
deliver on the 13th of August, he was 
advising the issue of a committee or a 
Commission to enquire into the charges? 
The Speech from the Throne stated that 
a Commission would be appointed to 
enquire into certain matters connected 
with the Pacific Railway. For all I 
know 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 tolls you 
that there 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 scene 
depicted by the Minister last night? 
Going about the country asking one 
judge and another to become his judge in 
this great State trial. 4 He would ask 
one judge to come who would say "I 
cannot, but I recommend you to so and 
so.” The right hon.” gentleman had 
caused a Commission to be issued, 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 sense of public duty is con­
vinced that that was one which cannot 
be sustained. (Applause.) The bon. 
gentleman is not fond of ancient prece­
dents, and asks us to abandon them

man caused the proclamation of Re­
allowance to bo issued illegally upon that 
day, in order to stop the proceedings of 
the Committee, and carry out the scheme 
which this memorandum shows he con- 
templated from the commencement, of 
this disallowance. [Cheers.] Sir, upon 
a telegraphic communication to the 
effect that the Act was disallowed, he ill 
advised and misled His Excellency, 
causing him to commit a violation of the 
law, and officially proclaimed disallow­
ance. (Hear, hear.) At that time His 
Excellency was physically incapable of 
performing the act of dis allowances, be­
cause be had not yet received the certi­
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 these objetions 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 
him a present of the proposition that the 
Act is ultra vires of the powers of this 
Parliament, and I leave to the hon. 
member for Cardwell, who introduced 
the Bill in this House, to establish to 
the House as be established 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 vires, 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, j 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 Chancellor 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 is the 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 a notion 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 
[cheers] ; but it is of no consequence. I 
decline, 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 economy 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 one responsible. Let us 
steer an even course between these 
arguments, neither 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 
whicli was created by the constitution of 
this Commission, based as it was on 
words spoken by my hon. friend in his 
place here, and for the investigation of 
the charges, it having 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 
House. What an instance of weakness 
that was, and what extremities was 
the hon. gentleman reduced to, when he 
was forced strenuously, earnestly, 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 examine 
witnesses under oath. That Bill did 
not say anything about these charges, it 
was a general law ; but the hon. gentle­
man said he communicated these charges 
in order to induce him to do that futile 
thing whicli he knew was a futile thing 
—obtain his assent to the Bill in the 
middle of the session. I know of no 
authorization for him to inform His 
Excellency 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 his own 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 hon. 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 
as a 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 thia Royal Commission ? not sanc­
tioned by the house, The precedent 
was the clearest and strongest proof that 
British history furnished no authority

answer was, “I cannot say I was, we 
were out-bought.” That question was 
a most objectionable one, but the witness 
would not take the question, which he 
found aras also of the house. These are 
samples from a large mass of improprie­
ties which could be brought forward. 
The opinion shared by all in this coun­
try, and, I am satisfied, entertained by 
the majority of this house, is that the 
disclosures of the Commission arc such 
as call for the instant action of Parlia­
ment. The disclosures which were 
made were such as to require at the 
earliest moment possible that the ques-. 
tion should bo submitted, and the sense 
of the house taken upon it. In that 
spirit, in that view, was the motion of 
my friend from Lambton made abandon­
ing nothing, for it censures the course as 
well as the disclosures, not recognizing 
the legality of the Commission ; yet we 
find the case so strong, so plain, that we 
would have been recreant to our duty 
if he had hesitated to place in our hands E_ 
a motion upon whicli the sense of the 
house may be taken ; and although the 
hon. gentleman rambled from one sub- 
ject to another in his long discourse, and 
touched upon topics wholly irrelevant, 
yet lie failed altogether to touch what 
my hon. friend proposed to this house 
as the real root of this matter. It had 
been known in this country before the late 
elections that bribery had assumed pro- 
portions. It had been known that it 
was on the increase. It had become a 
serious question with honest people in 
this country how long popular gevern- 
ment could be maintained if corruption 
were further continued. The attention 
of those had been directed to it who arc

with assent, is the doctrine. Sir, it is not fit that 
in part with some portion of its with this discussion 1 

We ought to be tions, and I feel 
most jealous with reference io cach discussion of the 
one of these. We ought to find not ‘ because it is known 1 
merely that there does not exist some 
present particular danger from the 
abandonment, 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 
some preponderating cause for abandon­
ing them before we give up one safe­
guard which has been handed down to 
us, and which it is our duty to transmit 
unimpaired to posterity. (Cheers.) — 
The hon. gentleman has argued this 
question historically ; he has told ns 
that a formal announcement of proroga-

houkmake bis Budget speech with you in As to the apostrophe by the hon. gen- listen’s 
aie instead of committee of supply tleman, as to those influences upon that it 
the chair Member said he would take , which he said he now threw himself for jancient privileges.

Railway. Had wo gone into committee 
supply, the hon. gentleman would 

have made in the ordinary Parlismen- 
tarv way, bis motion of want of con- 
fidence 7 But besides if this House 
wants any other witnesses than our own vindicate before the people his policy, 
common House, which goes for some- IWhen be was called upon by reason and 
thing in the next place there is the argument to sustain his course and to 
evidence of the boo. member for South prove his title to the confidence of the 
Westworth, which goes for something, country, it was not to these high and 
(cheers). I would quote authority which elevating sentiments be appealed; it 

gentlemen opposite dont pre- was to Sir Hugh Allan's money [loud 
-**- -4L - obeers], which he obtained by the sale 

of the rights of the Canadian people,

in
of making the judgment upon the feeling an intelligent -judgment of the house and country, 

and of posterity, and last and highest on 
that member's “conscients vests” which

learnthe campaign. I was
the course the campaign took, according 
to the view of the hon. gentleman 
opposite. All I can say is that from 
the information I received, I am led to

he says he possesses, my short answer 
to-this feeling apostrophe is this: that 
the hoc, gentleman was called upon to

believe the First Minister's recollection 
is inaccurate as to the points agitated in 
the west, I believe if anything was mid 
in Nova Scotia, that it was an attack 
upon my honourable friend for giving 
that Province too much for her Provin- 
cial Building. Now, the conduct of the 
Government in the past has no more to 
do with protecting them against this

the hon. L - - , •.
to despise, that is the authority of the 
Globe, (renewed cheers) We have also 
the authority of the Mail. The Mail 
publishes articles, which we sometimes 
approve of and sometimes dont approve 
of ; but no article in ell my experience 
of that newspaper the Globe, that has 
ever appeared in the Globe, and no 
proposition therein, has ever been de­
nounced. They have all been accepted 
by Lou, gentlemen opposite. We all 
know that they are in the most intimate 
connection with the representatives of 
these papers—and I must say of that 
paper, that it has very able repre- 
sentatives and they deserve all the 
confidence which boo. gentlemen piece

charge than their misdeeds, if they have 
been guilty of any, should have an ill 
effect. In establishing the charges

tion was made as from the Crown. Iwhich bo held in trust. What have we 
to do in this great discussion with the 
question whether a letter had been stolen, 
whether a telegram has been bought, 
whether McMullen sold or gave the 
letters of Sir Hugh Allan? Have these 
questions anything to do with (he 
question whether the hon. gentleman 
acted unworthily of his position, and 
betrayed the trust confided to him ?— 
These suggestions of his are interpolated 
into the debate most unjustly, and they 
are excusable only from the feeble con­
dition io which the bon. gentleman this 
night stands. [Cheers.) Bnt for that 
feeble condition, unscrupulous as he has 
shown bimself in debate, I believe that 
even he would have abstained from 
resorting to these arguments. If the 
hon. gentlemen has any charge to make 
against any member of the house of 
having been guilty of sets unworthy of 
a member of this house, I do not doubt

did not understand any such announce­
ment. No such announcement was in 
words made. I have heard the hon. 
gentleman announce the intention of 
the Crown before to-day upon such 
topics. I have heard 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 occasion it will be said by him 
there was a formal announcement from 
the Crown, 1 say the house did not 
understand it. I say more; it is con­
tradieted by the facts supposed, that if 
the Crown had formally, through the 
First Minister, anterior to adjournment 
communicated the intention to prorogue 
at the opening of the house on the 13th 
of August, the Crown would have sent 
a second communication to this Chamber, 
through you, Mr. Speaker, to the same 
effect; and yet we were informed by 
you on the 13th of August, that you bad 
that day received a communication from 
his Excellency that it was his intention 
to prorogue the house that day. I want 
to know, if a formal message had been 
understood by the Government to be 
communicated before, why there was a 
second intimation to the House through 
you to that effect ? 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 a 
verdict of acquittai. I do not believe that 
the hon. gentleman would seriously 
argue that he intended that this house 
provided the evidence before the Com­
mittee established the charges, was to 
wait until next spring before it pro­
nounced judgment upon the case; that 
this house would allow Ministers to 
maintain the control of the Government 
of this country after they bad been 
clearly proved to be unworthy of the 
trust committed to them. I 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. He 
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 .February or March next.” Ile 
would not have dared to say that; but 
in the ostentatious assumptions of inno­
cence 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 
nothing whatever for the house to do. 
Now, Sir, that it was thought impossible 
that that state of things which the hon. 
gentleman was finally and definitely 
agreed upon, the adjournment should, 
under all circumstances, and under all 
contingencies remain as the settled state 
of things, is shown by our being here 
to-night, discussing this question, 
because the contingency did arise, which 
rendered it quite impossible to adhere to 
this programme of the hon. gentleman, 
declared to be settled and final. His 
programme was that Parliament should 
not meet till February. What do we 
hear now of a breach of faith on the 
part of the Crown? The idea was that 
we were not to meet until next spring. 
There was no idea of a fall sitting, 
and is it 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 have been 
summoned for business on the 13th of 
August? We are here at a time when 
it was not expected, according to the 
programme, so the hon. gentleman's 
fixtures were and conceived on this one 
contingency, and that contingency not 
having happened, the Committee not 
having been able to do anything, we are 
here to-day, which, according to the 
hon. gentleman's view is a breach of 
faith. It seems to me that under these 
circumstances we have to consider this 
prorogation not by itself alone, but as a 
means to an end. (Hear, hear.) It 
did obviously accomplish one thing. On 
the 21st of July, the authorized an­
nouncement was made to members, that 
at the earliest moment this matter 
would be submitted to a tribunal com­
petent to take evidence under oath.— 
It also appears that while the committee 
and its existence was contemporaneous 
with the existence of that session of 
Parliament, Ministers themselves 
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 21st July, when the 
authorised 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 have 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 tides. 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 Speaker 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 
topics introduced by the First Minister 
of the Crown were wholly irrelevant to 
the serious question engaging our atten­
tion. The House and the hon. gentle­
man know 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-

against them, it is to be remembered 
that the charge is one of breach of high 
public trust. You must not forget that 
charges of this description can only be 
maintained against persons who have 
borne very good characters. It is 
against persons obtaining positions of 
trust, who having, as they allege, assum- 
ing their arguments to be correct, ob­
tained through their policy a position 
which they might use improperly, they 
put forward their previous good conduct 
in defence of their improprieties. The 
embezzlement by a confidential clerk, or 
the betrayal of a trust by a bribe, could 
not be condoned by previous good con­
duct. At criminal trials witnes­
ses are called to test the good 
character of the criminal, but they are 
merely called to mitigate the sentence; 
but upon this question the verdiet of 
this House is asked, guilty or not guilty 
of the charges, and of conduct which 
merits the severe censure of this House. 
Upon that issue good conduct was im­
material. It was material in one sense, 
because it involved a confess on of guilt 
by appealing to these mitigating circum- 
stances. So far from the Opposition 
being actuated by any sectional feeling, 
as has been alleged against us io regard 
to our policy respecting the different 
Provinces, I believe it can be demon­
strated that fair play on our part of this 
Dominion has been the groundwork of 
our policy in the past and will be 
the groundwork of our policy in 
the future. He is the true seetion- 
alist who seeks to array Province 
against Province. Let it rot be said 
that in this House any member, come 
from what I’rovince he may, is not to be 
free to argue questions of public policy. 
Now I return to those matter which are 
more or less touched by the mait before 
the House. In the first place, the hon. 
gentleman granted that the motion of 
the member for Shefford was a motion 
of want of confidence. He did 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 announced that the great party, 
which my hon. friend leads, was irrevo-

io them. Now what did the Globe 
correspondent of 1st August say : He 
said “Mr. Huntington's motion of 
which he gave notice to-day, we suppose 
will refer to some transactions brought 
to light by the Americans which have 
been concerned io the Pacific Railway 
transactions from an early date. To­
morrow js looked forward to as a grand 
field day io the Commons. Mr. Hunt 
ington’s motion is of course equivelant 
to an expression of want of confidence 
and until it is disposed if no other busi- 
ness can be transacted.” I wonder 
if the hon. member has taken his seat 
yet. Was his a motion of confidence or 
was it trot. The hon. gentlemen intend

altogether. Ho says with the new light 
we possess, we can safely abrndon our 
old lamps that have guided the footsteps

period, interested in the elevation of the people, 
in the purity of the people, and who 
desire to avoid that increasing demora-

of our forefathers for so long athat at the proper time he will formulate 
that charge, and I do not doubt that this 
house will be disposed to deal with that 
charge, and I do not doubt that even 
handed justice will be meted out as soon 
as be shall have established that they 
have acted in a manner unworthy of a 
member of this house ; but what have 
we to do to-night with the question

1 profess to be a Conservative of the 
Constitution of the country, the princi­
ples of British labour, and the securities 
for popular rights. (Hear, hear.) I do 
desire to guard these precedents, which 
ought to serve us as guides in the future. 
(Applause.) Let me add an instance 
whion serves to show the fallacy of the

lization which results from the sale of 
the franchise. Attention had also beon 
directed to this subject in the old 
country, and moans 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 expenditure at elections always 
has existed and always will exist.. He 
abandons in despair the hope of seeing a 
fair and pure election. Sir, I do not 
abandon that hope. (Cheers.) If I 
did, I would despair of the Republic. , 
But the trutli is the hon. gentleman’s j 
tactics were 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

hon. gentleman’s argument. He says, 
on one part, the prerogative was danger­
ous because it was used by the Crown: 
The most dangerous instances of the 
exercise of the prerogative we have 
known, which have conflicted 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 gone a cer­
tain distance when a select committee,

edit is a motion of want of confidence,
and there is no reason why it should be not formulate such charges, 
so for the boo, member for Lambton

whether the hon. gentleman can or can
or can or

can not establish them ? We are deal­
ing with men whom we impeach not as 
accused but as established criminals.— 
[Cheers] This pledge of the prisoner 
at the bar, that his aceuser has been 
guilty of some other crime, which the 
hon. gentleman has been this night 
declaring, cannot now be entertained.— 
Let him or those who succeed him in 
Parliament, at some future day, as soon

founded on the same state of things his 
want of confidence of motion. But he 
should have given notice of bis attack, 
for a more unmanly attack is unknown. 
What notice had been given that be was 
going to make that motion. True, the 
Government of the day is unworthy of 
their position unless ready to meet 
charges brought against them ! But 
bad we the most remote information re­
specting that personal matter and even 
when on the second day lie announced 
that he was going to postpone to a 
future occasion further action, be did 
not venture to give the slightest intima- 
tion to 'the members going to attack the 
men whose characters be was going to 
attack, of what he was going to say ; but 
be took us by surprise, and sought by 
bringing out documents carefully pre­
pared, to get a committee on those 
statements for the purpose —certainly 
it would have been so if the committee 
had been granted as he proposed—of 
killing, as it was designed to kill, as it 
was bound to kill the effects of the Cana­
dian people to get a body of English 
capitalists to build the Pacific Railway 
.(loud cheers.) He could not possibly 
have supposed that he would have got 
the inquiry through the session, but he 
supposed if the House had granted the 
committee on bis statement, and it had 
gone home telegraphed by cable by the 
associated press with which some boo. 
gentlemen opposite seemed to have 
mysterious connections (laughter) it 
would certainly have been mysterious, 
but it would certainly have affected the 
construction of the Canadian Pacific 
Railway, throwing back for years the 
building of the railway, casting discredit 
or 7 British Columbia
men, what they had told them two years 
before that they were going to get the 
railway. Mr. Speaker, the boo. gentle­
man did not speak in his remarks on 
the motion of facts within his own 
knowledge, the member for Marquette 
had done in his statement of facts. He 
only stated that be was credibly inform­
ed that the fact existed, and he would 
be able to prove it, and 1 venture to 
say that in the whole range of Parlia- 
mentary experience io England and 
wherever else fair play is known, no 
man could expect to have got any other 
than the one bo got from the House. 
(Cheers) The bon. member who rose 
in his place and said of bis own knowl­
edge, that he was personally cognizant 
of certain facto, then the House might 
consider those facts as proved at all 
events sufficiently for a prima facie 
case for inquiry ; but the bon, member 
for Shefford did not pretend to any so, 
but rose in the house and said be was 

• credibly informed of certain facts, and 
thereupon asked for a committee to try 
the Government and not only so, but to 
try whether the legislation of the pre­
vious session was corrupt or incorrupt; 
whether the members of Parliament 
were right or wrong, and whether that 
charter to which great credit was at- 
tached, was fraudulent or valid. And 
on the nonce when the honorable gen­
tlemen made the proposition we resol­
ved to leave it to the House to say 
whether they believed that the facts 
bad occurred when the honorable gentle -

consisting of the most eminent men, was 
appointed to prepare articles of the 
charge. Some of the articles had been 
prepared. The impeached Minister 
used in that Committee, as 1" 
gentleman had used in this Committee, 
the prerogative of the Crown to stay the 
hand of the Commons. The impeached

as he pleases when these charges have 
been disposed of, redeem his pledgee 
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 cannot 
affect the fate of one vote to be given 
on this question which my bon. friend 
from Lambton has tendered for the 
judgment of this house, and which it is 
proposed to supersede by the amendment 
of the hon, member for Pictou. That 
question is, comparatively speaking, -a 
short and simple one. I thought till I 
heard the hon, gentleman’s speech, that 
it was large enough—that it embraced 
topics which might well be subject 
matter ef a considerable amount of dis- 
cussion; but it is short, simple and 
contracted within narrow limits, when 
you pare it of the vast range of irrelevant 
topics, whicli the hon. gentleman has 
chosen to bring into the discussion.— 
Wbst are the two questions? First, 
whether in the course of the investiga­
tion, the conduct of the Government 
merits the approval of the house; and, 
secondly, whether the result of the 
evidence is such as to merit the approval 
or condemnatison of the bouse. What 
have we todo with the cries the hon. 
gentleman says we raised against him? 
What have we to do with the question 
of the Nova Scotia subsidy ? What 
have we to do with the question of the 
Washington Treaty? What have we 
to do with the question of the Manitoba 
Act, or with the attitude of the Opposi­
tion at the period of the union with 
British Columbia, or upon the subject 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 ef the prorogation, and he 
argued the question upon two grounds. 
He, first of all, pointed out that proroga­
tion and the will of the people could no 
longer be opposed, and that the prerog- 
ative was a part of the liberty of the 
people, and he insisted that the question 
could not subsist for a moment. What- 
ever opinion he holds as to what the 
duty of his Excellency was under the 
advice tendered to him, that question is 
not raised in this debate. I limit my 
self to what is raised in the debate, and 
that is the course of his Excellency’s 
Ministers—(cheers)—the advice they 
tendered and the course they pursued. 
It is all very well to tell us that the 
prerogative is of less importance than it 
once was. It is all very well to tell us 
it can no longer accomplish io the hands 
of the Crown what it once could accom- 
plish. It makes no difference to a free 
people whether their rights be invaded 
by the Crown or the Cabinet. What is 
material to them is to know that their 
rights are invaded, and to secure that 
they shall not be invited, to guard 
against that increased and increasing 
power of the Executive which presents 
itself in these modern days. This is no 
fantasy of mine. You will find the best 
writers upon constitutional topics point­
ing out that danger. You will find that 
most fair and impartial and candid 
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 pert 
of the people to prevent that increase. — 
It is very well to tell the people you 
are all powerful, but if you hand over 
to the Cabinet powers —inordinate 
powers, not susceptible of being kept 
under proper control—that very expres­
sion of popular will which is necessary to 
popular government you may be deprived 
of and what we complain of in the 
presentcase is that the hon: gentleman 
says the prerogative under the advice of 
responsible Ministers can never be used 
against the people. We allege that the 
prerogative under the advice of Minis­
ters has been need against the rights of 
the people. (Cheers.) We allege that 
it has been used in order to prevent 
the action of the people's representatives. 
We allege that it has been used in 
order to withdraw from the cognizance 
of those representatives the great case 
which hss been pending between the 
Government and their accusers. We 
allege in this very case you find an

—and I can speak with as much knowl­
edge as any other man in this country 

the hon. upon this subject—I say that while the 
election in Ontario in 1867 was a 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 succeed, and I hope any course 
upon which any party will succeed, viz., 
that having a 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, 
in searching, repressing, and punishing * 
corrupt acts on the part of your oppon- 
cuts. 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 been pure, he 
must suffer from the consequences of this 
corruption. That was the principle upon 
which the election of 1871 was carried, 
and that was the principle upon whicli 
the election of 1872 would have been run 
had the hon. gentleman permitted it. - 
But, Sir, although the hon. gentleman 
affirmed solemnly to this house that the

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 Committee of the Com­
mons, who had been appointed to pre­
pare the charges, received a message 
from the law officer of the Crown the 
Attorney General, requesting their at­
tendance. They attended, and a re­
quest was made to them. Let me read 
read you the answer these 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 ho 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 considered 
thereof together, and entreat you to take 
knowledge that whatsoever was done by 
us in that business was done by the 
command of the house of Commons, 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
dertake to inform you. Elliott, Pym, 
Glanville, Selden, and others." Not

cably bound, because the GLOBE corres- 
pondent said, before it was known what 
the motion would be, that it was expect- 
cd it would be a motion of want of con- 
fidence. That argument is so absurd 
that the. mere statement of it is its suffi-

Excellency, the first Minister used these 
words;—"Of late years Her Majesty’s 

My honourable friend did say his opinion 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

cient answer. Then the hon. gentleman
turned to the member for Wentworth.

was that the motion was intended as a
motion of want of confidence. I did not 
so understand it, and I did not under­
stand that my honourable friend set up 
his views as binding upon the whole 
party. Lastly, the hon. gentle can said 
the mode of making the motion i indicated 
it to be a motion of want of co fidence, 
namely, by amendment to a n otion to 
go into Committee of Supply. That is 
not correct in point of Parliam nt law,

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 unless the instructions

+.

specially communicated to the Governor 
General required interference ; therefore, 
1say that in the intents of Canada, the 
greatest self governing community in 
depedennce upon the British Crown, that 
one in which we see the Imperium in

and there are to be found two notable 
instances of the same, contradic ing the 
hon gentleman's theory, in which amend­
ments to go into Committee of Supply

Election Committees were a good 
tribunal, and though he induced this 
house so far to believe it as to leave that 
elections, yet the hon. gentleman in his 
evidence has told us—and Iknow of no 
case in whicli a public 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 as could 
not be expected to be effective. He said 
that the expenditure for hiring teams 
and for entertainments was illegal, and 
yet was universal. According to the , 
hon. gentleman’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. C 
gentleman imposed upon this country 
in the late elections. Upon page 119 of 2 
the evidence, where one of his colleagues 
was cross-examining him, the First 
Minister testified that he believed the 
practice of hiring teams and treating 
was universal, and that he had never 
known of any serious contest before the 
Election Committee on the ground of 
such expenditure: The hon. gentleman 
tells us that he has 40 years’ experience 
in elections, and he had found that 
tribunal so utterly ineffective, that the 
law upon the statute book which declar­
ed this system of hiring teams to be 
illegal, waa a dead letter—was violated X 
with impunity. And yet the hon. gen- 1 
tleman declined to change that law, and I 
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 
expenditure, in these elections? (Hear, 
hear.) If there wasa large expenditure, 
he forced it. He caused it by tried

were carried, and were not treated as
motions of want of confidence. Well, imperio that one in which of all others

we ought to preserve as far as possible, 
the interest of the Empire

Sir, what were the reasons on the other 
hand ? The nature of the motion itself in

in the interests of the connection, those 
well settled lines as to the interference 
of the Empire in domestic matters 
in that dependency, we find this dis­
allowance has taken place. But can we 
blame the Imperial Government in the 
face of the facts which have been divul- 
ed by the the papers brought down after 
the disallowance? No, Sir, we cannot, 
and why? Because the First minister of 
this country io the betrayal of his duty 
to his country, expressely invited the 
attention of Her Majesty’s Government 
[Cheers.] So far from suggesting, as 
he ought to Lava suggested to His 
Excellency that the Act was ono of 
domestic importance solely, and oue 
which would not interfere at all with 
the Empire, this honourable gentleman 
says this—“The undersigned, to whom 
has been referred by your Excellency 
the Bill passed 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 ptinciple 
laid down by himself, that Her Majesty’s 
Government should not interfere in our 
domestic legislation, but leave us to 
settle our troubles by our own machine­
ry. In ignorance of this dispatch, I 
did not blame the Imperial Government 
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
panied 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 
supposed it was by some slip that it 
happened. The election was urgent, 
there was haste in the matter, it was a 
public holiday, there were various things 
to.be done, and I supposed that the 
certificate of Lord Kimberley, which is 
required to be appended to it, had 
merely been' omitted; but by the papers 
brought down, it appears that the Act 
was not ripe for disallowance at the 
time ; it appears the certificate was 
signed and sealed in England upon the 
first of July, the same day upon which 
the proclamation was issued in Cananda 
making public the disallowance. [Hear, 
hear, and cheers.] Now Sir, the law 
is that “If the Queen in Council sees fit 
to disallow an Aet, the certificate of the 
Colonial Secretary is sent to the Gover-

is one which prevented it from being 
called properly a motion of want of con- 
fidence. A motion for enquiry is not of 
necessity a motion of want ot confidence. 
A charge is made ; a charge of such 
gravity as to demand an investigation, 
and the proposal to have an investiga- 
tion cannot be a proposal that there is 
no confidence in the Administration. I 
quite admit that the Administration can 
make it a motion of want of confidence, 
but the motion itself, as projected by the 
mover, cannot be considered one of want 
of confidence. Then the attitude of the 
member for Shefford in making the 
motion, indicated it was not one of want 
of confidence. He made no speech; he 
made no attack upon the Ministry; he 
simply made his statement and the 
charge based upon it. Then the attitude 
of Ministers themselves stamps their 
argument out, 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 
Committee. Well, of course we accept 
unreservedly the statement of the hon. 
gentleman, but it is established by the 
evidence brought forward last night in 
this House, that several supporters of the 
Government considered the charges were 
a proper subject of investigation, and 
they informed the members of the Gov­
ernment 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 not to consider ; suffice it 

«to 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 Committee would proceed at 
once. I ask every candid man in this 
House, except the hon, gentleman, 
whether he ever dreamed of anything 
else—whether the whole tone of the dis­
cussion, the conduct of the various pro­
ceedings which ensued susbequent to the 
appointment of the Committee, did not 
all point conclusively to the commencing 
at once, and prolonging the labours of 
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 
thought that this Committee would not 
meet to do business till after the return 
of these gentlemen, to have said at once 
that Committee could do nothing until 
their return. He was bound to have 
taken the house into his confidence in 
this matter, but there were many mat­
ters with reference to which the hon.

satisfied with that, the impeached Min­
ister advised the King to have Sir John 
Elliott taken before the Privy Council, 
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 
use 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 made in those 
evil days by an impeached Minister to 
use the prerogative for the purpose of 
transferring from the house the accusa­
tion made against himself. And yet 
the hon. gentleman says, notwithstand­
ing the objection to its constitutionality, 
notwithstanding the absence of prece­
dent, notwithstanding immensely great­
er objections, that the Commission 
moved for by the Minister himself, 
specially for the trial of himself, that 
this Commission is a legal one. The 
Commission is to bo tried by its works. 
I think those 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, and a 
feeling of joy on learning that the right 
hon. gentleman bad yielded to the gen­
eral view. I think, Sir these observa­
tions have been more than fortified by 
the result, and I expect to find that the 
hon. gentlemen will not withdraw from 
this position. I expect 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 unsatisfactory. Questions 
were put by the Commissioners 
that ought not in many instances to 
have been put in the mode in which 
they were. A witness, for instance, on 
being questioned respecting the payment 
of $20,000, instead of sifting the witness 
to the bottom, the Commissioner said to 
him, I suppose you signed it inadvert- 
ently," and the witness adopted the 
suggestion and adopted the means of 
escape which the Commissioner gave 
him. Although the newspaper gave 
this question and answer, the question 
is omitted in the report before Parlia. 
ment, and it appears to be a voluntary 
expression of the witness. Again, 
leasing questions of a most objectionable 
character were permitted to be put, and 
amongst these I will give you one in­
stance. One witness a Mr. White I think 
after giving the evidence relating to the 
large expenditure in Montreal on 
the part of the Opposition, had 
the question put to him;—“You

stated that he was credibly inform-man
The Houseed that such was true.

voted down the motion. On the next 
day I gave notice that I would introduce 
the resolution which I did introduce.

Mr. Blake rose amid loud cheers from 
the Opposition, end said the bon. gen- 
leman who has addressed the House for 
more than five hours has in a long 
Parliamentary experience learned how 
to conduct a weak case as no man better 
than bimself knows. When the logie 
of the case is with him, when be bas got 
an honest straight case, no man knows 
better than bimself the importance of 
marshalling all the facts in their order, 
of abandoning eti irrelevant topics, of 
putting all else aside, and of confiding 
to the House the question which is for 
its decision; and no men is better 
aware than bimself that when the ease 
is different, as this ease is, when the ease 
is of such a character that it cannot 
bear investigation, that the only course 
open is to reverse the mode of proceed- 
ure, to confuse the argument, touch a 
tender part now for a moment, and 
then pass away from it, and revert to 
it again, but with no connected strain, 
with no attempt at plain argument, to 
demonstrate that which it is impossible 
to demonstrate [cheers], and that ether 
artifice which at the close of a long 
career he baa brought into prominence 
to-night, and which he has copied from 
bio early professional experience, be has 
followed in this debate, namely, when 
he has no case, to abuse the other side.

means—first by insisting upon retaining 
the law which he acknowledged to be I— 
utterly ineffective, and secondly, by 
bringing forward these funds from Allan, 
which, I suppose, were put with other 
funds I do not know anything about it. 
I was absent from the country at the 
time. I spent no money, and I was 
elected in spite of the opposition of the 
hon. gentleman ; but if there was a large 
expenditure, he is the last man in this 
country —he who arranged at an early 
period for expenditure of that money— 
he is the last man to complain pitifully, 
and say, “I was forced into spending 
money at elections 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 importance of keep­
ing within the law—of not infringing in 
any way upon the jurisdiction if the 
Election Committee, that he would not 
permit this house to render justice to 
the people of West Peterboro’, that he 
told the house they must not seat the 
man temporarily who had the majority ot 
votes, but that the man who waa told he 
had not the confidence of the people 
should sit and vote, because the only 
salvation of the house was to leave all 
these things to Election Committees. 
The hon. gentleman who then found 
such virtue in an Election Committee

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 Senate from 
having a Committee to investigate them. 
Certainly not, if the Committee were 
founded on information which they 
might properly have, bnt would be no 
authority for the Senate taking up the 
hon. gentleman’s charge and founding a 
Committee upon it, nor was there any 
authority for the Crown taking up the 
hon. gentleman’s charge. Did the right 
hou. gentleman tell us, in the speech 
which he advised - His Excellency to

gentleman kept his supporters in the 
dark. All that time he had in his desk 
damning papers—that contract bet veen 
Sir Hugh Allan and his American 
associates—papers which have disg aced 
the writer of them irredeemably through- 
out the world. And yet the hon. gentle.

instance of the evil which the bon. 
gentleman ridicules as a fancy of the 
imagination, and’you find the necessity 
of preserving all the forme and sub- 
stances of the constitution, and for

vinces whom the hon. gentleman seeks 
to array against me, and whose champion 
the hon. gentleman assumed to be last 
night. I am perfectly prepared to vin­
dicate, and I believe satisfactorily to 
establish, the motives by which I was 
actuated in consenting to the policy many of them when they found that 
which my Mende have pursued on public

[Cheers.] Sir, the interests which are 
st stake on this occasion are too momen­
tous, the circumstances we have to con­
sider are of too grove a character, to 
permit us for one moment to waste the 
time of this House by any discussion 
which is not fairly relevant to these 
matters, and which is not for the deter- 
mination of this Hous, [hear hear.] dangerous dootzine Parliament can

man never took his supporters int.his
confidence in this matter, and I venture 
to say it was a surprise and a shock to

preserving all the security for free Gov- 
ernment and every reference to the 
popular body, which our ancestors have 
handed down to us. New, the meet

nor General informing him of the fact, 
and until such certificate is received 
the Act remains in “force.”before this charter was granted, while the Act remains to force.” 

nothing had been done that could n the But it now appears that the hon. gentle- were out bought in fact ?” and the when it was to give him a vote of two.questions to which he had referred. But,

“undone, the hou. gentleman had become acquainted with the villany that had 
been perpetrated by the man whom he 
placed in the position of President of 
“the Company. (Loud cheers.) It was 
the duty of the hoe. gentleman to have 
told the house, which ho was swaying 
with an iron rod, whither he was leading 
them, and that this Committee could 
not meet till these gentlemen returned. 
But I shall prove by facts beyond dis­
pute that, whatever the hon. gentleman’s 
secret intention was, his public and 
avowed plan of action was that the Com­
mittee should proceed. The hon. gentle­
men has told us that he knew the chances 
were infinitesimally small that these 
gentleman would return during the 
session, and yet the hon. gentleman 
agreed to have the Oaths’ Bill pushed 
through the house, and he brought down 
His Excellency in the middle of the 
session to assent to that Bill. To what 
end did he do that unusual thing, if the 
Oaths’ 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. gentleman 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 
proof of these charges. He made a 
speech, in which I am sure lie led every 
man on both sides of this house to be­
lieve that either he must have been 
clearly and utterly false, or my hon. 
friend for Shefford must have been 
utterly mistaken bringing forward this 
charge. No shadow of foundation for 
it; nothing whatever which could have 
led .to the preferring of such charges. 
These were the declarations of innocence 
on the part of the hon. gentleman. 
Under these circumstances, and by 
virtue of that denial (how candid it was, 
he having all the paper in his desk at 
the time, you may judge), he induced the 
house to postpone the Committee. The 
Committee was to meet on the 2nd of 
July. It so happened that I was not in 
the house during any of the discussions 
upon the subject of the Oaths’ Bill. 
I was present when the Committee was 
moved for when the hon. gentlemen 
made the statement that the evidence 
should be taken under oath, for he it 
was who first made the suggestion to 
take the evidence on oath. I thought 
it strange that he should ask 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 oath, he 
should have a Bill for the purpose. I 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 a memorandum submitted to His


