this investigation.
Now, it was perfectly obvious that the
effect of prorogation would be to destroy
the enquiry, to destroy the powers of the
Committee, and that whatever had to
be done would bave to be recommenced.
Under our Constitution, owing to a
difference in its forms, similar results
would’not be arrived at in England, as has
been frequently said on both sides. This
charge was in * substance an impeach-
ment.

At this stage of the hon. gentleman’s
speech, Mr. Holton suggested the
adjournment it being half past two
o’clock.

The House accordingly adjourned.

Ottawa, Nov. 4.

The 8 r-took the chair at 3 p.m.

Mr. Blake resumed the debate on the
Address. He said that last night he
pointed out that a great number of the
topies introduced by the First Minister
of the Crown were wholly irrelevant to
the serious question iog our atten—
tion. The and the hon. gentle-
man koow it is not my custom to shrink
from a fair discussion of any public
question at any time, or at any place, or

. | before audiences from any of the Pro-

vinces whom the hon. gentleman seeks
to array and whose champion
bon

| Sir, it is not fit that we shoald

! with tl:isddi;:ﬁ- py the-s o
tions, and . ;
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' because itis known I wi

the campaign. T was
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believe the First Minister's
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cial Building. Now, the conduet of the
Govcrnment in the past has no moré to
do with protecting them against thi

been guilty of any, should have sa ill

effect. In ecstablishing the charges
against them, it is to be ~smembered

i

public trust.  You must not forget that
charges of this description can only be
maintamned against persons who have
borne very good characters. It is
against persons obtaining positions of
trust, who having, as they aliege, assum-
ing their arguments to be correct, ob—
tained through their poliey a position
which they might use improperly, they
put forward their previous good conduet
in defence of their improprieties. The
cmbezzlement by a confidential clerk, or
the betrayal of a trast by a bribe, could

criminal trials

to test the good

duct. - At
5CS are ('ﬂ“cd
mercly called to mitigate the sentenece ;
but “upon this ‘question the verdict of
this House is asked, guiltyor not guilty
of the charges, and of concuct which
merits the severe cemsure of this House.
Upon that issuc good conduc! was im-
material. It was material in one sense,
because it involved a confession of guilt
by appealing to these mitigat'ng circom-
stances. So far from the Opposition
being actuated by any sectional fecling,
as has been alleged against us in regard
to our policy respecting the different
Provinees, I believe it can be demon-
stratcd that fair play on our part of this
Dominion has been the grouadwork of
our policy in the past and will be
the groundwork of our policy in
the future. He is the trme section—
alist who sccks to array Province
against Province. Let it mot be said
that in this House any member, come
from what Province he may, isnot to be
free to argue questions of public policy.
Now I return tb those matter which are
more or less touched by the mait befors
the House. In the first place, the hon.
gentleman granted that the motion of
the member for Shefford was a motion
of wantof confidence. Hedic not think
that was very material, but the proofs
in this matter were threefold ; first of all
the hon. gentleman read a statement from
the Ottawa correspondence of the Globe,
and he aonounced that the great party,
which my hon. friend leads, was i-revo-
cably bound, because the GLOBE corres-
pondent said, before it was known what
the motion would be, that it was expeet-
ed it would be a motion of waat of con-
fidence. That argument is o absurd
that the. mere statement of it ic its suffi-
cient answer. Then the hon. gentleman
turned to the member for Wentworth:
My honourable friend did say b:s opinion
was that the motion was interded as a
wotion of want of confidence. ‘I did not
20 understand it, and I did no’ under—
stand that my honourable frierd set up
his views as binding apon tk2 whole
party. Lastly, the hon. gentleraan said
the wode of making the motion i»dicated
it to Le a motion of want of coifidence,
namely, by amendment to a motion to
co into Committee of Supply. " That is
not correct in point of Parliam<nt law,
and there are to be found:twc notable
inslances of the same, contradicamg the
entleman’s theory, in which amend-
nts 1o o into Committee of Supply
were carried; and were mot tr'mea?u
motions of want of confidence.” Well,
Eir, what were the reasons on the other
haud ?  The nature of the motion itself
is onc which prevented it from: being
calicd properly a motion of want of con—
fidence. A motion for enquiry is not of
ncecssity a motion of want ot confidence.
A chargze is made; a charge of such
gravily as to demand an investigation,
and the proposal to have an investiga—
iion. cannot be a proposal that there is
no confidence in the Administration. I
quite admit that the Administration can
male it\a motion of want of confidence,
but thc motion itself, as projected by the
wover, cannot be considered one of want
of confidenee,  Then the attitude of the
member for Shefford in makiag the
motion, indieatcd it was not one of want
of confidence. e made no specch; he
made no attack upon the Ministry ; he
simply wade his statement and the
charee based upon it. Then the attitude
of Ministers themselves stamps their
arzument oat, because they themeelves
made a similar motion a few days later.
Next the hon, gentleman alleged that no
pressure was put upon him to grant the
Committce. Well, of course we accept
unreservedly the statement of the hon.
gentleman, but it is established by the
evidence brought forward last might in
this House, that several supportersof the
Goverament considered the charges were
a proper subject of investigatiom, and
they informed the members of the Goy-
eroment that was the last vote they would
receive from them unless the Committee
was granted. By what intitution the
hon. gentleman became possessed of this
fact it boots mnot to consider ; suffice it
0 say that pressure was put upon the
Government, and that the Government
yielded to the pressure. Then the hon.
gentleman stated that he never dreamed
that the Cowmittee would procsed at
once. I ask every candid man in this
House, exeept the hon. gentleman,
whetber he ever dreamed of anything
else—whether the whole tone of the dis—
cussion, the conduct of the varions
ceedings which ensued.susbequent; to the
alppoiutment of the Committee, did no
all point conclusively to the i
at once, and prolonéng them
the Committee beyond the session only
in case it should be found impossible to
finish those labours during the session ?
The hon. gentleman was bound. if he
theught that this Committee wou!d not
meet to do business till after the rsturn
of these gentlemen, to have said at onge
that Committee could do Y
their return. He was bound to have
taken the house into his confideree in
this matter, but there were many mat-
terslwith reference to which the hon.
gentleman kept his supporters i
dark. All thzt time he had in his &
damning pa that contract between
Sir Hugh Allan and  his - American
associates—papers which have disg>aced
the writer of them irredeemably thr-ugh-
out the world. And yetthe hos. gr utle-

man never took his supporters int: his
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charze than their misdeeds, if they have | agreed

not be condoned by previous good con— | Proo
witnes—|speec

hon. had become
the villany that had

the man whom he

! of President of
f cheers.) Itwas
hon. gentlemah to have
which he was swaying

ither he was leading

is Committee could

that Province too much for her Pgovinspman has told us that he knew the chances

were infinitesimally small that these
bgentleman would return during the
session, and yet the hon. gentleman
to have the Qaths’ Bill pushed
through the house, and he brought down
His Excellency in the middle of the
session to assent to that Bill. To what
ead did he do that unusual thing, if the
Qaths’ Bill was not to be used imme-
diately afterwards ? (Hear, hear.) It
is clear that, whatever may have been the
hon. gentleman’s secret thought, he was
willing to lead this to believe that im-
mediate action on the part of the Com-
mittee met, the hon. geatleman applied
for an adjournment, which the Commit-
tee agreed to. That proposition was
subjected to the house, and then for the
first time he delivered a speech in
vindication of his conduct in which he
declared there was not one jot or tittle of
f of these charges. le made a
b, in which I am sure he led every
man on both sides of this house to be-

character of the eriminal, bu: they mfeve that either he must have becn

clearly aod utterly false, or my hon.
friend for Shefford must have bcen
utterly mistaken bringing forward 'this
charge. No shadow of foundation fur
it; nothing whatever which could have
led .to the preferring of such charges.
These were the declarations of innocence
on the part of thc hon. gentleman.
Under these civeumstances, and by
virtue of that denial (how candid it was,
he having all the paper in his desk at
tho time, you may judge), heindaced the
house to postpone the Committee. The
Committee was to meet on the 2ad of
July. It so happened that T was not in
the house during any of the discussions
upon the subject of the Qaths’ Bill.
I was present when the Committec was
moved for when the hon. gemtlemen
made the statement that the evidence
should be taken under oath, for he it
was who first made the suggestion to
take the evidencec on oath. T thought
it strange that he should usk that com-
mittee to sit after prorogation without
asking for a bill to authorize that
procedure, and I thought also that if he
desired to take evidence on oeath, he
should have a Bill for the purpose. 1 have
argued this question before, and I argue
it to day upon other and higher grounds
than the qustion whether the Oaths Bill
was intra or extra vires. That is of no
consequence, because if we have not got
the power we can easily get that power,
but the question of disallowance is one of
the most serious questions that can _be
brought before this Paliament. The
views of the First Minister upon this
question of disallowance have been made
public. On the 8th day of June, 1868,
in 2 memorandum submitted to His
Excellency, the first Minister used these
words ;—*“Of late years Her Majesty’s
Government has not as a ,general rule
interfered with the legislation of the
colonies, their representative institutions
and responsible Government, except
in the case especially mentioned in the
instructions to the Governor as in a
matter of Imperial and not merely local
interest.”  That is the true rule, stated
in the most modern terms as to the
exercise of this power of disallowance.
No interference ualess the instructions
specially communicated to the Governor
General required interference ; therefore,
1 say that in the intersts of Canada, the
greatest sclf governing community in
depedennce upon the British Crown, that
one in which we see the imperium in
imperio that one in which of all others
we ought to prescrve as far as possible,
in thc interest of ’‘the Empire
in the interests of the connectien, those
well scttled lincs as to the interference
of the Empire in domestic matters
in that dependency, we find this dis-
allowance has taken place. DBut can we
blame thc Imperial Goverament in the
face of the facts which have been Jivul-
ed by the the papers brought down after
the disallowance? No, Sir, we canmnot,
and why ? Because the First minister of
this country in the betrayal of his duty
to his country, expressely invited the
attention of Her Majesty's Government
Cheers.] . So far from suggesting, as
ought to have suggested to His
Excellency that the Act was one of
domestic importance solely, and one
which would not interfere  at all with
the Empire, this honourable gentleman
says this—“The undersigned, to whom
has been reicrred by your Excellency
the Bill passcd during the present ses-
sion,” and so on; concluding. “The
undersigned has come to conclusion,
although not without doubt, that this
Bill is not within the competency or
jurisdiction of the Canadian Parliament,
and that the attention of Her Majesty’s
Government should be called to the' pro-
visions and to the doubt that exists
with respect to its validity.” The in-
timation of the honourable gentleman,
| promptly acted upon by the law officers
of Her Majesty’s Government, was in
the direct contradition to the principle
laid down by himself, that Her Majesty’s
Government should net interfere in our
domestic legislation, but leave us to
settle our troubles by onr own machine-
ry. In ignorance of this dispatch, I
did not blame the Imperial Goverament
for departing from what I stated to be a
well settled rule. I am free te admit
that the onus has been shifted, and now
lies upon the shoulders of the First
Minister of this country. (Cheers) I
observe, Sir that the proclamation issued
on the first day of July was not accom-
ied by the certificate which it is pro-
vided by the Act shall accompany it.
[Cheers.] ‘And I confess I did not
suppose the hon. gentleman would have
been guilty of the act which from these
papers it now appears he committed. I
it was by some slip that it

ed. Tle election was urgent,

there was haste in the matter, it wasa
public holiday, there were various things
to be done, and I supposed that the
oertificate. of Lord Kimberley, which is
required to be appended to it, bad
mierely been omitted ; but l;:’ tht; papers
'brought down, it appears that the Act
was not ripe for disallowance at the
time; it appears the certificate was
: and sealed in Eogland upon-the
first of July, the same day upon which
the ion was issded in Cananda
e disallowance. [

to say it was a surprise and & sho-k
many of them when :they found
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effect that the Aot was disallowoed, he ill

-|advised and misled His Execcllency,

causing him to commit a violation of the
law, and officially proclaimed disallow-
ance. (Hear, hear.) At that time His
Exoellency was physically incapable of
performing the act of dis allowancs, be-
cause he had not yet received the oerti-
ficate of the Secretary of state, which the
law requires. [Cheers.] Under these
circumstances it would have been fitting
for the hon. gentleman not to have
caused this proclamation to be brought
out. It would have been well tor him
to have waited until the certificate
which the law requires had arrived.
The Committee could then have proceed-
ed with and probably finished their
labours, because, till‘the legal proclama-
tion of its disallowance, it had as much
force as an Order in Council. The ob-
ject of the hon. gentleman, however,
was not thus to be accomplished. To
meet thesc objctions he thought it
necessary that the disallowance should
be proclaimed; and the proceedings of
the Committee stayed. The honourable
gentleman alleges that this disallowance
was the act of the Lord -Chancellor of
England, as I think he urged in the
argument he advanced to you. I make
hinr a present of the proposition that the
Act is ultra vires of the powers of this
Parliament, and I lcave to the hon,
member for Cardwell, who introduced
the Bill in this House, to establish to
the Housc as he establshed. before, in
spite of the exertions of his leader, that
the Bill is not beyond our jurisdiction.
I assume for the purpose of argument
that the Bill was ultra vircs, and have
only the constitutional question to put,
whether, the fact that it was ultra vires
being established, it was fit that it should
be disallowed. [ Hear, hear,| I am aware
that the hon. gentleman is gazetted
although not yet sworn, a member of
Her Majesty's Privy Council, and he
probably knows more than I do, or
perhaps than I ever can do, of what takes
place in that Council,’and perhaps he
knows that the Lord Chauocallor gives
to every order of the council his personal
consideration and sanction. I am very
much surprised to hear it, but I do not
think that the hon. gentleman will here
allege or contend that it isthe Lord
Chancellor’s duty to consider the validity
or legality of every Order in Council.
In this case, as is quite apparent upon
the face of the despatch, the Lord
Chancellor was not at the Council when
the Act was disallowed. Considering the
circumstances, considering that it was
presented and disposed of on the 26th,
and the result telegraphed on the 27th
of June, I have anotion that the Lord
Chancellor heard of the matter for the
first time when that little breeze blew
from this to the other side of the water
gcheers] ; butit is of no consequence. I
ecline, in matters of consequence to the
good government of this country alone,
to be bound by the opinion of the Lord
Chancellor of England, or any other
officers of that country. [Hear, hear,
and cheers.] The question, whether
according to the well settled principles
which regulate the conduct of Imperial
authorities in matters relating to the in-
ternal cconomy of self governing
colonies, the act being ultra vires, our
Minister acted worthily or unworthily in
suggesting the course which was taken.
He told us, then, very strongly, that the
Crown had its independent right ; that
as an independent branch of the Legis-
lature, the Crown had a right to issue
this commission, and to send papers and
despatches to the house for which they
could find no onc responsible. Let us
steer an cven course between these
arguments, néither diminishing nor ex-
tending these prerogatives. Then I
maintain that no word the hon. gentle-
man has said was sufficient to justify
that invasion of the rights of Parliament
which was created by the constitution of
this Commission, based as it was on
words spoken by my houn. fricnd in his
place here, and for thé investigation of
the charges, it haviag to do, as it had,
with high crimes and misdemeanours
alleged the Ministers, of the Crown and
members of this House, therefore it was
the exclusive property of the people’s
Housec. What an instance of weakness
that was, and what extremities was
the hon. gentleman reduced to, when he
was forced strenuously, carnestly, might
I say theatrically ?—to argue that he
had communicated the charges of the
hon. member for Shefford to the Crown,
because he sent a Bill to the Senate to
empower this House to cxamine
witnesses under oath. That Bill did
not say anything about thesc charges, it
was a gencral law ; but the hon. gentle—
man said he communicated these charges
in order to induce him to do that futile
thing which he knew was a fatile thing
—obtain his assent to the Bill in the
middlc of the scssion. I koow of no
authorization for him to inform His
Exccllency of what was passing in this
Chamber. I say it was the height of
audacity, and an insult to this Chamber,
to tell us by word, act, of deed of the
violation, infringement, or waving of
the privileges belonging to us. The
member, if he made it, on hisown res-
ponsibility, and if he did he is guilty of
a crime which will not fortify him, but
weaken his position before which he was
on trial: The hoa. gentleman had
utterly failed to produce a precedent
for such a Commission as this, The hon.
gentleman brought forward on a similar
occasion the Ceylon Commission. That
precedent, however, no longer did duty.
It has exploded, but. he brings forward
another.  He took the case of the
Maderia Commission, but he knew that
precedent had no application, so in his
defence he does not bring that forward
asa precedent, but he falls upon a pre—
cedent in the Mellville "case, which
was directly against him. This was a
Parliamentary Commission, and not a
Royal Commission, to enquire into a case
with reference to the navy which had
prevalence for some time. He asked the
house if that. be the nearest precedent
for this Royal Commission ? not sane-
tioned by the house. The precedent
was the clearest and strongest proof that
British history farnished no ‘authority
on which the hon. gentleman acted. He
however, says that the Crown, as the
first branch of the Legislature had aright
to exercise the prerogative. He also said
there was nothing particular in these
charges to prevent the Semate from
having a Committee to investigate them.
Certainly not, 1f the Committee were

,{founded on information which they

might properly have, but would be no
authority for the Senate taking up the
hon. gentleman’s charge and founding a
Committee upon it, nor was there a‘z
|
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.that Commission was perfectly
legal; but when the Commission was is-
sued, instead of being that character, it
recited the motion of the hon. member
for Shefford and the order of the House
made upon that  motion. The
hon. gentleman ought to have presented
to this Huuse some better argument,
some better reason for the advice he
gave. Upon that occasion he tells you
that thero are statutes which justify it,
but my hon. friend from Durham has
shown clearly that the statutes merely
provided for such Commissions certain
powers. What was the revolting soenc
depicted by the Minister last night?
Going about the country asking ounc
judgc and another to becomo his judge in
this great State trial, ‘ He would ask
onc judge to come who would say I
canuot, but I recommend you to so and
s0.” The right hon.” gentleman had
caused a Commission to beissucd, the
men named by himself. He has made
efforts to persuade us that the judges
must be imperial, but such arguments as
that ought to convince, and I hope every
man with a scase of public duty is con-
vinced that that was onc which cannot
be sustained. (Applausc.) The hon.
gentlemaa is not fond- of ancient prece-
dents, and asks us to abandon them
altogether. He says with the new light
we possess, we can safely abrndon our
old lamps that have guided the footsteps
of our forefathers for so long a period.
1 profess to-be a Conservative of the
Coustitution of the country, the princi-
ples of British labour, and the securitics
for popular rights. (Hear, hear.) Ido
desiro to guard these precedents, which
ought to scrve us as guides in the future.
(Applause.) Let mec add an instance
whicn scrves to show the fallacy of the
hon. gentleman’s argument. Hec says,
on one part, the prerogative was danger-
ous because it was uscd by thc Crown:
The most dangcrous instances of the
exercise of the prerogative we have
known, which have eonflicted with the
interests of the people, have been abuses
of the prerogative by Ministers. [Hear,
hear.] In the time of Charles the
Duke of Buckingham was impeached,
and that impeachment had goue a cer-
tain distance when a select committee,
consisting of the most cminent men, was
appointed to preparc articles of the
charge.. Some of the articles had been
prepared. The impeached Minister
used in that Committee, -as the hon.
gentleman had used in this Committee,
the prerogative of the Crown to stay the
hand of the Commons. The impeached
Minister induced the Sovereign hur-
riedly to prorogue the House and stay
the hand of his accusers. Sir, what
happened immediately afterwards ? Two
days later the Cemmittee of the Com-
mons; wha had been appointed to pre-
pare the charges, received a message
from the law officer of the Crown the
Attorncy Geueral, requesting their at-
tendance. "~They attended, and a re-
quest was made to them. Let me read
read you the snswer thesc eminent men
return. “Whereas, this morning, when
we attended upon a commandment from
His Majesty, signed by yourself, you
gave us an intimation of a purpose of
His Majesty to have a proceeding in the
Star Chamber against the Duke of
Buckingham, of such matters as he stood’
charged with in Parliament, and to that
end required to be instructed what
proofs we had to maintain the several
charges prepared from the Commons to
the Lords against the Duke and accord-
ding to your advice have copsidered
thereol together, and cntreat you to take
knowledge that whitsoever was dong by
us in that business was done by the
command of the house of Commous, and
by their direction some proofs were
delivered by the Lords with the charges,
but what other proofs the house would
have used according to the liberty re-
served to themselves, cither for .the
maintenace of the charges or upon the
reply, we neither know nor can we un-
Elliott, Pym,
Glanville, Selden, and others.” Not
satisfied with that, the impeached Min-
ister advised the King to have Sir John
Elliott taken before the Privy Counsil,
where they endeavored to extort an-
swers with regard to the evidence. Sir
John Elliott responded that what he
had leanred he learned only in the
house for, the service of that house, and
not except for its service would he make
usc of that information. The proceed-
ings in the Star Chamber went on, and
were entirely of the sham character, and
sham results took place, and there was
an end to the attempt madc in those
evil days by an impeached Minister to
use the prerogative for the purpese of
transferring from the house the accusa-
tion made -against himself. Aund yet
the hon. ientlemnn says, notwithstand-
ing the objection to its constitutionality,
notwithstanding the absencc of prece-
dent, notwithstanding immensely great-
er objections, that thc Commission’
moved for by the Minister himself,
specially for the trial of himself, that
this Coznission is alegal ome. The
Commission is to be tried by its works.
I think thosc works will result in the
verdict given when that question came
up before us. I think the hon. member
for Cardwell during the last-session
pointed out the difficulties that would
arise from a Commission being appoint—
ed. He expresed strong objections to
it, as it would remove this matter out
of the hands of the Commons, aund a
feeling of joy on learning that the right
hon. gentleman had yielded to the gen-
eral view. [ think, Sir these observa-
tions have been more than fortified by
the result, and I expect to find that the
bon. gentlemen will not withdraw from
this position. I expest to find him
maintaining the inexpediency of any
such transfer as that which has taken
place. I maintain that there exists
evidence to show that this- Commission
was eminently unsatifactory. Questions
were put by the Commissioners
that ought not in many instances to
bave been put in the mode in which
they were. A e;ilmgs, for ;;::moe, on
being questioned respeoti ent
of $20,000, instead of axtil;%g ths;’i:ou
;q therotton, the Commissioner said to

im, I sup you signed it inadvert-
ently,” mm witness adopted the
suggestion and adopted the means of
chpoh_ xlh‘;l’n‘ st:o Eomnmone ioner gave

m. -the newspaper gave
this question and answer, the qllesg;on
is omm in the before Parlia.
ment, it appears to be a volun
expression of the witness. Aghn:’,
leasing questions of a most objectionable
r'." tted to be put, and
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That question was
» most objectionable one, but the witness
would mot take the question, which he
found ph.- &:.l:o olf the house. These are
sam a large mass of improprie—
ties which could be brought ?orsnd.
The opinion shared by all ia this coun-
try, and, I am satisfied, catertained by
the majority of this house, is that the
disclosures of the Commission are such
as call for the iustant action of Parlia-
meot.  The disclosures which were
made were such as to require at the
carliest moment possible that the (ues-
tion should be submitted, and the scnse
of the heuse taken upon it. In that
spirit, in"that view, was the motion of
my friend from Lambton made abaudon-
ing nothiang, for it censures the coursc as
well as the disclosures, not rccogoiziog
the legality of the Commission ;' yet we
find the case so strong, so- plain, that we
would have boen recreant to our duty
if he had hesitated to place in our hands
a motion upon which the sense of the
housc may be taken ; and although the
hoo. gentleman rambled from one sub-,
ject to another in his long discourse, an
touched upon topics wholly irrclevant,
yet he failed altogether to touch what
wy hou. friend proposed to this house
as the real root of this matter. It had
been known in this country before the late
clections that bribery had asrumed pro-
portions. It Kad been known that it
was on the incrcase. It had become a
Berious question with hoacst people in
this country how long popular gevern-
ment could be maintained if corruption
were farther continued. The attention -
of those had been directed to it who are
intcrested in the clevation of the people,
in the purity of \he peopic, and who
desire to avoid that increasing demora-
lization which results from the sale of
the franchise. Attention had also beon
directed to this subject in the old
country, and means have been tested and
found satisfactory for reducing to a mini-
mum those evils. = The hon. gentleman,
so far from being an optionist, has
become an Oppositionist. He believes
that this cxpenditure at electjons always
has existed and always will exist., He
abandons in despair the hope of secing a
fair and pure electior. Sir, I do not
abandon that hope. (Cheers.) If I
did, I would despair of the Republic.
But the truth is the hon. sentlcman’s
tactics werc of the other description.
We had tried the effect of another law
upon this matter. It had been tried
under his eyes.. He witnessed the effect
of it in the Province of Ontario. I say
—and I can speak with as much knowl-
edge as any other man in this country
upon this'subject— I say that while the
election in Ontario in 1867 wasa corrupt
one, the election in 1871 was the purest
that had been known in the last 25 years
(cheers) ;-and I say that that enormous
change produced by a proper election
law, and by a course being adopted which
I have always recommended privately
and in public, which, I believe, is the
only course upon which any party fairly
ought to succecd, and I hope any course
upon which any party will succeed, viz,,
that having & law which will enable you
to punish bribery and corruption, you
keep your own hands altogether clean,
and expend whatever money you choose
to expend for electioneering purposes,
i searching, repressing, and pupishing
currupt acts on the part of your oppon-
cats. Appeal to the courts, let your
expenses be in the courts, Let the
courts try the case, and if the election
of your opponent has not becn pure, he
must suffer from the consequences of this
corruption. That was the principle upou -
which the clection of 1871 was carried,
and that was the principle upon which
the election of 1872 would have been tun
had the hon. gentleman permitted it.
But, Sir, although the hon. gentleman
affirmed solemaly to this house that the
Election Commistees” were a  good
tribunal, and _though he induced this
house so far“to believe it as to leave that
elections, yet thé hon. gentleman in his
evidence has told us—and I know of no
case.in which a pulflic man has been so
completely and unequivocally "condemn-
ed out of his own mouth—he has told us
in his evidence that corrupt and illegal
expenditure made unlawful by the laws
for which he is chiefly responsible, had
existed, and would continue to exist, be-
cause the tribunal itself was such ascould
ot be expected to be effective. He said
that the expenditurc for hiring. teams -
and for entertainments was illegal, and
yet-was universal. According to_the ; -
hon. geatleman’s reasoning, everybody.
did it, and he would not expect that five
members, cach of whom had treated and
hired teams, would judge the seat of
another member void because he had
treated and hired teams. That was the
character of the tribunal which the hon.
gentleman imposed upon this country
in the late clections. Upon page 119 of .-
the evidence, where ene of his%leagnes
was cross-examining him, /the First
Minister testified that he bglieved the
practice of hiring teams apd treating
was universd],  and that hg/had never
known of any serious contest before the
Election Committec on the ground of
such expenditure: The hpn. gentleman
tells us that he has 40 yeaﬁ(lsxperience
in elections, and he had Tound that
tribunal so utterly ineffective, that the
law upon the statute book which declar-
ed this system of hiring tcams to be
illegal, was a dead letter—was violated
with impunity. Aud yet the hon: gen-
tleman declined to change that law, and
declared it to be a good law by refusing
to us the trial by judges. How does it,
may I ask, lie in the hon. gentleman's
mouth to say he was forced into a large
nditure, in these elections ?  (Hear,
hear.) Iftherc wasa large expenditure,
he forced it. He eaused it by tried
means—first by insisting upon retaining
the law which he acknmowldged to be
utterly ineffective, and secondly, by
bringing forward these fands from Allan,
which, I suppose, were put with other
fands I do not know apy&ing about it.
I was absent from the couvatry at the
time. I spent no money, and I was
elected in spite of the opposition of the
hon. gentleman ; but if there was alarge
expenditure, he is the last man in this
country—he who arrdnged at an early
period for expenditure of that money-—
he is the last min to complain pitifully,
and say, “I was forced into spending
money at clections which I would not
otherwise have done.” (Cheers.) Why,
Sir, the hon. gentleman, at the com-—
mencement of last session, was so
impressed with the im noe of kee
ing within the law—of not infringing in
any way upon the jurisdiction if the
Election Committee, that he would not
permit this houso to render justico to
the people of West Peterboro’, that he
told the house the :::t not seat the
man temporarily the majority of
votes, but that the man who m he
bad vot the confidence of the

should sit and-




