
Jt dMsatok of ' I* CuiMla ' from SliwbvMk*
i«ata» Ask Mr. Amm, th* obl*f orsaaiMr of
tlM Ifoadw- fore* intli* Daatarn tovn^pi, k
«Mi4iaff Urg* nvmlMrt of tb« ' MontrMl Star '

to Kofliflli MMkiBf Totan in ttaota «onntlM
*ad •< 'U Darolr ' to tbt Franok ipMlciiig

Th« 'Herald' hM the bMt rMWU for bo-
W'i"! *«t tb« aaMPtion. ao far at leaat a«
hm-IMw^i ' ia eonoarnad, ia trna.
Ib wbat poaiticn does tbia placa tba CoBaar-

ntira eaadidate In St. Antoinaf
ttr. Bofdnt and bia party faign to ignora

BIoBk asd Boaraaaa. Tbay are boldiag separ-
ata maetiBga. Tbe/ bare aeparata central oom-
littea reoas Ib ICoatreal. Jfatara. Monk and
Bouraaaa ride the aati-imnerialist and anti-
nary boraa. while tfeaara. Borden and Sifton
oiaim to be deairoua of saving tba navy. The
aim of both ia traneparent. It ia to destroy
Laurior. Their inaincarity ia aaaily detected
nithont lifting the veil which hidaa their eleo.
tural oparmtioBa. But when the veil ig lifted
what do we see? Mr. Amea the chief represen-
tutive of Mr. Borden in Quebec English coun-
ties givir.j imperialiatic and jinjo literature
to the Bagliab electors, and at tbe aame time
diatributing to tbe French gronpa in those
counties the Monk-Boarasaa paper, Le Devoir,
and paying with Bordea campaign money for
that circnlatioB.

After commenting upon it the article

reads :—

If Mr. Amaa ia prepared to deny that he hag
bad part or partial knowledge or piirticipation
in helping to diaseminate tbe paper which
preaches aocb doctrines, w« will willingly ac-
cavt bia da^al.
Bnt onr information is to tbe effect that he

cannot deny it.

Tile same afQrmation was made on the
floor of tlie House of Commons. I will not
diacusfl at length the reasons which actuated
the Conaervative organization in using ' Le
Davoir.' Thousands of copies of Mr. Bou-
rassa's paper were daily circulated, and
surely it was not to carry on the campaign
against reciprocity, because ' Le Devoir '

was in favour of reciprocity. It was disse-

ipinHted throughout a number of counties

in Quebec because it was against a navy
and contribution and because it favoured
an appeal to the people. This seemed to

W popular and to sway a certain number of

electors, and this means was resorted to to

carry the election. It was successful. It

carried the election, and it brought these

gentlemen to power, but it did not give

them » mandate. You cannot support two
policies wliich are absolutely contradictory
at the same time and then come t>efore

parliament and say that you have a man-
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date. On the 5th of S«pt«diH% Mr. Bon.
raasa said in his own paper;

•iT^'J.*'." ** told 'but if Lanritr is reiacted.
It ia Borden who olimba to power, and Borden
is worse than Lauriar.'
,1 reaiated Mr. Borden when he presented bia

paah contribntioB aoheme, bat. between Laur-
**' ?^ Bordea, Monk atood np to aak tbe ao-
peal to the peoide. .\t lirat 17 membei-i only
anpported him. bat after the victory of Dran-
mond and Artbaba<4ka the whole of the Con-
nervfttire party voted with him.

I will not cite the opinion of Messrs. Pel
letier, Nuntel, Coderre or Monk. Their
stands are similar. They are against a
contribution and for a repeal of the Navy
Act. This is the gospel preaclied with the
knowledge of Mr. Borden himself. He
stood on the platform when the English
speaking Conservative candidates express-
ed theniselv<;s in favour of the same policy,
and I say that when ysu deduct from the
Conservative vote 133,000 votes, this policy
is in a minority of 224,000. and when you
have, besides, such a campaign carried on in
the full light of day, it takes some courage,
to say the least, on the part of the Prime
Minister to come to parliament and stato
that he has a mandate on this question and
also to hear my hon. friend a£Brm that
it was one of the principal planks of

the Conservative party to offer a con-
tribution in the form of ships or money.
Was it the plank of Meaers. Pelletier, Monk,
Nantel or Coderre? We have them on
record as protesting against contributions
and stating that they would vote for an
appeal to the people. In the other House,
when twitted wilSi bringing down thia policy
as a hybrid policy, the product of the mar-
riage of the Conservatives and Nationalists,
the Minister of Trade and Commerce said,
' but look at the child; whom does he
resemble? Who won?' The victory was an
easy one, when every minister who had
shammed nationalism, to win the election
entered the cabinet without asking Mr.
Borden what was his policy, what
were his intentions, and swore allegiance to
him. Who won? The victory was easy
against Pelletier and Company, but I would
aak the Minisfter of Trade and Commerce:
is that the Whole question? What about
the offspring? What about Hm children?
What about the voters who carried you
Into power? It seems io me they count for
som^iing. They represent tens of thous-


