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Sir Robert Bond's Answer
TO THE “ DAILY NEW5,”

And a Dignified and €onvincing Reply 
to Sir Courtney llbert’s Letter.

TI1E GRANGE.
Whitbourne.

April 4th, 1912. 
Editor Evening Telegram.

l>ar Sir—I thank you for a copy 
or- ,}„. Daily News of the 1st Inst, 
containing a sensational article under 
tie caption "Where is Bond Now?” It 
is a rat&cr ignoble production, and 
one which I would treat with silent 
contempt but for the fact that “the 
feature of the occasion,” as you ob
served in your issae of Monday last, 
\ [he production of a-letter from Sir 
i'ourtno llbert. Clerk of the House 
ut pommons, who records therein an 
opinion in reference to gifts to the 
itown which is somewhat at variance 
with an opinion that I ventured to 
express in tile, House of Assembly a 
few weeks ago. The sensational 
trappings in which Sir Courtney 11- 
liert’s letter is presented to the pub
lic portrays the capacity for the task 
of dealing with a great public ques- 
rion which the Daily News' writer 
possesses and, I think, furnishes no 
touchers whatever of his trustworthi
ness either as a relater of facts or as 
;i guide of public opinion. To the 
ciuerv ■ Where is Bond Now?" I deign 
to replv. precisely where he stood on 
flic üîiid day of February last, un
shaken in his position by anything 
contained in Sir Courtney llbert’s let. 
1er. or by the virulent personal at
tacks of "his political opponents. A 
distinguished writer says "When the 
violence of personal attack deters a 
representative from pursuing the 
course which his honest and deliber
ate judgment dictates; when dread of 
Incurring printed censure deters him 
from doing what his duty, according 
to his own conception of it. requires; 

’’when to disarm hostility he shapes 
his conduct according to the wishes 
of his opponents;-—then, he shame
fully betrays his trust." This is a 
conception of duty that will appeal to 
all rational men. but not to individ
uals such as the author of the article 
under review.

The Daily News’ writer makes a 
pathetic, though violent and offensive 
appeal to me to withdraw my opposi
tion to the acceptance by the Govern
ment of gifts from the Railway Con
tractors. based upon the incident that 
the Clerk of the House of Commons. 
Sir Courtney llbert. has expressed the 
opinion that "the 17th century Sta
tute and l'sth century discussion." to 
which I referred in the course of my 
criticism, has no “real hearing on the 
question whether acceptance of the 
gifts was constitutional or not." My 
opposition to the acceptance of those 
gifts, as will appear from a perusal 
of my speech in the House of Assem
bly was fhivlly on the ground that 
“the Government of the Colony, who 
are public trustees, should be in a 
position unhampered by any sense of 
obligation to the Railway Contract
ors." seeing that those Contractors 
"are engaged in the expenditure of 
millions of dollars on behalf of the 
public, and have entered into enor
mous contractual obligations to the 
public, extending over a number of 

•years, for the proper performance of 
works essential to the conduct of 
trade and commerce and the general 
well-being of the people.” That posi
tion is unaffected, unshaken, by any
thing that Sir Courtney llbert has 
written. In fact it must be clear to 
any unbiased mind that that gentle
man delicately lint clearly pointed 
out in the lust sentence of his letter 
disapproval of the conduct of tbe 
ton miment. Read in connection with 
the letter addressed to him by Sir Ed
ward Morris, it is evident. I submit, 
that-there fis nothing which would 
call for the distinction between the 
whole previous tenor of Sir Courtney 
llbert’s letter and the lt%t sentence, 
but the.desire and Intention of disas
sociating the opinion which he ex
pressed in the first paragraph, from 
au approval of the acceptance In this 
Particular instance of gifts which 
blare the Government of the Colony 
under an obligation to the Railway 
; "“tractors. The first point 1 raised 
™ my objection was. as Sir Edward 
Morris admitted in his letter to Sir 
Courtney llbert. "an interesting ques
tion of constitutional law." But I 
am of opinion that the “Salus populi 
Suprema lex est"—the highest law 
is the safety of the State, and I am 
unable therefore to accommodate my 
opponents by withdrawing my opposi
tion to the acceptance of gifts from 
the Railway Contractors by the Gov
ernment of this Colony. Permit me 
now to review the "interesting ques
tion of constitutional law" which has 
a° much excited the Government and 
IL ally, the Daily News. On the 22nd 
, v of February last, as Introductory 
•o my chief objections to the Govern
ment accepting gifts from the Rail
way Contractors. I put forward the 
query:—

"Dees not the leader of the 
Government, the Rt. Hon. the Pre
mier. recognize that there is in
volved In this matter a Constitu
tional question of great import
ance. namely, whether^he Crown 
has the right to receive a benevo
lence or gift for any public pur
pose without the consent of Par
ement? For many years—from 
‘he time of Edward 4th down to 
ii 94—the question of compulsory 
tod voluntary gifle to the Crown

| was debated in the British House 
| of Commons from time to time,
I and there were different Acts 
| from the time of Richard 3rd to 

the 13th Charles 2, which went 
directly against private gifts of 
any description. It proved a sub
ject of much interesting discus
sion In Parliament and between 
the highest Constitutional author
ities until it was set at rest by 
the passing of the Act 13 Charles 

1 2. Its preamble declares‘all volun-
! tary aids or benevolences from 
i the people to the Crown are ille

gal,’and there was special provision 
that the Statute should never ‘be 
drawn into example for the time 
to come.’ it having permitted the 
gift of £200 to the Crown. In 
the discussion that arose in the 
British House of Commons in 
1794 it was contended that the 
Aet was still In foree, and I can- 
not find that It has since been re
pealed. The purpose of that Aet 
was to uphold, the dignity, au
thority and independence of Par
liament. Sir, if it was regarded 
as improper that the Crown 
should receive gifts or benevo
lences from the nobility of Eng
land who were under no obliga
tions to the Crown—a fortiori—it 
is most improper that it should 
receive gifts from those under 
contractual obligations for the 
proper performance of great pub
lic works."
With the foregoing query and re

cital of Parliamentary history I at 
once passed to the gravamen of my 
indictment, namely, the impropriety 
of the Government placing the Col
ony under obligation to the Railway 
Contractors, and thereby fettering 
themselves, and their successors, in 
the discharge of their duties as pub
lic trustees.

Reference to the official report of 
the debate will show that neither the 
Premier or any member supportinr 
his party made any attempt to refute 
that portion of my argument direct
ed to the desirability of the Govern
ment of this Colony being entirely 
unfettered in their dealings with ? 
corporation which is under enormous 
contractual obligations to the people 
of this Colony. The Premier con
fined his criticism to the Statutes and 
discussions in the House of Commons 
I had quoted, and in doing so exhib
ited a complete lack of acquaintance 
with the Statutes and debate I had 
cited in support of my contention. He 
said: “We have been told forsooth 
that there has been a breach of somi 
old Statute of Edward IV. or Charles 
2. who has been reposing for cen
turies in Westminster Abbey, and 
that it is unconstitutional and crimi
nal for the Government to accept 
gifts of this nature. With all respec 
to the Rt. hon. gentleman and to hit 
great industry in searching for and 
discovering these old precedents. ) 
can assure him that he has entirely 
missed the principles underlying 
these cases. The Statutes quoted by 
him refer entirely to personal gifts 
to the Crown, and were Intended t< 
prevent sneh gifts because they sav
ored of corruption.” In my rejoinder 
I emphasized the fact that the Sta
tutes I had quoted, and the discus 
sions to which I had referred, “had 
reference not to personal gifts to thr
iving but to gifts both compulsory 
and voluntary furnished to the Gov 
ernment of the King to aid In the car
rying on of war both at home and 
abroad, anil that they were passed t< 
seenre to the House of Commons the 
full power of the purse, and to pre
vent any Interference with the high 
privilege of Parliament to determine 
what should he done as regards pub- 
lie expenditure.”

The Premier, who during the debate 
on the 22nd of February, considered, 
or professed to consider, that there 
was n& force in my contention, and 
that my interpretation of the Statutes 
cited was erroneous, four days later 
concluded it was so important and so 
"interesting a question of constitu
tional law" as to warrant his for
warding the matter to Sir Courtney 
llbert. Clerk of the House of Com- 

1 mons. for his consideration and ad
vice. Having considered the matter 
Sir Courtney llbert replied under 
date March 14th last. In his reply 
Sir Courtney did not, as alleged In 
the Hally »ws, hear ont Sir Edward 
«orris's contention of the Statutes. 
He said:—

“The Act of 1661 (.13 Ohas. 2, 
Stat. 1, C. 4) authorized the King 
to issue commissions under the 
great seal for receiving subscrip
tions ‘for supply of Your Maj
esty's pressing occasions.’ A sub
scription for a Commoner was not 
to exceed £200; a subscription 
for a Peer was not to exceed 
£400. The commissions were not 
to be in force after the feast of 
St. John the Baptist in 1662. The 
Act has no preamble, and I can
not find in it any words declaring 
that "all voluntary benevolences 
from the people to the Crown are 
illegal.” The Act was repealed 
as spent by a Statute Law Revis
ion Act of 1887 (50 & »1 Vic.,
C. 59) with the exception of S. 5, 
which declared that,— ’

‘No commission or aids of 
this nature can be issued out

or levied but by authority of 
Parliament and that this Act 
cud the supply hereby granted 
shall not be drawn into exam
ple for the time to come.'
The object of the surviving 

section was obviously to condemn 
the system of exacting 'benevo
lences.' which had been so much 
abused in previous reigns."
My statement was as follows:

"For many years—from the 
time of Edward 4th down to 1794 
—the question of compulsory and 
voluntary gifts to the Crown was 
debated in the House of Commons 
from time to time, and there were 
different Acts from the time of 
Richard 3rd to the 13th Charles 
2, which went directly against 
private gifts of any description.
It proved a subject of much in
teresting discussion in Parlia
ment and between the highest 
Constitutional authorities until it 
was set at rest by the passing of 
tbe Act 13 Charles 2. Its pre
amble declares ‘all voluntary be
nevolence from the people to the 
Crown are illegal,’ and there was 

'a special provision that the Sta
tute should never be drawn into 
example for the time to come,’ it 
having permitted the gift of £200 
to the Crown, in the discussion 
that arose in the British House 
of Commons in 1794 it was con
tended that the Act was still in 
force, and I cannot find that It 
has since been repealed.' The 
purpose of that Act was to uphold 
the dignity, authority and inde
pendence of Parliament."
It will be observed that Sir Court

ney llbert, wtio. according to the 
Premier’s letter, had before him a 
copy of my si>eech, docs net question 
the accuracy of my statement, saving 
inly that be says "The Act has no 
jreamble. and I cannot find in it any 
words declaring that ’all voluntary 
benevolences from the people to the 
’rown are illegal.’" With regard to 
heir exception. I would observe that 
irobably in looking into the question 
.omewhat hurriedly Sir Courtney In 
iis research did not go further than 
.o ex. mine the partly spent Act con- 
.allied in the Statutes at Large which 
ecites the Act 13 Charles 2 without 

* preamble, as follows:
"And be it hereby declared, 

that no commission or aids of 
this nature can be issui d or lev
ied. but by authority cf Parlia
ment; and that this Aei. ami the 
Supply hereby granted shall not 
be drawn Into example for the 
time to come.”
But I cannot suppose the authority" 

upon which I made the statement re- 
pecting the preamble was incorrect, 
eeing that the positive statement as 
o tlie preamble and its wording, made 
n the British House of Commons, was 
lever questioned or challenged.

Mv statement was made from a 
-opy of the official records of the 
British House of Commons, and, upon 
eference to these records for the 

■•ear 1794 It will be found that Rich- 
ird Brindsley Sheridan when intro- 
lueing a suite of Resolutions, based 
ipon the Act 13 Charles 2, declared 
he Act to be “law to this day," and 
Hinted its preamble as containing the 
words “all voluntary aids or benevo
lences from the people to the Crown are 
llegal.” It is altogether unthinkable 
hat that great statesman could be 
n error as to the preamble, or that 
he House of Commons in debating 
t length the Resolutions he intro

duced would fail to detect and point 
sut such, seeing that Mr. Sheridan’s 
whole argument had special I refer
ence to the preamble.

Mr. Sheridan is reported as fol
lows:—

“He now rame to the Statute of 
the 18th Charles 2d, for a free and 
voluntary present to His Majesty,’ 
which In reality settled the point 
now under discussion, FOR THAT 
STATUTE IX ITS PREAMBLE 
DECLARE» ALL VOLUNTARY 
AIDS OR BENEVOLENCES 
FROM THE PEOPLE TO THE 
CROWN TO BE ILLEGAL. Bnt 
In consideration of the sudden and 
pressing necessity of the King, it 
did legalise n benevolence on that 
one occasion; under very strict 
limitations it directed, tliat the 
subscription of no commoner 
should exçeed 2001., nor that of a 
peer 4001.; It limited the duration 
of the benevolence, and there was 
a spécial provision that this sta
tute should never lie ‘drawn into 
example for the time to come.’ 
This stotnle was the law to this 
day; no one proceeding In the 
shape of a law had taken place 
since that time; for the Bill of 
Rights confirmed by inference the 
18th Charles 2d. though, like the 
Petition of Right it confined It
self <o benevolences at the re
quisition of the Crown.”
Again. Sir Courtney llbert says In 

his reply to Sir Edward Morrlrs let
ter:—

“The 18th century discussions, 
referred to in a note in Todd’s 
Parliamentary Government in 
England, turned on the propriety 
of soliciting money from the peo
ple in aid of the maintenance of *

armed forces. It was argued that 
this was Unconstitutional, aS be
ing an invasion of the exclusive 
right and privilege of the Com
mons to grant supplies tor the 
service of the Crown."
My statement during the debate in 

reply to Sir Edward Morris's obser
vations was that the Statutes 1 had 
quotid and the discussion to which 
1 had referred “had reference net to 
personal gifts to the King, but to 
gifts both compulsory and voluntary 
furnished to the Government of the 
King to aid in the currying on of war 
both at home and abroad," and that 
the objet! of the same was “to secure 
to the Honse of Commons tire full 
power of the purse, and to prevent 
any interference with the high privi
lege of Parliament to determine what 
should lie done us regards pubUc ex. 
penditurr.” It will be observed again 
that Sir Courtney llbert confirms the 
uecuracy of my statement and the 
error of the Premier. He sets forth 
as facts that which 1 Contended, and 
which Sir Edward Morris character- 
izer as error. Wherein thefc does Sir 
Courtney differ from me? He says 
“With all respect to Sir Robert Bond 
l do not think the 17th century Sta
tute and the 18th century discussions 
to which he referred have any real 
bearing on the question whether ac
ceptance of the gifts from the Rail
way Contractors was constitutional 
or not." Then he furnishes the rea
son why he does not think so. Be
cause. in his opinion, “the expedi
ency, in any particular case, of lay
ing the State or the Government of 
the time under an obligation to a par
ticular person or body of persons is 
not a constitutional hut a political 
question.” My position was. and is 
still, that the “laying of the State or 
the Government of the time under an 
obligation to a particular person or 
body of persons" Is both a constitu
tional and a political question, and 
therefore "the 17th' century Statute 
and-the 18th century discussions" 
have not only a real bearing, but a 
most important bearing on the matter 
of tbe acceptance of gifts by the Gov
ernment from the Railway Contract
ors. My venturing to question the 
accuracy of Sir Courtney llbert’s con
clusion will probably be regarded by 
some people as a piece of presump
tion. I will anticipate this, and say 
that I am sensible of the fitness ol 
considering respectfully the opin
ions of men whose knowledge Is 
greater, whose experience is longer, 
and whose reason is more powerful 
than my own. But I also recognize 
the wisdom and duty of thinking foi 
myself on all questions which I am 
capable of resolving, guided in public 
questions by these, great masters of 
political wisdom whose learning anc 
capacity comes down to us through 
the centuries, and after weighing well 
their conclusions.

Lord Brougham is the authority foi 
the declaration that “the wisdom ol 
those who have lived in other times 
will never be rejected as a help oi 
even as an anthority (in deciding 
constitutional questions) unless it is 
quite clearr that the circumstances o 
the State are changed, and that Im
provements have subsequently been 
made which render the conclusion? 
of former ages inapplicable to oui 
■,wn." 1 have been guided to the con
clusions at which 1 have arrived it 
respect to the conduct of the Govern 
ment in accepting gifts from th< 
Railway Contractors without the pre 
vious consent of Parliament by weigh
ing well the matured opinions o: 
those statesmen who have been fore
most in contending for checks on Roy- 
il authority and Ministerial abuse, a? 
veil as in resisting invasion of thi 
xclusne right $nd privilege of the 
ommoi s. The foundations of th< 
onstituilon under which our Govern- 
lent is supposed to be conductec 

vero lai.l many centuries ago; there- 
irt, I submit. I can hardly be con- 
icted of error in paying special re- 
ard to the views of those statesmen 

the 18th century whose wisdom 
îelped to frame the present struc
ture.

I repeat that with all due deference 
o Sir Courtney llbert I still think 
that the 17th century Statute and 

the 18th century discussions to whicl 
1 referred” have a real and import- 
tot bearing on the question whethei 
acceptance of gifts from the Railway 
Contractors without the previous con
sent of Parliament was constitution
al or not." Prior to the passing o' 
‘the 17th Century Statute" Parlia
ment had acquiesced In the accept
ance of i gifts or benevolences ' by the 
Crown for public purposes without 
its previous consent. The passing oi 
the Act 13 Charles 2 declared the Im
propriety, and determined the ending 
if that practice. The “18th Century 
discussions" Indicate how strenuous
ly the most brilliant statesmen of thaï 
lay opposed a return to a condition 
of things that “the 17th Century Sta
tute” was Intended to ■•'terminate “for 
he time to eome.” In “the 18th Cen- 

„ury discussion" Richard Brindsley 
Sheridan objec ted to the acceptance 
>f gifts not previously sanctioned by 
Parliament on broad constitutional 
grounds, and without regard to the 
purpose to which they might he ap
plied. He said:—

"There can be no true sanctity 
for public liberty except on the 
ground that the Crown can neith
er take nor use property to any 
public purpose without the vote 
of Parliament. It was not the 
boasted liberty of Englishmen 
merely that property was secured 
to them, but that no property, 
however it might come into the 
hands of the Crown, could be ap
plied to any possible purpose, ex
cept such as had been previously 
authorized by Parliament; and 
that people cannot by any act of 
indiscreet benevolence present 
their gifts to the Crown except 
through the channel of Parlia
ment. Would the House see the 
great and strong fence of all their 
liberties, the power of the purse, 
invaded in the slightest manner; 
and would they say that we had 
any sensible, practicable security 
for any one privilege, if the 
Crown had resources independ
ent of the people.”
During the same discussion Charles 

James Fox took similar grounds In 
the following-language: —

“I look upon every gift as an 
Injnry to the Constitution. “Sup
pose," l;e added, “that the House 
of Ixirds were to offer out of 
their private pockets to contri
bute to the exigeneieg of His Ma
jesty’s Government, would you

not spurn the proposal as an en
croachment upon your rights?"
Surely, viewed In the light of the 

Premier’s letter accepting the Railway 
Contractors’ gifts, and acknowledging 
the obligation of "relief to the public 
Treasury” the 17th century statute 
and the 18th century discussions have 
a “real besring” on the question 
whether acceptance of those gifts was 
constitutional or not. I submit that 
If it was unconstitutional for the 
Crown in the 17th and 18th centuries 
to accept gifts or benevolences with
out the previous consent of Parlia
ment it is so to-day. for the structure 
of the constitution, as Lord Brough- 
ham says, “has never been^destroyed 
or Impaired, but always been fortified 
and improved.” In the course of my 
contention before the House of Assem
bly I did not refer to Todd’s "Parlia
mentary Government" which contains 
the statement that “the Crown Is not 
at liberty to invite or receive gifts or 
loan of money for any public service" 
because I thought it superfluous, but 
I point to It now as indicative of the 
fact that at the comparatively recent 
date of that publication the same prin
ciple that prompted “the 17th century 
statute and the 18th century discus
sions” was considered as vital and 
binding.

Sir Courtney llbert says, “it has 
never to my knowledge been con
strued as prohibiting or condemning 
the receipt by the Crown, without the 
previous consent of " Parliament of 
gifts for artistic, scientific or philan
thropic purposes, or for other pur
poses of general utility.” That may 
be so, and it may be so because Par
liament was not moved to consider the 
question in regard to such gifts, or, 
the law of the constitution may have 
been adapted to the existing circum
stances. Many writers on the English, 
Constitution commend its powers of 
adaptation to existing circumstances, 
but, any adaptation could only take 
place by consent of Parliament. Cir
cumstances might warrant such in 
England, while circumstances might 
not warrant such in this Colony, and 
therefore Sir ("ourtney llbert’s re
ference to certain occurrences in Eng
land, I respectfully submit, does not 
touch in any way the question as to 
"whether acceptance of gifts by the 
Government of this Colony without 
the consent of Parliament was or was 
not constitutional.’’ What is the 
meaning of the word “Constitutional"? 
Ar answer is furnished to the question 
by Lord Brougham, world famed as an 
authority on constitutional questions, 
and for his political philosophy. He 
says, in its logical and strictest, sense 
It “Signifies that which It Is always 
important to regard with due atten
tion.” Surely it was important for the 
Legislature "to regard with due at
tention” an undertaking by the Execu
tive Government to “relieve >x the 
Treasury of a burden" by placing the 
’olohy under an obligation to a cor
poration with vast contractual obliga
tions to the Colony unfilled.

Surely it was important for the 
Legislature “to regard with due atten
tion" the acceptance of such gifts 
when the Board of Trade of the Colony 
and tbe general public are compiain- 
ng of the manner in which those pub
lic servants, the Railway Contractors, 
are carrying out such obligations.

Surely It would be important for the 
legislature "to regard with due atten
tion" the acceptance by Ministers of 
he Crown of any gifts, for any pur- 
toses whatsoever, from a wealthy 

corporation which while under vast 
-anstructual obligations to the public 
rave made notorious efforts within the 
past few years to dominate the Legis
lature. If it is admitted, as I think it 
must he, that it was important “tc 
regard with due attention" such mat
ers. then, according to the interpre- 
ation of laird Brougham as to what 
s to be regarded as constitutional, the 
•cceptance of gifts from the. Railway 
"ontractors bv the Government was 
lot only Impolitic, hut unconstltutlon- 
il as well, and. 1 am happy in heinp 
mpported in my view of the case by 
luthorities no less illustrious than 
Mr Courtney llbert.

In order cither to give force to -hie 
lersonal attacks on me. or . to em- 
iarrass me in dealing with this matter 
he Daily News writer deliberately 
alsified the Journal of the House of 
Assembly, by stating that I have term- 
d Sir Courtney llbert “the highest 
uthorlty in the British Empire on 

constitutional procedure." Being 
luite sure that Sir Courtney llbert 
loes not claim that distinction, or in- 
allibilitv, and. as 1 am not aware that 
.ueh distinction has ever been ac- 
■orded to him I could not and did not 
at any time refer to that gentleman 
as “the highest authority in the Brit
ish Empire on Constitutional proce- 
lure." I have written of him as 
‘One of the highest authorities upon 
British Constitutional procedure." The 
occasion will be found reported in the 
Tournai of the House of Assembly. 
1909, and page 347. The circum- 
itances In connection with which I 
expressed that opinion were as fol- 
ows, namely: —

“Under date the 12th November. 
1908. Sir Edward Morris had written 
the then Governor, Sir William Mac
Gregor, advising him as to what he 
•oneeived to te constitutional proce- 
lure. Sir William sent the letter tc 
me for consideration. Having duly 
considered It. 1 called at Government 
House and advised the then Governor 
that Sir Edward Morris’ views in re
gard to Constitutions) procedure were 
entirely erroneous. But as some 
doubt was expressed on the matter I

THE WARTS DISAPPEARED

Mr. Kiefs haw Found the Right 
Remedy.

lit is certainly not for lack of so- 
called "Cures” that people put up with 
unsightly and uncomfortable warts.

But somehow or other most of these 
•‘Cures" tail to work.

Mr. J. S. Ringshaw, of Bent River, 
Out., very sensibly tried Douglas’ 
Egyptian Liniment on them, and found 
it was a real cure. He says:

"I was greatly annoyed with warts on 
my hands and face, but after using 
Douglas' Egyptian Liniment for a short 
time they all disappeared as if by 
magic. I have found it an excellent 
remedy for cold sores, in fact it is a cure 
for every ill in our house. We would 
not be without it.”

Scarcely a week passes but Douglas’ 
Egyptian Linement would save some 
member of your family from pain and 
suffering if you had a bottle of it handy. 
And it’s just as good for your stock. 67

25c stall druggists. Free sample on 
request. Douglas & Co., Napanee, Ont.

\

MAKES LIGHT
the work of washing, does 
Sunlight. Brightness and 
sweetness reign in the 
home when Sunlight Soap 
helps you. «a*

SUNLIGHT
SOAP ,

TRY THE 
SUNLIGHT 
j» WAY *

cabled to London and obtained the 
opinion of Sir Courtney llbert, and 
under date the 17th November 1 wrote 
Sir William MacGregor a letter in 
which the following occurs, namely, 
“I further submit that the opinion ex
pressed by Sir Edward Morris that 
“Your Excellency would not be justi- 
“fied In being a party to the filling of 
"any office in the Civil Service now 
“vacant, or the making of any con
tracts. and that the powers and 
“privileges of your Ministers should 
"be limited entirely to the transaction 
“of ordinary^ routine business" 
amounts to a perfect absurdity, for 
there can be no limitation of confi
dence between the Crown and its re
sponsible advisers, and so long as 
Ministers retain their position under 
the Crown they of right exercise full 
Executive power and authority. In 
the interview that I had the honour of 
receiving at Your Excellency’s hands 
on Saturday last. I stated this as my 
opinion, and intimated that I had sub
mitted my views for the opinion of c 
British Constitutional expert. I am 
pleased to be able to state that the 
correctness of the views I then ex
pressed to Your Excellency and which 
I now embody in this communication 
has been completely borne out by the 
reply received to-day from Sir 
Courtney Peregrine llbert. K. C. S. I. 
who will be readily recognized by 
Your Excellency as one of the high
est authorities upon British Constitu
tional procedure.”

In conclusion I would say that 
while Sir Courtney llbert differs from 
me in part in the present instance 
that difference I am satisfied is occa
sioned by his not having before him 
the full facts in respect to the un
paralleled position in which the 
Railway Contractors, as donors of 
gifts, stand to the Colony.

Yours truly
_______________K. BOND.

A Simple Treatment that 
Will Make Hair Grow 

Now Sold in New
foundland.

Every up-to-date woman should 
have radiant hair.

There are thousands of women with 
harsh, faded, characterless hair, who 
Jo not try to improve it.

In England and Paris women take 
pride in having beautiful hair. Every 
Canadian woman can have lustrous 
ind luxuriant hair by using SALVIA, 
he Great American Sage Hair Tonic.

Every reader of the Telegram can 
tave an attractive head of hair In a 
few weeks by using SALVIA.

McMurdo & Co. sells a large bottle 
for 50 cents, and gurantees it to ban
ish Dandruff, stop falling hair and 
itching scalp in ten days, or money 
back.

SALVIA Is a beautiful, pleasant, 
nonstlcky Hair Tonic.

“ The Third
Degree.”

Another large audience greeted the 
Selman Stock Company at the Casino 
Theatre last evening in their repro
duction of “The Third Degree." The 
stage settings were as perfect as the 
previous evening and everything went 
along smoothly. Mr. Selman, in the 
role of “Judge Brewer," gave a clever 
delineation. In fact all the parts 
were ably sustained and the perform
ers were deservedly applauded. Miss 
MacKenzie, the comediene, capti
vated the audience with her vocal 
numbers. To-night “The Third De
gree" will be staged for the last time, 
and to-morrow night the public will 
be given an opportunity of witnessing 
"The Light That Failed."

CURE BACKACHE.
If you are troubled with a pain 

inder your shoulder, take HILL’S 
’’ILLS and see how quickly It will 
lisappear. HILL'S PILLS will purl- 
y your blood", removes pimples and 
dcanse the entire system. A sure 
cure for Constipation and all disorders 
arising from a disordered liver and 
stomach. Price 25c. a box. - Sold at 
McMURDO’S. _____ _

Littledale.
On next Tuesday, as stated a few 

days ago, the pupils of Littledale 
Academy will appear at St. Patrick's 
Hall in a strikingly pretty drama. 
The talent of these young ladies is 
if a high order, as St. John's audi
ences can testify. True, the hour for 
commencing—4 o'clock afternoon—is 
somewhat inconvenient, but as a hall 
aaffinot be procured for a later hour, 
it is the best possible under the cir
cumstances. The affair is under the 
distinguished patronage of His Grace 
the Archbishop, and His Excelency 
the Governor has very kindly inti
mated that he will be present, accom
panied by Lady Williams and suite.

Annual Tea.
The members of the Cathedral Band 

of Hope will have their annual tea 
this afternoon, to be followed by an 
entertainment whicti will be given by 
the children in the Synod Hall at 7.30. 
A fine programme has been arranged 
and a large number will participate.

GETTING READY. —The-fishermen 
at the Southslde and Battery are now 
getting ready for operations on the 
total grounds. Several of the ven
turesome ones will be beginning next 
week. We learn that motor boats will 
he very much in evidence on the local 
grounds this year.

New Goods for Easter.
CARROTS, PARSNIPS and CRANBERRIES.

California Oranges.
Large Messina Lemons. 
Pulled Smyrna Figs, 20c. Ih. 
Pulled Turkey Figs, 20c. box. 
Ben Davis AppWb.
American Cabbage.

Pan Yan Pickles, 5c. and 25c. Bottle. 
Tomatd Catsup, 15c. Bottle. j
Lemon Cheese. 20c. Crock.
Heinz Apple Butter, 45c. quart crock. 
Lunham’s Irish Bacon (boned).
Pure Canadian Butter, 1 lb. Blocks.

Flett's 1 lb. Pot Raspberry Jam, 25c. 
Flett's 1 lb. Pots Strawberry Jam.25c. 
Sliced California Peaches, 3 lb. tin, 

25c.

31b. Tins Cal. White Cherries. 
Bird’s Custard, Powder. 
Foster Clark’s Custard (tins).

Huntley & Palmer’s Cakes and Biscuits, 
Mbtr’s Cakes. Mooney’s Biscuits, 

Hartley’s Jams & Marmalade, 1 & 21b pots 
Crosse & Blackwell’s Jams, 1-lb. Vacuum Glass Jars 

Fresh Country Eggs,
Fig Marmalade, 25 cts. 1-lb. Glass.

C. P. EAGAN.
DecknoiHi Street and Queen » Roait


