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We have sll the indications of prosperity. The mere
chance—the misfortune it is, certainly-—of having an unsatis-
factory. crop, for the hon, gentleman says it is no worse,
together with the fact that, in some instances, in our early
expérience, the manufacturers have made an .over-produc-
tion in some gertain branches, has furnished the occusion of
acry; and there has aiso been ten or fifteen per .cent. of
frosted whedt in the North-West., 1Itis a very strange thing
that while that same frost cut down the crops in Minnesota
and’ Dakota, and destroyed the whole of the corn crop
through .8 .large region in the Western States, you do not
find the American press, the American statesmen, or Ameri-
oan politicians, publishing to the world, and gloating
over on the stump, the fact that their country has
suffered im its protuction, and is not so prosperous
as it }ias been in past years. It has been left to the Grits
and the Grit {)ress to defile our own nest. Much good may
it do them. If they can persuade the farmer or the work-
man who, from over-production in a given mill or manu-
factory, has been obliged to work. short time, that the
National Policy is wrong, what care they—what care they
about ruining the character of the country, depreciating its
credit in the markets.of the warld, if they can only displace
the National Policy Government and take its place? Hon.
gentlemen opposite, like. the individual depicted by Milton,
who says it 18 better to rule in hell than to serve in
heaven, would rather rule over a ruined country than sit
quietly on the benches .of the Opposition, seeing much
against their will a ppeople properous and a developing
trade. .But there are some wonderful omissions in this
oélebrated Speech delivered by Lord Lansdowne the other
day. Among other things he says the Washington Treaty
ends in two years, Itis of the very greatest importance to
Canads that that sibject should be dealt with by us now.
Why, Mr. Speaker, 1 remember the time when every
man in the Opposition called me Jadas Iscariot
and Benedict Arnold; I remember the time when [ was
hounded down ; when I was called a traitor to the country,
a traitor to its best interests, because I was in some
degres, as one of the Commissioners, responsible for
the Washington Treaty. It was called the * Wash-
ington Surrender,”—why, the surrender of Cornwal-
lis was nothing to it. I was told I was a traitor.
Benedict Arnold was a seraph to me, For the whole time
from May, when the Treaty was signed, to the following
winter, when we asked Parliament to confirm it, I was the
victim of eontinuous attaek. The language msed was as
plgm- and as honest Saxon as ever was wsed. There was no
mincing; there was no circumlocution in the phrases
applied to me. Of all the scoundrels who ever betrayed a
country, I was the worst. And now I find the
Leader of the Opposition, one of those gentlemen,
who, nodoubt to some extent, though always in a gentle-
manly way, joined in these attaeks me, says it is of
great importance that that Treaty-should not be allowed to
drop, We mmust take it up, because there are great inter-
ests eomcerned, and he aetnally'ohar% mo and the Gov-
ernment of which I am the First Minister, with being
guilty of & criminal omission, an omission he thinks he
ought to-bring up in the House in his place as & member
of Parliament defending the imterests of Canada, beosuse
‘we have not-anneunced that we are going to take steps to
‘continue that -opprobrious 'Treaty. 1 remember the time
‘when the then lender of the Opposition said, * And youn
Mmﬁ*tbetean&ormlm hts of Canada; you have given
up the-tertitorial rights of Canada for money, for meney.”
‘Baid e, “I'loatlto the idea-of the money we get or will
get under that Treaty.” Yet we got 4,500,000, Non
"“’t", if -the ’hoﬂ-.gentleman will allow me to quote
Iatin, hough he objected to ‘my hon. friend doing it, the
money did not: smell badly. “They net only took the
mm:'nkmh they-lodthed as & bribe to-sell our best inter-

-ests, our national honour, but they applied to Her Majesty
‘the Queen to grant the title of Knight Commander-of
St. Michael and St. George 1o the Minister who was at the
‘head of the Department that got -the money. Now, Mr,
. Speaker, I want to call the attention of my -hon.friend:to
‘one particular omission, which he dwelt on with great
‘unction, which he dwelt on with special unetion, amd
'that is that, in ‘my desire to' centraline evor&ing
lin this Government a&nd the Parl;.iament -of A '
I expended the money of -the- le of Carada in fighting
out in England the '»Zlaim of mpbomiuion ‘»Pnli;?g'ent to
ithe escheats—estates forfeiled by individuals ‘leaving mo
heirs or representatives. Thal is the statement of the hon.
goentleman. He said I was s0 anxious to centralize every-
thing that I imsisted upen that -dootrine being earried
out. Mr. Speaker, the hon, gentleman did net design,
I am quite sure, intentionally to misrepresent me, but there
is & most unfortunate lapse in his memory. They say Mr,
Gladstone has the same fuiling, He dlways believes -any-
thing he-states at the time is true. Sometimesit is proved
that it is not true, but &t the same time everybody knows
that Mr. Gladstone is & great statesman, and-a saint, and
u good man ; and he is, no doubt. He is just as offen as not
wrong in his statements of facts, but he believes he is right
when he makes a statement of any kind. The hoa. gentle-
man says it is the Government of which I am & member
that took up that question of escheats. Sir, from 1867 ‘to
1873, wheh we went oeut, the Government {ook not one
single step with regard to escheats. They-never ex 8
an opinion in regard to that question where the escheats
would go, and, dlthough the hon. gentleman has & lot
of extracts, I chullenge him or any man to state that any-
where from 1867 to now, at any time, he
ever heard me express an opinien & to that
contested question, whether the escheats went to
the Provincial Government or the Dominion Govern-
ment. Isay I challenge the hon. gentlemsn er -smy-
body to prove that, o any oecasion, in Parliament or gut-of
Parliament, I ever expressed ary opinion-on that-question,
It is & matter of little importance, as 'the hon, .
man truly says. It did not give the Treasury snything,
because everybody knows it is the practice, whenever there
has been an eschest, if any relative, legitimate or illegiti-
mate, if any friend, if any creditor of a persen leaving an
estate behind, can be found, the money is given up readily
and willingly; it never-has been considered & portien-of the
revenue of the eourtry. It mever has formed & portion.of
the revemue of the country. I do net believe that '$5,600,
I do not know that evem $1,000, has ever found its way
since Confederation into ithe Pablic Treasury from .any
escheat; therefore the charge that in auy way whatever I
desired in that instanee to eentralize the matter here is-alto-
ether erroneous ; but, Mr, Speaker, T-will.go & littlefurther.
While ne opinion was given by me as:Minister of Justice,
which I was from 1867 to 1873, -strange to say, that the
whole question arose on the de¢ision of Mr. kewzie’s
Government ; that the ease aroseon an opinion given by
Mr, Lafiamme, as the Minister of Justice of Mr. Maolveuzis's
-‘Admrinistration, deciating that tho escheats belonged to the
Dominion Government, o ,

Mr. BLAKE. Mr, Fournier,

Sir JOHN A. MAODONALD. Xes, Mr. Fournier ; not
Mr. Laflamme. It was Mr. Foursier, now s jadge, made by
the hon. gentieman, 1 Judge of the SBapreme Uourt. of Qana-
da; and a very goed judge, I bekieve, Mr, Rourvieris—a
man who does honoar:to.the: Bench ; buthe-gave his.opinion,
as Minister of Justice, that all the escheated moneys went
into the Dominion Treasury, and mot into :the ‘Provineial
Treasury. And,Mr. Speaker, when wo. came :in.and this
{ eelebrated Mercer case -arose, ‘Mr. Mowat swrate 'here 'to
{~know what we would do about it, and we.eame {0-80:AgTee-




