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Foreword

Following Confederation in 1867, the House of Commons kept no official record of its debates
until 1875. Speeches of members were reported extensively in the newspapers of the time, but
the House lacked a full and authoritative account of its deliberations.

As a project to mark the Centennial of Canada’s Confederation, the Parliamentary Librarian,
Erik Spicer, with the support of the Speaker of the House, the Honourable Roland Michener,
decided to commission an account that would reconstitute the debates for the missing years. It
would draw primarily upon newspaper reports of the day and would be as definitive as possible.
The House of Commons Debates 1872 is the fifth volume in the series to be published.

In 1872, the young Dominion of Canada was vibrant and optimistic — marked by economic
development and increasing political self-confidence. It was a time when, as Sir John A.
Macdonald put it, the gristle of Confederation would harden into bone. Trade issues were hotly
debated, with parliamentarians concerned that the provisions of the Treaty of Washington
dealing with shared fisheries and access to the St. Lawrence River unduly favoured American
interests and circumvented Canadian sovereignty. Another topic of debate was enabling
legislation to finish construction of the transcontinental railway, linking the new provinces of
British Columbia and Manitoba with the rest of Canada. In the course of its deliberations,
Parliament found that federal plans for development of the country sometimes clashed with
provincial priorities. Dual representation, which permitted Ontario and Quebec members of
Parliament to sit in provincial legislatures concurrently, provoked strong controversy during the
session. These were some of the issues that occupied the House of Commons during the 1872
session, and are in turn reflected in the Debates.

I would like to commend the Parliamentary Librarian, Dr. William Young, for overseeing this
important project. The publication of this volume is another step in completing the history of
Canada’s parliamentary record.

Great thanks are also due to the editor of this volume, Dr. David Farr, for his fine work; and to
the small army of historians, librarians, translators, transcribers, editors and parliamentary staff,
who should take pride in having so painstakingly recreated this account of the debates of the
House of Commons for 1872.

Hon. Peter Milliken, M.P.
Speaker of the House of Commons
Ottawa, 2009






Preface

It is a pleasure to mark the publication of this fifth volume of the reconstituted debates of the
House of Commons. As with its companion volumes covering the parliamentary sessions for the
years 1867 to 1871, the House of Commons Debates 1872 have been reconstructed by drawing
upon contemporary newspaper reports in the absence of an official record. The impetus for the
series came from former Parliamentary Librarian, Erik Spicer. The first volume, covering the
debates for 1867-68, was completed with his guidance and support, and was published in 1967
to mark Canada’s Centennial.

Before 1875, speeches delivered in the House of Commons were reported in the major
newspapers of the day, notably the Ottawa Times and the Toronto Globe. The Library of
Parliament clipped these reports and pasted them into scrapbooks; these became known as the
“Scrapbook Debates.” Together with the “Cotton Debates” — an unofficial condensed version of
the year’s debates produced by the editor of the Times, James Cotton, these provided most of the
source material for the present volume.

The publication of the 1872 Debates marks significant progress in the overall project as
envisaged by Erik Spicer. Hansard, the official, verbatim reporting of the House of Commons
debates, began in 1875, so there remain two more years to be covered. Dr. David Farr’s careful
editorship is warmly appreciated. His Introduction, written in 1991, provides insight into the
political sensibilities of Canada’s first parliamentarians as well as an entertaining account of the
issues of the time.

Throughout this project, the Library of Parliament has been fortunate to have engaged a number
of distinguished scholars. Dr. Peter Waite of Dalhousie University, a well-known historian of
the Confederation period, compiled three volumes covering the first three sessions of the First
Parliament (1867-68, 1869 and 1870). He was succeeded by Dr. Norman Ward of the
University of Saskatchewan, a leading scholar of parliamentary history, who undertook the
editing of the 1871 volume. Sadly, Dr. Ward passed away before he could complete it, and
Pamela Hardisty, former Assistant Parliamentary Librarian, completed the project.

As Parliamentary Librarian, 1 am pleased to have helped bring this publication to fruition, with
the support and encouragement of the Speaker of the House of Commons, the Honourable Peter
Milliken.

I would like to thank the many staff of the Library of Parliament who contributed to the
compilation of this volume — in particular, Michael Graham and Cynthia Hubbertz who, assisted
by Teresa Ray, kept the project on course; and Louis Brillant, whose research was crucial to the
project. | would also like to commend the fine team at the House of Commons Parliamentary
Publications Service, whose continuing practical support and expert assistance was invaluable.

William R. Young
Parliamentary Librarian
Ottawa, 2009






Introduction

For the first years after Confederation, the only accounts of the debates in the Dominion House of
Commons are those provided by private reporters for their newspapers. It was not until the session
of 1875, in the Third Parliament, that official reports of the debates were commissioned. The
Senate, perhaps because it believed it was being overlooked, began official reporting earlier, in
1871. The reporters and their editors responsible for covering the early debates of the House of
Commons were frankly partisan in their approach to the task. George Brown, the editor of the
influential Toronto Globe and a prominent figure in the politics of the period, described the result of
partisan reporting:

“Of course, in the papers, the leading speakers are most fully reported. The others
have a smaller space given to them, and of them those of the men in the opposite
side in politics to the editor of the paper in which the speeches are reported are
given in the most contracted form.””'

In addition to the selective reporting, the attention given to parliamentary debates varied widely
across the new Dominion. For the most part, newspapers ignored the debates, although occasionally
giving some attention to a speech of a local member. A survey carried out by the Library of
Parliament found that this was the case for newspapers in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick and for
most papers in Ontario. Quebec newspapers were similarly indifferent to the debates in Ottawa.
There was little French used in the early House of Commons. Reporters were generally English-
speaking and there was, of course, no simultaneous translation available. Even when members
addressed the House in French, the papers in French-speaking Canada frequently failed to take
notice. There are, however, two notable exceptions to the thin newspaper coverage of early
parliamentary debates. They are the Ottawa Times (1865—-1877) and the Toronto Globe.

The Times, which seems to have been an offshoot of the Quebec Morning Chronicle, launched itself
in Ottawa on 18 December 1865, in time to report the first sitting of the Parliament of the Province
of Canada the following year. It announced that it would make a serious attempt to record the
debates. It is likely that the managing directors, George Cotton in 1867 and James Cotton from
1870 to 1873, hoped to secure a government contract to report the proceedings of the new
Dominion Parliament. Its point of view as a newspaper, the Times stated, would be
"uncompromisingly Conservative” and progressive. James Cotton made it clear on a public
occasion that the Times would be "like its English namesake, always for the government in power."

Cotton went ahead and published a shortened unofficial version of the Commons debates for the
third and fourth sessions of the First Parliament, 1870 and 1871. These reports, based on the
accounts in the Times, were intended for the use of members of Parliament. Cotton had issued them
at his own expense after a proposal to have a report prepared under the supervision of a committee
of the House had been turned down in 1871. The subject came up in the fifth session, on 13 June
1872, the day before the formal end of the First Parliament. The Prime Minister, Sir John A.
Macdonald, rose to announce that he had received "a round robin" signed by 130 members
requesting that the House purchase the two volumes of the “Cotton Debates,” two copies to be given

! George Brown, Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada, 5 March 1858, quoted in David B. Knight, A Capital
for Canada: Conflict and Compromise in the Nineteenth Century, University of Chicago, Department of Geography,
Research Paper 182, 1977, p. 317.

2 Quoted in R.U. Mahaffy, "Ottawa Journalism 1860 to 1870," in Ontario History, Vol. XLII No. 4 (October 1950),
p. 210.
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to each member. Alexander Mackenzie, who was to form the country’s first Liberal administration
in 1873, opposed the government's motion, claiming that the proposal had already been rejected by
the House and that Cotton's reports were "partisan." Dr. Charles Tupper, from Nova Scotia and
President of the Privy Council, defended the quality of Cotton's debates, stating that there was a
strong need for a permanent record of the House's deliberations. The discussion continued "at some
length” until a sparsely attended House approved Macdonald's motion, 41 to 5. Six hundred copies
of the Cotton Debates were subsequently purchased. Although shorter than the account found in the
Times, they are occasionally useful for confirming ambiguous texts in the newspaper account, or
identifying speakers.

Cotton's reporting of the debates did not continue for long. In 1873, when the government of Sir
John A. Macdonald fell, the newspaper quickly changed ownership and began to support the
Reform or Liberal party that then took office. It did not receive the Hansard contract when it was
awarded in 1875, and two years later the Ottawa Times ceased publication.’

The Toronto Globe offered an alternative source for an account of the debates. Its version was, of
course, more to the taste of the Ontario voters who supported George Brown and the Grit or Reform
party. Its reports were generally not as full as those of the Times, but they tended to be livelier. The
Globe's readership resided in the populous districts around Toronto and westward to the American
border. In 1872 it enjoyed a circulation higher than any other newspaper in the new Dominion.’
Edward Blake and Alexander Mackenzie, the leaders of the opposition in Parliament in 1872,
received full attention in its columns. Sir John A. Macdonald and his Conservative colleagues were
given more cavalier treatment.

Students of early post-Confederation Canada have relied on the accounts of the debates found in the
Times and the Globe. During these years, the Library of Parliament regularly pasted the accounts of
the two newspapers into large scrapbooks, informally referred to as the "Scrapbook Debates." Until
recently, these large and fragile volumes, their pages brittle and yellow with age, have served along
with the official Journals printed by order of the House of Commons as the indispensable references
for the proceedings of the early Parliament of Canada. The scrapbooks have been microfilmed to
give their contents a more durable form.

As a project to mark the 1967 Centennial of Canada's Confederation, Erik J. Spicer, the
Parliamentary Librarian, decided to commission an account, as definitive as possible, of the early
debates of the Dominion Parliament. It would be drawn largely from the reports of the Times and
the Globe. The task of preparing an authoritative version of the early debates was entrusted to the
well-known historian of the Confederation period, Dr. Peter B. Waite of Dalhousie University.
Over the next several years Dr. Waite compiled three volumes of the debates of the First Parliament:
the First Session (1867-1868) published in 1967; the Second Session (1869) published in 1975; and
the Third Session (1870) published in 1979. More recently, the late Dr. Norman Ward of the
University of Saskatchewan, a foremost student of the workings of Parliament and an early advocate
of bringing out a new edition of the debates, completed a text for a fourth volume, that for the 1871
session. The text that is reproduced here, for the 1872 session of the Commons, represents the fifth
volume in the series.

3 Canadian Library Association, News Notes, Microfilm Project, Vol. 4 (December 1965).

* This statement appears on the second page of the 2 January 1872 edition of the Globe: “The subscribers for the
Daily and Weekly editions of The Globe include so vast a proportion of the English-speaking popuiation as to
make its circulation all but universal throughout the Dominion.”



For the most part, the editor of this account has followed the useful guidelines laid down by Peter
Waite when he began the project in the 1960s. There are no overt editorial interventions in the text,
although the spelling of members' names has been corrected. The private reporters were often
careless in identifying members with similar surnames; every effort has been made to be precise on
this point. The reporters were often hearing geographical place names for the first time. Spellings
of places are therefore erratic: they have been corrected by giving them their modern form.
Occasionally a word, a phrase or a number wrongly reported by the journalist covering the debate
has been replaced by a more likely one.

The reports of the Times have been used as the principal basis for the text since its accounts are
fuller, and therefore less selective, than those in the Globe. Globe reports, according to Professor
Waite, averaged about one third the length of the original speech, whereas the Times reports were
closer to being verbatim accounts. Since the Globe tended to give more space to the contributions
of the leading spokesmen of the opposition, its account has frequently been drawn upon for these
speeches. Where accounts are of comparable length, the editor has followed Peter Waite's example
and chosen "the most literate and salty version."

In some instances, sections of reports from the two newspapers have been combined to give a more
comprehensible account of a speech. Notwithstanding the manner in which the debates for 1872
have been compiled, the reader should keep in mind that the legislative reports of the Times and the
Globe are undoubtedly incomplete and uneven in their coverage of Commons discussions.
Reporters, just as members, could be inattentive and bored as debate droned on. The selection here
presented is not a definitive account of the 1872 session since that can never be reconstructed. It is,
however, the result of an honest attempt to be as fair and comprehensive as possible.

A brief note on some editorial points. Some members of Parliament are designated "honourable,"
others are not. Members given this designation come from three categories: individuals who were
sitting or past members of the Privy Council (the federal Cabinet); members who had been
appointed to executive councils (cabinets) in the British North American colonies before 1867; and
individuals, such as Edward Blake, Alexander Mackenzie and Pierre-Joseph-Olivier Chauveau, who
were simultaneously members of Parliament and ministers in provincial cabinets.

The formal Address in Reply to the Speech from the Throne is not reproduced in this edition of the
1872 debates. It can be consulted, by those with a taste for Victorian rhetoric, in the Journals of the
House of Commons for 13 April 1872, pages 11-13. The fourteen numbered resolutions upon
which the Address is based are printed just before, pages 9-11.

An Act respecting the Canadian Pacific Railway ®was one of the principal pieces of legislation of
the 1872 session. Eight resolutions on which the major purposes of the Act were based, were
presented to the House of Commons on 21 May. They are quoted in the Journals for that day
(pages 144-146) and reproduced in the text of the debates. These resolutions, and eleven others
whose original texts are not given in the Journals or the debates, were the subject of intensive
discussion throughout the rest of the session. In their amended form, they became the nineteen
sections of the Canadian Pacific Railway Act. They were taken up seriatim in the Commons and
were arranged in the same manner in the Act.

> P.B. Waite. House of Commons Debates. 1867-1868, Introduction.
§ Canadian Pacific Railway Act (35 Vict., Cap.71).



By law, the House of Commons was to consist of 191 members for the session of 1872. In fact,
because Manitoba was under-represented, only 190 members were present in the chamber for the
session. Most members had been elected in the first election after Confederation, held over six
weeks begween August and September 1867, but a few had entered the House through later by-
elections.

Members of the two new provinces in the West took a modest part in the 1872 session. Manitoba,
admitted on 15 July 1870, had been assigned four members. Three of them participated in the 1872
session; the fourth seat was vacant because of the problem created by a "double return." British
Columbia, entering Confederation on 20 July 1871, had been allotted six members, four of whom
were subsequently chosen by acclamation. Elections on 13 and 15 December selected the two
additional members and all six British Columbia representatives took their seats for the first time in
the 1872 session. Among the original provinces of Confederation, Ontario had the largest
representation with 82 members, compared to Quebec's 65 (a number fixed in the British North
America Act) Nova Scotia's 19 and New Brunswick's 15.

The Manitoba "double return" illustrated the inadequacies of the new Dominion's electoral
legislation. In the first federal elections in Manitoba, held on 2 and 3 March 1871, the riding of
Marquette, west of Fort Garry, had returned two candidates. Angus C. McKay, a Conservative,
received the same number of votes, 282, as his Liberal opponent, Dr. James S. Lynch. Both men
journeyed to Ottawa, swore the oath to enter Parliament, signed the roll and took their seats in the
chamber, after which they immediately withdrew. Their actions followed the procedure laid down
for dealing with controverted elections: all members "returned upon double returns (are) to
withdraw until their returns are determined." The cases of the would-be Manitoba members were
turned over to the House of Commons Committee on Privileges and Elections, which in May
decided to give the candidates six weeks to submit lists of voters whose names they questioned.
The Committee then adjourned until this was done. Before the period was over, the Commons had
prorogued. Thus, the Marquette seat was not occupied during the 1872 session, giving Manitoba
only three sitting members. Neither McKay nor Lynch contested the 1872 election. The seat for
Marquette was finally filled by a third candidate who took his seat in the Second Parliament®

National political parties did not exist in the parliamentary session of 1872. Instead, the
membership of the House of Commons was characterized by "loose coalitions” which had not yet
merged into cohesive parties.’

The dominant coalition was led by Sir John A. Macdonald, a grouping later to be identified as the
Liberal-Conservative (Conservative) Party. It represented a continuation of the coalition Macdonald
had put together to achieve the union of the colonies in 1867. At its core was his personal alliance
with Sir George-Etienne Cartier, a partnership created as early as 1854 to control the unruly politics
of the old Province of Canada. Macdonald's bloc included Conservatives from Canada West, many

7 The physical conditions of the early House of Commons, its "tremendous vitality" as a legislative body and the "un-
business-like nature of (its) public business" are well captured in an article by Norman Ward, "The Formative Years of
the House of Commons, 1867-1891," in The Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science, XVIII Number 4
(November 1952), pp. 431-451.

8 The Dominion Elections Act, 1874 (37 Vict., Cap. 9) gave the returning officer the right to cast a deciding vote when
"an equality of votes" occurs in an election.

® Escott M. Reid, "The Rise of National Parties in Canada," in Hugh G. Thorburn (ed.), Party Politics in Canada
(Scarborough, sec. ed., 1967), p. 22.



of them descendants of the United Empire Loyalists or supporters of the Orange Order; moderate
Reformers from Canada West who had once followed Robert Baldwin; a majority of the French-
speaking inhabitants of Quebec, at this time strongly influenced in their political views by the
Roman Catholic Church; and Montreal commercial interests whose spokesman in 1872 was Sir
Alexander T. Galt.

Macdonald's grand coalition was carried to the provincial level in Quebec and Ontario. Quebec's
first administration after 1867 was led by a Conservative, Pierre-Joseph-Olivier Chauveau. The
practice of dual representation allowed Chauveau and three of this cabinet to sit in the federal House
where they were able to co-operate with Macdonald. In Ontario, Macdonald had secured the
appointment of an independent Reformer, John Sandfield Macdonald of Cornwall, as Ontario's first
premier. Sandfield Macdonald's original cabinet was another coalition comprising himself, two
Conservatives and two Reformers. The Premier sat in the Commons, as did two of his ministers,
John Carling and Edmund Burke (E.B.) Wood. It was not surprising that the leading opposition
newspaper in Ontario, the Toronto Globe, declared that the Sandfield Macdonald administration
would be "run" by the other Macdonald government in Ottawa.

From the Maritime provinces the Macdonald coalition gained some support, not for its leader nor its
ambitions as a political party but for the fact that it carried forward the project of Confederation.
Most of the candidates from New Brunswick in the 1867 election were in favour of union; in the
following years some of them committed themselves more closely to Macdonald and his coalition.
But in 1872 they constituted ministerialist rather than loyal Macdonald Conservatives. From Nova
Scotia, the 1867 election had returned 18 anti-unionists and one supporter of Confederation, Charles
Tupper. Macdonald attracted Joseph Howe into his government in 1869 and Howe's followers
became a sectional bloc inside the larger grouping. Yet even in the 1872 election, members from
the Maritime provinces showed a marked detachment from the party ties that were forming in
Central Canada.

The opposition to Macdonald and his allies was represented by another, weaker coalition. It had
two wings: the Clear Grit or Reform party of Canada West, and the Parti Rouge or Radical group
from Quebec. The Reformers spoke for the democratic attitudes of the agrarian frontier and for the
belief that representative institutions should be based on population. They were suspicious of large
economic interests such as the railways and sceptical of the intervening hand of government. Their
partners from Quebec, the Rouge group, tended to be anti-clerical, a position that weakened their
standing with the Quebec electorate at this time. Uniting the opposition forces in Ontario and
Quebec was a strongly held belief that Macdonald's coalition government was simply a device to
hold on to power. It weakened the ability of regions to control their local affairs and undermined
the federal principle, the basis of the new union. Thus the opposition elements placed a strong
emphasis on provincial rights. The resulting tension between the evolving authority of the central
government and the rights of the provinces became an underlying theme in the First Parliament.

Leadership among those opposed to Macdonald constituted a serious problem after 1867. George
Brown, the editor of the powerful Globe, had stormed out of Macdonald's Confederation coalition in
1865. Although he had rallied the Reformers of Ontario against Macdonald in the first Dominion
election, he had been personally defeated in his attempt to enter Parliament. Thus the leadership of
the Reform-Radical coalition passed to a small group of sitting members from Ontario and Quebec.
The Quebec members of this group believed that the opposition leader should come from Ontario,
the source of the largest bloc of members opposing Macdonald. There were two possibilities for the
post: Edward Blake and Alexander Mackenzie. The question of the opposition leadership could not
be immediately settled, for Blake and Mackenzie undertook a brief foray into Ontario politics in
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1871-1872 in order to defeat Sandfield Macdonald and establish a Liberal government in Toronto.
Following the abolition of dual representation, they recommitted themselves to federal politics and,
in March 1873, Mackenzie reluctantly accepted the post as leader of the opposition. Thus the
national Liberal party was born, although its representation in the Maritime provinces was limited
until probably 1878.

In the new western provinces of Manitoba and British Columbia, the party labels of Central Canada
meant little. The objective of political effort was the building of the Canadian Pacific Railway.
"Until the railway was completed the west could not afford the luxury of party politics.""°

Thus, western members of Parliament were ministerialist, in opposition to the opposition in the
years before 1873. They might call themselves Conservatives or Liberals, but on the need to press
forward with the Canadian Pacific Railway they were of one mind. It was not until the completion
of the railway, Escott Reid suggests, that the partisan attachments of Eastern Canada began to make
converts in the West.

The rise of a national party in opposition to Macdonald's coalition was hampered by the electoral
methods of the early post-Confederation years. Voting was spread over many weeks, a legacy of
the poor communications of earlier days.""

Ontario moved to polling on a single day through its election law of 1868. The Dominion statute
came in 1874 after the Liberals took office in Ottawa.'” The Act also prescribed the use of the
secret ballot. It came into force on 1 July 1874 but was not effective until the general election of
1878. This was the first general election in Canada's history to use the secret ballot and to be held
on the same day in the country's Eastern provinces. The election was held at later dates in the
Western provinces.

By the 1878 election, party affiliations were more distinct. Members were being elected and re-
elected on the knowledge of their loyalty to a particular party or leader. The party composition of
the House of Commons could be ascertained after the ballots were counted in a general election
rather than after the first division in a new session. Afier the 1872 election, the Toronto Globe and
the Montreal Gazetre had disputed the party affiliations of 35 newly elected members; after the 1878
contest they disagreed on the standing of only five members.

For the 1872 House of Commons, therefore, party affiliations are doubtful or difficult to determine
in many cases. A careful estimate of the 82 Ontario seats produces 46 faithful supporters of the
Macdonald government, 30 members opposed and six whose party affiliations were unreliable or in
the process of change. A leading example in the last category is Richard Cartwright, elected as a
Macdonald supporter for Lennox, Ontario, in 1867, displeased with Macdonald's selection of Sir
Francis Hincks as finance minister in 1869, and steadily moving away from the Conservatives
thereafter. Cartwright called himself an "Independent Conservative" and did not formally break
with the party until the Pacific Scandal charges were raised in 1873. Quebec's 65 seats gave
Macdonald 46 supporters, with 18 members in opposition and at least one independent who
described himself as a Nationalist. By 1872, through Tupper's and Howe's efforts, the supporters of
Confederation from Nova Scotia had risen to six members, with 12 still opposed to union and one

10 Escott M. Reid, "The Rise of National Political Parties in Canada,” p. 21.

1 The first Dominion election was held between 7 August and 21 September 1867; the second between 20 3uly and 3
September 1872. (Robert MacGregor Dawson, The Gevernment of Canada (Toronto, sec. ed. rev., 1956) p. 380,
gives 12 October as the closing date of the 1872 election.)

2 pominion Elections Act, 1874 (37 Vict., Cap. 9).



independent. New Brunswick registered four government supporters and 11 in opposition.
Manitoba's three seats were filled by two Conservatives and Donald A. Smith, an Independent
Conservative. British Columbia's six seats were supposedly shared between the two groupings, but
on divisions in 1872 the Macdonald ministry was almost always upheld by the members from the
Pacific province."

Thus, the 190 sitting members of the Commons in 1872 were distributed as follows:"*

John A. Macdonald supporters 107
(Liberal-Conservative party)

Opposition

(Followers of George Brown 74

and others in opposition)

Independents | 9

Of the 181 members elected to the House of Commons in 1867, a remarkably large number, 46,
were acclaimed. Most of these members (20 were from Quebec) supported Macdonald's coalition
government, but 17 were on the opposition benches. Acclamation for federal seats continued
strongly until the 1880s, when the practice began to decline. The need to provide representatives for
an additional legislative level after 1867 may have led to a scarcity of appropriate candidates.

In 1872, 29 of the 190 members of the House of Commons occupied seats in other legislatures.
Quebec had the largest group of members holding two seats: 14 in the Legislative Assembly and four
in the appointed Legislative Council. The Quebec group included Pierre-Joseph-Olivier Chauveau,
Premier, Provincial Secretary and Minister of Education for Quebec from July 1867 to February
1873. His Solicitor General, George Irvine, also sat in the Commons. Two other members of
Chauveau's administration sat in the Quebec Legislative Council while also being members of the
House of Commons. Other well-known federal members who sat in the Legislature of Quebec were
Luther H. Holton, Henri-Gustave Joly de Lotbiniére and Télesphore Fournier. Most unusual of all
was the position of Hector-Louis Langevin, who was continuously a member of Macdonald's
cabinet from 1867 to 1873 while at the same time holding a seat in the Quebec Assembly for
Dorchester County.

Ontario had eight members who were also in the Legislative Assembly in 1872. John Sandfield
Macdonald, Premier of the province, was a member of both houses until his death on 1 June 1872.
His treasurer, Edmund Burke (E.B.) Wood, was also a member at Queen's Park and in Ottawa.
Their successors, Edward Blake and Alexander Mackenzie, sat in both houses until the general
election of 1872. There were two members of the Assembly of Manitoba in the Dominion
Parliament in 1872: Pierre Delorme and Donald A. Smith. Amor De Cosmos, the colourful British
Columbia politician, was a member for the federal and provincial houses in 1872. He was to

13 Escott M. Reid, "The Rise of National Political Parties in Canada," p. 20.

!4 These estimates are based on information contained in J.K. Johnson (ed.), The Canadian Directory of Parliament,
1867-1967, Ottawa, 1968, which identifies the predominant political affiliation of parliamentarians based on the
record of their entire careers. It may not be always reliable, therefore, for party ties in the session of 1872. There
have been two careful studies of the party loyalties of early federal members from Ontario. One discusses affiliations
following the first Dominion election in 1867: Margaret Helen Small, "A Study of the Dominion and the Provincial
Election of 1867 in Ontario," M.A. Thesis, Queen's University, 1968. Another, by Donald Swainson (Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Toronto, 1968), gives 108 government supporters and 73 opposition members elected in the first
federal election from the four original provinces.



become the second premier of the province in December after having been re-elected to his House
of Commons seat.

Dual representation had been permitted in Ontario and Quebec since 1867. It represented a
contentious issue by the time of the 1872 parliamentary session, although by the end of the session it
was well on the way towards abolition. The opposition to dual representation came from the
Liberals who regarded the practice as an indefensible means through which the government of the
day controlled the electoral process. In this attitude the Central Canada Liberals were joined by the
members from Nova Scotia and New Brunswick whose legislatures had, in 1867, disqualified
members of the House of Commons from sitting in local assemblies. Nova Scotia even banned
candidates for a seat in the federal House from its legislature. Ontario and Quebec, with newly
established legislatures in 1867, declined to enact such legislation. In each case, the government
was in the hands of Conservative administrations which saw the advantage of having direct links
with the federal House. Thus the topic became a partisan one, raised every session by the
Reformers and defended vigorously by Macdonald and the Conservatives.

In 1871, a political change occurred which broke the stalemate on the issue. The
Sandfield Macdonald government in Ontario was defeated and the Liberals under Edward Blake
and Alexander Mackenzie replaced it. Both these men had been federal members since 1867, but
earlier in 1871 they had been persuaded to stand for Ontario provincial seats. Although they were
often on record as opposing dual representation, the goal of ousting the Sandfield Macdonald
government came to be seen as a higher purpose. Blake was swomn in as the second premier of
Ontario on 20 December 1871. Two days later, the Ontario Legislature met, with one of its first
tasks the passing of an act abolishing dual representation in Toronto and Ottawa. The act provided
that from the dissolution of the present Parliament of Canada, no member of the Ontario legislature
could also hold a federal seat. Its provisions therefore took effect for Ontario members beginning
with the 1873 session of Parliament. Blake and Mackenzie, their provincial task accomplished,
resigned their Ontario offices and legislative seats after having won re-election in federal ridings in
the second general election, July—October 1872. They had laid the basis for a strong Liberal
dynasty in Ontario under Oliver Mowat and his successors, which lasted until 1905.

Emboldened by the Ontario move, the opponents of dual representation moved against it again in
the Commons. This time they were successful. On 3 June 1872, the Commons gave final reading
to a bill to compel members of local legislatures, in provinces where dual representation was not
allowed, to resign their seats before becoming candidates for seats in the Dominion Parliament."
This was a conditional prohibition, dependent upon action by the provinces.

The following year, in the Second Parliament, the prohibition was made complete. No person who
was a member of the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly of an existing province, or
one created in the future, would be eligible to sit in the House of Commons. The Act applied to the
election of new members of the House during the continuance of the present Parliament.'® Sitting
members could continue to hold their provincial seats until the dissolution of the Second Parliament.
This event occurred sooner than anticipated with the fall of the Macdonald government on 2
January 1874. Thus, from the opening of the Third Parliament in March 1874, dual representation

15 An Act to compel Members of the Local Legisiature in any Province where dual representation is not allowed to
resign their Seats before becoming Candidates for Seats in the Dominion Parliament (35 Vict., Cap. 15).
16 An Act to render Members of the Legislative Councils and Legislative Assemblies of the Provinces now included,
or which may hereafter be included within the Dominion of Canada, ineligible for sitting or voting in the House of
Commons of Canada (36 Vict., Cap. 2).
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was abolished in Canada. The only exception was for Dominion senators, who were allowed to be
members of the Legislative Council of Quebec.

Sir John A. Macdonald's first ministry consisted of 13 members, nine of whom were drawn from the
House of Commons. It was largely the group which had taken office in 1867, somewhat
transformed by a number of changes of portfolio, and new appointments which had been made in
1869. The most important of these changes was the replacement of John Rose, who resigned from
Canadian politics, by Sir Francis Hincks as Minister of Finance. Joseph Howe also entered the
Macdonald cabinet in 1869. Since 1869, it had enjoyed a stable membership. The only changes
between 1869 and 1872 were the appointment of John Henry Pope as Minister of Agriculture in
1871, and Charles Tupper's transfer from the presidency of the Privy Council to Inland Revenue in
July 1872. The Prime Minister was clearly the chief spokesman for the government, on the business
of the House as well as on broader subjects such as the bill to implement the Treaty of Washington
and the plan to change representation in the House of Commons.

Sir George-Etienne Cartier, although holding the minor portfolio of Militia and Defence, was the
"workhorse" of the government. He seemed always to be at Macdonald's elbow in the House. He it
was who piloted the all-important Canadian Pacific Railway Act through the Commons. Sir Francis
Hincks dealt with financial and tariff questions, the latter subject regardless of the fact that Leonard
Tilley, a Father of Confederation, was Minister of Customs. Dr. Charles Tupper, holding lesser
portfolios, was a minor figure in 1872 but destined for great things. Joseph Howe, as Secretary of
State for the Provinces, was a spent force and would leave the Cabinet in the next year. Hector-
Louis Langevin was a dependable Minister of Public Works and John Henry Pope a recently
appointed Agriculture Minister. Some members of the Cabinet, such as Alexander Morris, Minister
of Inland Revenue during the 1872 session, spoke rarely in the House. Four members of
Macdonald's Cabinet sat in the Senate. The most important figure in this group, often referred to in
House debates, was the redoubtable Peter Mitchell, Minister of Marine and Fisheries.

The parliamentary session of 1872 was an important one for the new Dominion. It formed a vital
phase in the process by which, as Macdonald put it, the gristle of Confederation would harden into
bone. An Act respecting the Canadian Pacific Railway was the keystone of the government's
legislative program for 1872. It was designed to make possible the great national purpose of settling
the West. It laid down the principles upon which the Pacific railroad would be financed, supported
by grants of public land, and constructed. Its companion, An Act to incorporate the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company, chartered the instrument that would carry out the work. Cartier, backed
by the government's solid majority, skilfully shepherded the railway legislation through the House.
The Liberals did not rise to the challenge of the project as the government envisioned it. They
questioned the wisdom of a young country embarking upon such an ambitious, even foolhardy,
enterprise. The debate was long and acrimonious. Eventually the government accepted some
amendments to its legislation in order to secure its passage without further delay. The shady
connection between Sir Hugh Allan, his Pacific railway syndicate and the Conservative party in the
1872 election, a link that was to bring Macdonald down a year later, was still an event hidden in the
future when Parliament was dissolved on 8 July 1872.

Measures to adopt the provisions of the Treaty of Washington were another important subject
before the 1872 House. The treaty settled a number of the outstanding issues left undecided
between the United States and Great Britain at the close of the American Civil War. Macdonald
had been a member of the British negotiating team for the treaty, his task being to represent
Canadian interests in the settlement. He had not been entirely pleased by the outcome of the
negotiations, but now he had the duty of securing approval of the treaty in the Canadian Parliament.
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He waited for a full year while the opposition press and Liberal politicians fiercely denounced the
treaty. It was painted as a sacrifice of Canada's interests in reciprocal trade, in the fisheries and in
the use of trans-border rivers. Finally, on 3 May 1872, Macdonald introduced the Treaty of
Washington bill into the Commons with one of the most impressive speeches of his career. It
lasted, with a recess for dinner, for four and a quarter hours. In it, he took the broad view that
Anglo-American harmony was vital for the security and prosperity of Canada. The Dominion must
be prepared to give up some short-term objectives in her dealings with the United States for the sake
of the overriding one which guaranteed peace in the North Atlantic world. The opposition for the
most part was disinclined to accept this interpretation, and the bill to implement the treaty received a
rough passage. In the end, after several heated late-night sittings and many divisions, it was
approved by the government majority, increased by some Liberal defections, 121 to 55.

An issue with explosive potential was taken up and successfully defused in the 1872 session. This
was the outcry among Roman Catholics in New Brunswick and Quebec provoked by the
New Brunswick Common Schools Act of 1871. This measure, designed to create a more effective
system of free public schools in the province, took away an informal arrangement for separate
schools which had existed in New Brunswick for several decades. A great controversy touching the
sensitive relationship between education, religion and the state erupted. The Dominion government
was urged to disallow the New Brunswick Common Schools Act and restore the minority's position
in the province's educational system. Macdonald was reluctant to intervene, knowing full well the
danger to the fledgling federation if Ottawa were seen as imposing its will in a subject of provincial
jurisdiction. In the end, he managed to persuade the supporters of separate schools in the Commons
to let the courts rule on the question. In time this was done, both in New Brunswick and in London.
The 1871 Act was found not to violate section 93 of the British North America Act, 1867,
guaranteeing minority religious rights in education. New Brunswick introduced some changes in its
school practices and an informal system of separate schools was re-established. Still, the issue was
a testing one for the members of the 1872 Parliament.

The parliamentarians of 1872 knew they were approaching a general election. Clearly for this
reason, they devoted considerable time to defects in the political process in the new Dominion and
suggestions for its improvement. The Liberals were usually to be found advocating change; the
Conservatives arguing for the maintenance of current practices. Blake introduced a bill to have
elections held on the same day across Canada and for use of the secret ballot. It was not approved
in 1872. The Liberals suggested that controverted elections should be settled by judges rather than
by a parliamentary committee. The proposal was turned down in 1872, but accepted later. There
were complaints about the quality of appointments to the Senate and demands that senators should
not be allowed to obtain remuneration from the Crown beyond their sessional indemnities. This,
too, was an idea whose time had not come in 1872. The government's Representation Act,"’
increasing by nine seats the composition of the Commons and re-drawing constituency boundaries,
was an obvious subject of contention. The opposition denounced the inequality in the sizes of
existing constituencies, the fact that the classic principle of representation by population was
ignored in many ridings. British Columbia, with an estimated population of 10,000, returned six
members, while Alexander Mackenzie's constituency of Lambton, Ontario, with 30,000 inhabitants,
elected only one member of Parliament. The "shreds and patches" of the Dominion, the opposition
claimed, were over-represented simply because they normally returned supporters of the
government. Macdonald and his colleagues were indignant at these accusations. The new
Representation Act was approved in time to be used in the elections later in the year.

17 An Act to re-adjust the Representation in the House of Commons, S.C. 1872.
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Throughout the 1872 debates reverberate the echoes of issues constant in Canadian politics.
Although the Dominion was only five years old, certain subjects were already becoming familiar.
Senate reform was one: the clamour for an elected Senate and for a more representative class of men
in the upper house. The power of the executive over against that of Parliament was another topic of
concern. The stresses and strains within the federation were very much in the members' minds.
There was a tendency, it was argued, for the central government to amass power at the expense of
the provinces; this was a development that must be resisted. Immigration was a concern. Was
Canada attracting, by its immigration promotion efforts, immigrants from desirable countries and
with proper moral standards? What should be the requirements for Canadian citizenship? Should
"semi-barbarous people," coming from certain British colonies, be admitted to citizenship? Civil
service reform was much in the air as government and opposition speakers declared their interest in
improving a service which in the old days, Macdonald claimed, had been "little less than a hospital
for incurables." United States tariff measures and their impact upon the Canadian economy formed
a subject for questioning and debate. Pollution, whether the dumping of sawdust into the rivers or
the unauthorized smoking by members in the Commons chamber, was commented upon. The
Parliament of Canada might be only five years old but already it was grappling with the pith and
substance of deep-seated Canadian issues. For this fact alone, to read the Commons debates of
1872 is both enriching and a salutary experience.

David Farr

Professor Emeritus, History
Carleton University
Ottawa, 1991
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THE MINISTRY

FIRST PARLIAMENT

FIFTH SESSION - APRIL 11, 1872 TO JUNE 14, 1872

Prime Minister, Minister of Justice and Attorney General

Minister of Militia and Defence
Minister of Customs
Minister of Finance

Minister of Public Works
Minister of Inland Revenue

Secretary of State for the Provinces
President of the Privy Council ..
Minister of Marine and Fisheries

Postmaster General
Minister of Agriculture
Secretary of State of Canada
Receiver General

Superintendent-General of Indian Affairs

. Sir John Alexander Macdonald
. Sir George-Etienne Cartier
. Samuel Leonard Tilley

. Sir Francis Hincks

. Hector-Louis Langevin

. Alexander Morris

. Joseph Howe

. Charles Tupper

. Peter Mitchell

. Alexander Campbell

. John Henry Pope

. James Cox Aikins

. Jean-Charles Chapais

. Joseph Howe






NAMES OF MEMBERS
IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER AND CONSTITUENCIES

Name of Member Constituency

Abbott, Hon. John Joseph Caldwell ..........c..ccccvvvvrnennnnnn. Argenteuil, Quebec
Anglin, Hon. Timothy Warren ...........cccocevvnvnniiiinieenenn Gloucester, New Brunswick
Archambault, HON. LOUIS ......ccovvevieiieiiece e L’Assomption, Quebec
AU, SAMUEL ..o Stormont, Ontario

Baker, George Barnard ..........coccoocereininninin e Missisquoi, Quebec
Barthe, Georges ISIdOre .........cccocevivevvcieseece e Richelieu, Quebec

Beaty, JAMES ......ooiiiiiiie Toronto East, Ontario
Beaubien, Hon. Joseph-Octave .........ccccocevvevveieiieneennn, Montmagny, Quebec
Béchard, Frangois ........ccocoeiiiiiiiiiicereee e Iberville, Quebec
Bellerose, Joseph-Hyacinthe ...........ccccccooviiiieiiciicic, Laval, Quebec

Benoit, Pierre Basile ... Chambly, Quebec
Bertrand, Charles-Frédéric-Adolphe ..........ccccvvvvvveiennnnne. Témiscouata, Quebec
Blake, Hon. Edward ... Durham West, Ontario
Blanchet, Joseph-GOdEriC .........ccccevvevvieeiieeceece e Lévis, Quebec

Bodwell, Ebenezer VINing .......ccccovviieniiin i, Oxford South, Ontario
BOItoNn, JONN ..o Charlotte, New Brunswick
Bourassa, FranGois .........c.ccocvvriiieieieiese e Saint-Jean, Quebec
Bowell, Mackenzie ..........cccccevviieiieiicie e Hastings North, Ontario
Bowman, 1S8aC Erb ......ccoooviiiii Waterloo North, Ontario
Bown, JONN YOUNQ ..ccvveivcieciee e Brant North, Ontario
Brousseau, Jean-DoCile .........ccccovvviviiiie i, Portneuf, Quebec

BrOWN, JAMES ...ttt Hastings West, Ontario
Burpee, Charles ..., Sunbury, New Brunswick
Burton, FrancCisS HeNry ........cccccvevevieveeiesese e Durham East, Ontario
Cameron, HUGN .....oocooii e Inverness, Nova Scotia
Cameron, Hon. John Hillyard .............cccooveviiiiiiiicie, Peel, Ontario

Cameron, Malcolm Colin ....c.ccoooovvieiiiiie e Huron South, Ontario
Campbell, Hon. Stewart ..........ccccoovveiviieiiecece e Guysborough, Nova Scotia
Carling, HON. JONN ..o London (City), Ontario
Carmichael, James William .........cccoovviiiiiiiniicicce Pictou, Nova Scotia
Caron, GROIGE .....ooiiiiiieiie e Maskinongé, Quebec
LCarter, EAWAIT .....oeeveeeeeeeeeeeee e Brome, Quebec

Cartier, Hon. Sir George-Etienne ....................................... Montréal-Est, Quebec
Cartwright, Richard John ..o, Lennox, Ontario

Cayley, Michael ........cccooviiiiieie e Beauharnois, Quebec
Chauveau, Hon. Pierre-Joseph-Olivier ........c.ccccocvvvvevnenee. Québec (Comteé), Quebec
Cheval, Guillaume dit St.JaCQUES .......cccvevevvvereeireierieenee. Rouville, Quebec
Chipman, Leverett de VEDEr ........cccccvveviviiiiiciece e Kings, Nova Scotia
Cimon, SIMON-XAVIEI .......ocovvireiiiiiiee e Charlevoix, Quebec

! Elected in by-election, November 17, 1871



Name of Member Constituency

Cockburn, HON. JAMES ......oooviiieiiiiiie e Northumberland West, Ontario

Coffin, ThomasShelburne .........c.cccooeviviiiiciceee, Nova Scotia

Colby, Charles Carroll .........ccccooovvieiieiiiiecereee e Stanstead, Quebec

Connell, Hon. Charles ........c.cccoveiieiiiii e Carleton, New Brunswick

Costigan, JONN ..o Victoria, New Brunswick

Coupal dit La Reing, SIXte ......ccoeveeviriieiieie e Napierville, Quebec

Crawford, JAMES ......ooovveiie i Brockville (Town), Ontario

Crawford, John Willoughby .........cccocviiiiiieiiieeee e Leeds South, Ontario

2Cumberland, Frederick William ...........ccccooevvererrirninen. Algoma, Ontario

Currier, Joseph Merrill ..........ccooovvieiiiii e Ottawa (City), Ontario

Daoust, Jean-BaptiSte .........cccevvreerivereiieseee e Deux-Montagnes, Quebec

3De COSMOS, AMOT ..o Victoria, British Columbia

Delorme, LOUIS ....cccoveieeiesiiecc e Saint-Hyacinthe, Quebec

Delorme, PIEITE ...oceoiiiieieieee e Provencher, Manitoba

Dobbie, Thomas William ..........cccceecvvviiieiiee e, Elgin East, Ontario

Dorion, Hon. Antoine-Aimé ........ccccevcevvnievieneeieeeierienns Hochelaga, Quebec

Drew, George AleXander .........ccccceeveveeneeresieeseereeseennean, Wellington North, Ontario

B DTETo T = 111 111 RO Montcalm, Quebec

Ferguson, Thomas RODErtS .........ccccceevvviieiveiesiece e Cardwell, Ontario

Ferris, JONN ... Queen’s, New Brunswick

FOrbes, JAmES Fraser ........cccovveiiiiiie e Queens, Nova Scotia

FOrtier, MOTSE ....ocovveiieeciec e Yamaska, Quebec

FOIIN, PIEITE oo Gaspé, Quebec

Fournier, TEIESPNOIe ........cccvivviiieiee s Bellechasse, Quebec

Galt, Hon. Sir Alexander Tilloch ..., Sherbrooke (Ville), Quebec

Gaucher, Guillaume Gamelin .......c.ccccevvevevieve e, Jacques-Cartier, Quebec

Gaudet, JOSEPN ......oiiiiii e Nicolet, Quebec

Gendron, Pierre-Samuel .........ccccceevvevveriveie e Bagot, Quebec

Geoffrion, FEIIX ....ccoveieeicc e Vercheéres, Quebec

Gibbs, Thomas Nicholson .........cccccceeveviieviieneece e Ontario South, Ontario

Godin, Frangois Benjamin ..........cccccocvvvinieienencncne Joliette, Quebec

Grant, James AleXander .........ccccccovevivenviiesieese e Russell, Ontario

Gray, Hon. John Hamilton ..o, St. John (City & County), New
Brunswick

Grover, Peregrine Maitland ..o, Peterborough East, Ontario

Harrison, Robert Alexander ..........ccccoovevviieivcie e, West Toronto, Ontario

Hagar, AIDErt ..o Prescott, Ontario

Heath, EAMUNA ......oooveiiiiec e Pontiac, Quebec

Hincks, Hon. Sir Francis ..........cccccovevieie e, Renfrew North, Ontario

HOIMES, JONN ©.oveiiieeeee e Carleton, Ontario

2 Elected in by-election, June 30, 1871
® Elected in by-election, November 24, 1871
* Elected in by-election, September 15, 1871



Name of Member Constituency

Holton, Hon. Luther Hamilton ..o, Chéateauguay, Quebec
*Houghton, Charles Frederick ...........cccovmmeeereererrnenn. Yale, British Columbia
Howe, HON. JOSEPN ....oovviiiiiii e Hants, Nova Scotia
Huntington, Hon. Lucius Seth ..........cccooevveveiiccrce Shefford, Quebec
HUrdon, FrancCis ........veeoicviiii et Bruce South, Ontario
Hutchison, Hon. Richard ...........ccoceveiiiiniiiceeen, Northumberland, New Brunswick
Irving, HON. GEOIQE ...ccvvevvecieieeie e Mégantic, Quebec
JaCKSON, GEOIGE ...vvoveeieeiecie e Grey South, Ontario
Joly, HeNri-GUSLAVE .......ccooiiiiiieieeeee e Lotbiniére, Quebec
Jones, Alfred Gilpin ......cccooveieiiieee e Halifax, Nova Scotia
JONES, FranCiS.......ccveiiiiiiiieicee s Leeds North and Grenville North,
Ontario
Keeler, JOSEPN .....ocveiieece e Northumberland East, Ontario
KempPt, GEOIGE ..ot Victoria South, Ontario
Killam, Frank ... Yarmouth, Nova Scotia
Kirkpatrick, GEorge AireY ......ccccvvervrieneeneneeseenieseene Frontenac, Ontario
LACEIE, EIIE .ot Saint-Maurice, Quebec
Langevin, Hon. HeCtor-LOUIS .........cccccvevviieveeiesicseenen, Dorchester, Quebec
Langlois, JEAN .....ccciiiiiiiieceeee e Montmorency, Quebec
Lapum, JAMES ..c.vevveeiieiecee et N. Addington, Ontario
LaWSON, PELET ..o Norfolk South, Ontario
Le Vesconte, HON. 1S8AC .......cccevveverenininieiee e Richmond, Nova Scotia
Little, William Carruthers .........cccoooviiininieieneec Simcoe South, Ontario
Lynch, JAMES S. ..oovieice e Marquette, Manitoba
McCallum, Lachlan ... Monck, Ontario
McConkey, Thomas David .........ccccceveeneniniiinienieneeien, Simcoe North, Ontario
McDonald, ANgUS PELer .......cccccveieiieiiee e, Middlesex West, Ontario
Macdonald, Donald Alexander ..........cccocvveieninneeiennnn Glengarry, Ontario
McDonald, Edmund Mortimer ..........ccccoeevevevieeieeieseennen, Lunenburg, Nova Scotia
McDonald, HUgh ..o, Antigonish, Nova Scotia
Macdonald, Hon. Sir. John Alexander, K.C.B. .................. Kingston (City), Ontario
Macdonald, Hon. John Sandfield ............cc.ccooveiiniininnnenn. Cornwall, Ontario
McDougall, JONN LOrN ....ccoovveiieiecieeee e Renfrew South, Ontario
McDougall, William ... Trois-Rivieres (Ville), Quebec
McDougall, Hon.William, C.B. .........ccccoceiiveiiieireee, Lanark North, Ontario
MacFarlane, RODEr..........cccooiiiiii e, Perth South, Ontario
McGreevy, HON. ThOMAS .......cccocvevieiiicieceee e Québec-Ouest, Quebec
MCKAY, ANGUS ... Marquette, Manitoba
McKeagney, Hon. James Charles ..........ccccccevvvveiveiennnnne, Cape Breton, Nova Scotia

® Elected in by-election, December 19, 1871



Name of Member Constituency

Mackenzie, Hon. AleXander .........cccceeevevvevieeeivcieee e, Lambton, Ontario
McMillan, Donald ........cccccoveeiiiiiiieececeee e Vaudreuil, Quebec
MCMONIES, JAMES ...vvviiiiiiiiee et Wentworth North, Ontario
Magill, Charles ..........ccocoveiiiieireececee e, Hamilton (City), Ontario
Masson, Louis-Frangois-Rodrigue ............ccccovvvninieienn, Terrebonne, Quebec
Masson, Luc-Hyacinthe ...........ccccccoviviiieieece e, Soulanges, Quebec
Merritt, Thomas ROAMAN .......covvveiviiiiee e, Lincoln, Ontario

Metcalfe, JAMES .......cccvevieieiiee e York East, Ontario

MillS, DAVIA ......oooviiiiiee e Bothwell, Ontario
Moffatt, GEOIQE .......ccveveeie e Restigouche, New Brunswick
MOriSON, JONN ..o Victoria North, Ontario
Morris, Hon. AleXander ...........ccooeevvrieereereseeseeee e, Lanark South, Ontario
MOITISON, ANGUS ..ot Niagara (Town), Ontario
MuUNroe, JONN H. ..o Elgin West, Ontario
ENAhaN, HENIY JF. oo Victoria, British Columbia
INEISON, HUGN ..o New Westminster,

British Columbia

O’CoNNOT, JONN ..o Essex, Ontario

ONVEr, TROMAS ...oeiiiiiiiie e Oxford North, Ontario
Paquet, Anselme-HOMEre .........ccocvvvviiinieieee e Berthier, Quebec
Pearson, Frederick M. ... Colchester, Nova Scotia
Pelletier, Charles-Alphonse-Pantaléon ............c.cccccovennne. Kamouraska, Quebec
Perry, Charles ........cccooveeieeece e Peterborough West, Ontario
Pickard, JONN ... York, New Brunswick
Pinsonneault, AIfred ........ccooveiviii i Laprairie, Quebec

Pope, Hon. John HeNry ... Compton, Quebec
Pouliot, Barthélemy .........cccooeviiiiiieieee e L’Islet, Quebec

POWET, PAtriCK ......ooviiiiiieiie e Halifax, Nova Scotia
Pozer, Christian HENry ........cccooe e, Beauce, Quebec

Ray, William Hallett ............ccoooo e, Annapolis, Nova Scotia
Redford, JAMES ......cooieiiiie e Perth North, Ontario
Renaud, AUGUSEE ......cccocveieiieieeie e Kent, New Brunswick
Robitaille, ThE0dOre ..o, Bonaventure, Quebec
ROSS, JAMES ..o Wellington Centre, Ontario
R0SS, HON. JONN JONES ..o Champlain, Quebec
R0SS, JONN SYIVESTEr ..o Dundas, Ontario

ROSS, WalLET ....ocveiiieiiee e Prince Edward, Ontario
ROSS, WIllIAM ..o Victoria, Nova Scotia
Ryan, GeorgeKing’s .....ccoovveriieienieneeie e New Brunswick

Ryan, Michael Patrick ..........cccccovevieiiiiiieec e Montréal-Ouest, Quebec

® Elected in by-election, November 24, 1871
" Elected in by-election, December 13, 1871



Name of Member Constituency

Rymal, JOSEPN .....oovviiiiice e Wentworth South, Ontario
Savary, Alfred William ..., Digby, Nova Scotia
Scatcherd, ThOMAS ......c.cooovvciviiiiiiiieee e Middlesex North, Ontario
Schultz, John Christian ..........cccccceeveiieiice e, Lisgar, Manitoba
SCHIVEL, JUIIUS ..o Huntingdon, Quebec
Sénécal, Louis-Adélard ..........ccovveiveeiieiiie e Drummond—Arthabaska, Quebec
Shanly, WalLer ... Grenville South, Ontario
Simard, Georges-Honore ..........ccccceeveveviiie e Québec-Centre, Quebec
Smith, Hon. AIbert JAames ........cocovvveiiiiiiiee e Westmorland, New Brunswick
Smith, Donald AleXander ............ccccecvvevveveiieeneece e Selkirk, Manitoba
SNIAET, GEOIGE evivveiieiieee ettt nreas Grey North, Ontario
Sproat, AleXander .........cccccevvereiiie i Bruce North, Ontario
Stephenson, RUFUS ..o Kent, Ontario
StIrton, David ........cccovveiiie e Wellington South, Ontario
Street, Thomas Clark ........oocoeveiiiiii e Welland, Ontario
SYIVAIN, GEOIJE ..ot Rimouski, Quebec
Thompson, David..........c.coooii i e, Haldimand, Ontario
Thompson, John Hall ..o, Ontario North, Ontario
5 Thompson, Joshua SPENCEr ..........ouvveeeeeeereeeeeeereeen. Cariboo, British Columbia
Tilley, Hon. Samuel Leonard, C.B. ......c.ccccvvvvvviiniieinnn St. John, New Brunswick
Tourangeau, Adolphe Guillet dit ..........ccccovvvieiiiiiiiiee Québec-Est, Quebec
Tremblay, Pierre-Alexis ... Chicoutimi—Saguenay, Quebec
Tupper, Hon. Charles, C.B. ........ccccovevviieiieieee e Cumberland, Nova Scotia
Wallace, JONN ......oovviiiie e Albert, New Brunswick
SWallaCe, RODEIT ... Vancouver Island, British
Columbia
Walsh, AqUila ... Norfolk North, Ontario
Webb, William HOSEE .........ccoviviiiiece e Richmond—Wolfe, Quebec
Wells, James PArson .........ccccovveviiveneeiiieesiee e siee e York North, Ontario
WHhIte, JONN ..o Halton, Ontario
WHhIte, JONN ..o Hastings East, Ontario
Whitehead, JOSEPN ......cceviveiiicec e Huron North, Ontario
Willson, Crowell ..o, Middlesex East, Ontario
Wood, Hon. Edmund Burke .........ccccoevvieieeccececc Brant South, Ontario
Workman, TROMAS ........cccceeiiiiiieiie e Montréal-Centre, Quebec
WIight, AIONZO ...cveeicie e Ottawa (Comté), Quebec
WIIGNE, AMOS ..o York West, Ontario
YOUNQ, JAMES ...ttt Waterloo South, Ontario

® Elected in by-election, December 19, 1871
° Elected in by-election, December 15, 1871






CONSTITUENCIES BY PROVINCE WITH
NAME OF MEMBERS ELECTED

PROVINCE OF MANITOBA

0 - T
Marquette ..........ooiei i
MaArQUELEE ...t e e
Provencher ........ooovviiiie i e,
SEIKITK ..o

PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Cariboo

New WeStMINSLEr .....oovvviiie i

Vancouver Island ..o
V4 [0 o] -
AV 4 (01 (0] F- U
Yale oo

PROVINCE OF NEW BRUNSWICK

AlDBIt L
Carleton ...
Charlotte ...
GlOUCESTIE .t e e e e

KNGS ot
Northumberland ...,
QUEBN S e e e
ReStIgOUCNE ... ..o
St. John (City) «ovveee e

St. John (Clty & County)
Sunbury ..

AV 1o (o[ -
Westmorland .......c.ooe oo
Y O K e e e

! Elected in by-election, December 19, 1871
2 Elected in by-election, December 13, 1871
® Elected in by-election, December 15, 1871
* Elected in by-election, November 24, 1871
® Elected in by-election, November 24, 1871
® Elected in by-election, December 19, 1871

John Christian Schultz
James S. Lynch

Angus McKay

Pierre Delorme

Donald Alexander Smith

LJoshua Spencer Thompson
’Hugh Nelson

*Robert Wallace

*Amor De Cosmos

*Henry Nathan Jr.

®Charles Frederick Houghton

John Wallace

Hon. Charles Connell

John Bolton

Hon. Timothy Warren Anglin
Auguste Renaud

George Ryan

Hon. Richard Hutchison
John Ferris

George Moffatt

Hon. Samuel Leonard Tilley, C.B.
Hon. John Hamilton Gray
Charles Burpee

John Costigan

Hon. Albert James Smith
John Pickard



PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA

ANNAPOLIS ..o
ANLIGONISN ...
Cape Breton ...
[00] (o] 1 =T (=]
Cumberland .......oovii
DighY e
Guyshorough ...
HalifaX ...
HalifaX .o e
Han S o e e
A= 1T
LUNEBNDUIG «.vveee e e e e e e e e
PICtOU vt e
QUEBBNS .ttt e e e e e
RIChMONd ...,
Shelburne ...
V4 [ (o] -
Yarmouth ...

PROVINCE OF ONTARIO

AdAINGLON ..o
Algoma (The Provisional Judicial District of) ...........
Bothwell ...
Brant NOrth ..o e

Brant South ..............

Brockville (Town), with the Township of
Elizabethtown thereto attached ........................
Bruce NOrth ...
Bruce SOUth ...,
CardWell ...

Carleton ............

Cornwall (Town), with the Township of Cornwall
thereto attached .............cocoovii i
[0 o -
DUrNAM BaSt ... e e e e e
DUrham WESE ... e e
o
EIQINWESE ... e
B ittt i i
Frontenac .......c.oovviiii
GleNQAITY ..ot

" Elected in by-election, June 30, 1871

William Hallet Ray

Hugh McDonald

Hon. James Charles McKeagney
Frederick M. Pearson

Hon. Charles Tupper, C.B.
Alfred William Savary

Hon. Stewart Campbell
Alfred Gilpin Jones

Patrick Power

Hon. Joseph Howe

Hugh Cameron

Leverett de Veber Chipman
Edmund Mortimer McDonald
James William Carmichael
James Fraser Forbes

Hon. Isaac Le Vesconte
Thomas Coffin

William Ross

Frank Killam

James N. Lapum

"Frederick William Cumberland
David Mills

John Young Bown

. Hon. Edmund Burke Wood

James Crawford
Alexander Sproat

Francis Hurdon

Thomas Roberts Ferguson
John Holmes

Hon. John Sandfield Macdonald
John Sylvester Ross

Francis Henry Burton

Hon. Edward Blake

Thomas William Dobbie

John H. Munroe

John O’Connor

George Airey Kirkpatrick
Donald Alexander Macdonald
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Grenville South ...
Grey NOMh ..o
Grey SOUtN ... e
Haldimand ... e

Halton ............

KINGStON ...
Lambion ...,
Lanark NOrth ... e,

Lanark SOUth .. ..o

Leeds North and Grenville North ......................
Leeds SOUth .....ovi i
LBNNOX ottt e e
LINCOIN oo
(o] 0o (o] o 1N (@41 1Y) IS
MiIdAIESEX EASE ...vvvii i e
Middlesex North ..o,
MiddleseX WESE ..o
MONCK e

Niagara (Town), with Township of Niagara

thereto attached .........coovveviieiiiiin..
NOrfolk NOIth ..o e,
NOrfolK SOUth ..o e,

Northumberland East ............

Northumberland West, excepting therefrom

the Township of South Monaghan ................
Ontario North ...,
Ontario South ...
Ottawa (CItY) .ovveeee it e e
Oxford North ..o,
Oxford South ...
Pel e
Perth North ...
Perth South ...t
Peterborough East ..........c.ccoviiiiiiiiii e,
Peterborough West ..........ccoviiiiii e,
PresCotl ... e
Prince EAward ..o
Renfrew North ...

Walter Shanly
George Snider
George Jackson
David Thompson

e e e e JONN White
Hamilton (City) ....o.voniiei e,
HastingS East .......coovviii e,
Hastings North ...
Hastings West .......cooviiiiiiiiiii e e e,
Huron North ...
HUron South ..o

Charles Magill

John White

Mackenzie Bowell

James Brown

Joseph Whitehead

Malcolm Colin Cameron
Rufus Stephenson

Hon.Sir John Alexander Macdonald, K.C.B.
Hon. Alexander Mackenzie
Hon. William McDougall, C.B.
Hon. Alexander Morris

Francis Jones

John Willoughby Crawford
Richard John Cartwright
Thomas Rodman Merritt

Hon. John Carling

Crowell Willson

Thomas Scatcherd

Angus Peter McDonald
Lachlan McCallum

Angus Morrison
Aquila Walsh
Peter Lawson
Joseph Keeler

Hon. James Cockburn
John Hall Thompson
Thomas Nicholson Gibbs
Joseph Merrill Currier
Thomas Oliver

Ebenezer Vining Bodwell
Hon. John Hillyard Cameron
James Redford

Robert MacFarlane
Peregrine Maitland Grover
Charles Perry

Albert Hagar

Walter Ross

Hon. Sir Francis Hincks
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Renfrew South . eerrtreeie it nnenneneeeeen JONN Lorn McDougall
RUSSEIL .o James Alexander Grant
SIMCoE NOMh ... e Thomas David McConkey
Simcoe South .......ccooviiiiiiii e e William Carruthers Little
SEOMMONT L. e e Samuel Ault

Toronto East ..., James Beaty

Victoria NOrth ..., John Morison

ViCtoria SOUh ... George Kempt

Waterloo NOrth ..o Isaac Erb Bowman
Waterloo South ............cooioi i e James Young

Welland . et ettteiatiiieeiiiesiesiiiiisiesiieneeee. Thomas Clark Street
Welllngton Centre .............................................. James Ross

Wellington North ..o, George Alexander Drew
Wellington South ... David Stirton

Wentworth North ... James McMonies
Wentworth South ... Joseph Rymal

WESE TOMONTO ..ve e i e e e e e Robert Alexander Harrison
YOrK Bast ..o e James Metcalfe

YOrK NOrth ..o e James Pearson Wells

YOrKWESE ... e, Amos Wright

PROVINCE OF QUEBEC

Argenteuil ... e e e HONL JONN Joseph Caldwell Abbott
Bagot ... Pierre-Samuel Gendron

BRAUCE . vt Christian Henry Pozer
Beauharnois .............c.coiiiii i ieeeeeee e Michael Cayley

BelleChasse ........oovviiiiiii Télesphore Fournier

Berthier ... Anselme-Homére Paquet

BONaVENTUIE ..ot e e
BrOomMe .o
Chambly ...,
Champlain ...,
CharlBVOIX ...v i e e e

Théodore Robitaille
8Edward Carter
Pierre Basile Benoit
Hon. John Jones Ross
Simon-Xavier Cimon

Chateauguay .........coovviuiriie i e Hon. Luther Hamilton Holton
Chicoutimi—Saguenay ..........cccooeeieeiveiieiieiieieeene Pierre-Alexis Tremblay
COMPLON L.t e e Hon. John Henry Pope

Deux-Montagnes ..

Jean-Baptiste Daoust

Dorchester .. ceettrnetireeieaiiene e HONL Hector-Louis Langevin
Drummond—Arthabaska ....................................... Louis-Adélard Sénécal
GaASPE it e e neeen e PlETTE FOIEIN

Hochelaga .......ooooeini i, Hon. Antoine-Aimé Dorion
HUNtINGAON ... e Julius Scriver

lberville ... e eee e en ... Francois Béchard

® Elected in by-election, November 17, 1871
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Jacques-Cartier
JOHEte .o
Kamouraska
LapPrairie ... e e e e e
L’Assomption
Laval

L’Islet
LOthINIBIe .ot e,
Maskinongé
Mégantic
Y 5o U o P
MoNtCalm ...
Montmagny
MONTMOIENCY ...t e e e
Montréal-Centre
Montréal-Est
Montréal-Ouest
Napierville
Nicolet
Ottawa (Comté)
Pontiac
Portneuf
Québec-Centre
Québec-Est
Québec-Ouest
QUEDEC (COMLE) e et
RICNBHEU ... e
Richmond—Wolfe
RIMOUSKI v e
Rouville
Saint-Hyacinthe ..o,
Saint-Jean
Saint-Maurice
Shefford
Sherbrooke (Ville)
SOUIANGES ...
Stanstead
TEMISCOUALA ... vt ev et e et et e et et e e e e e e eeans
TEITEDONNE ...t
Trois-Riviéeres (Ville) .......cooooiviiii i

Vaudreuil
Vercheres
Yamaska

° Elected in by-election, September 15, 1871

Guillaume Gamelin Gaucher
Frangois Benjamin Godin
Charles-Alphonse-Pantaléon Pelletier
Alfred Pinsonneault

Hon. Louis Archambault
Joseph-Hyacinthe Bellerose
Joseph-Godérich Blanchet
Barthélemy Pouliot
Henri-Gustave Joly

George Caron

Hon. George Irvine

George Barnard Baker

°Firmin Dugas

Hon. Joseph-Octave Beaubien
Jean Langlois

Thomas Workman

Hon. Sir George-Etienne Cartier
Michael Patrick Ryan

Sixte Coupal dit la Reine

Joseph Gaudet

Alonzo Wright

Edmund Heath

Jean-Docile Brousseau
Georges-Honoré Simard
Adolphe Guillet dit Tourangeau
Hon. Thomas McGreevy
Hon.Pierre-Joseph-Olivier Chauveau
Georges Isodore Barthe

William Hoste Webb

George Sylvain

Guillaume Cheval dit St-Jacques
Louis Delorme

Francois Bourassa

Elie Lacerte

Hon. Lucius Seth Huntington
Hon. Sir Alexander Tilloch Galt
Luc-Hyacinthe Masson

Charles Carroll Colby
Charles-Fréderic-Adolphe Bertrand
Louis-Francois-Rodrigue Masson
William McDougall

Donald McMillan

Félix Geoffrion

Moise Fortier






Readers Note

This is the fifth volume in a series begun in the 1960s to reconstitute the early debates of
the House of Commons. The editorial approach followed here is set out in P.B. Waite’s
Introduction to the first volume, which presents the debates of 1867-1868.

These debates are a reconstruction from newspaper accounts and are in no way
considered official records of the House of Commons. Numbers and figures misquoted
in original newspaper reports have been corrected where required. The exact names of
bills, votes, etc., sourced from the Journals of the House, occasionally replace the more
dubious titles found in unofficial records of the day. Professional designations have been
suppressed in favour of the official names of individuals. These were exhaustively
researched using parliamentary guides, the Dictionary of Canadian Biography, and the
Library of Parliament’s own PARLINFO database, where readers may consult the
political biographies of Canada’s first parliamentarians. The names of electoral districts
have been verified and made consistent, but readers should note that other place names,
which may have changed since the 1800s, have been left “as reported” here.

There has been no attempt to clean up awkward or incomplete sentences. The reader
must adopt the mindset of a reporter in the late 1800s, writing furiously in a noisy,
bustling environment. Likewise, the language of debate is rooted in the times, with the
appearance of archaic words and turns of phrase and liberal references to the classics of
the day. Those with a keen eye will note some creative spelling and variations in the
capitalization of parliamentary terms, a lack of consistency that honours the flavour of the
times.






COMMONS DEBATES

April 11, 1872

HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, April 11, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at three o’clock, and the
House being summoned to the Chamber, His Excellency the
GOVERNOR GENERAL read the following

Prayers

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

Hon. Gentlemen of the Senate:

Gentlemen of the House of Commons: The auspicious
recovery which the mercy of Providence vouchsafed from the
well nigh mortal illness of the Prince of Wales, called forth a
universal expression of joy and thankfulness throughout the
Empire. All classes of the people testified their deep sense of
relief from the anxieties of a long and painful suspense by
joining their beloved Queen in a public Thanksgiving which
proved in vastness of attendance and unanimity of feeling the
grandest and most impressive ceremony ever witnessed in the
British Capital.

I invite you to follow the good example on the fifteenth day of
this month.

It was thought advisable to defer the solemnity until after the
meeting of Parliament, and | feel assured that the Members of
the two Houses, as well as all Her Majesty’s faithful subjects
throughout the Dominion will be anxious to unite in celebrating
the occasion with all becoming observance and loyal alacrity.

Your Meeting has itself been postponed to a later season than
usual, upon considerations of Imperial as well as Colonial
interest, and at the instance of Her Majesty’s Government.

The young Province of Manitoba, was last September
threatened with an invasion of lawless persons from the United
States. Prompt measures for resistance were adopted by the local
authorities and attended with the best results.

In order to reassure the people of the Province, and to prevent
a recurrence of the outrage, | ordered a force of two hundred
Militiamen to be sent to Fort Garry.

Notwithstanding the inclement season of the year the troops
surmounted the difficulties of the march with energy and
success, thus proving not only their own discipline and

endurance, but also the value of the route through our own
Territory.

The accounts of the expenditure occasioned by this expedition
will be laid before you, and you will be requested to pass a Bill
to indemnify the Government.

A copy of the Treaty made at Washington last year between
Her Majesty the Queen and the United States of America, in
which the Dominion has so great an interest, will be laid before
you.

So much of the papers and of the completed correspondence
as can be made public without injury to the interests of the
Empire or of Canada, will also be at once submitted for your
information, and your attention will be invited to this important
subject.

A conference was held at Ottawa in September last, on the
important subject of immigration, at which the Government of
the Dominion, as well as those of every Province, were
represented.

A scheme for joint and several action was provisionally
arranged, to which I invite your attention.

I do not doubt that you will be inclined to make ample
provisions for the encouragement of Immigration with the
maintenance and extension of which the development of the vast
natural resources of Canada is so vitally interwoven.

Since last Session the union of British Columbia with Canada
has been happily consummated, and her representatives now
take part in your deliberations.

In order to open up and settle the fertile Territories of the
North West, and to link British Columbia therewith, it will be
necessary for you to make provision for the construction of a
Railway to the Pacific Ocean, in conformity with the terms of
Her Majesty’s Order in Council uniting British Columbia with
the Dominion. An appropriation was made in the last Session for
the preliminary Survey of the route for this Railway. The work
has been diligently prosecuted, and a report of the progress
achieved shall be laid before you.

You will, I trust, concur with me in thinking that the
long-contemplated improvement and extension of our system of
Canals ought to be vigorously prosecuted.

The rapid increase in the trade of Canada, and the importance
of competing for, and accommodating the commerce of the
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Great West, render it necessary that the means of transport by
water should be cheapened and facilitated.

I have to request your serious consideration of this subject,
and in connection with it, the expediency of providing a direct
water communication between the Gulf of St. Lawrence and the
Bay of Fundy.

The decennial Census having been taken last year, the duty of
readjusting the representation in Parliament of the four
Provinces originally constituting the Dominion devolves upon
you now, according to the terms of the Union Act.

A measure for the purpose will accordingly be submitted for
your consideration.

Among other measures, Bills will be presented to you relating
to the Judges of Superior Courts—to the regulation and
management of the public lands and mines of the Dominion in
Manitoba and the North West Territories, and for the
amendment of the laws relating to the public health.

Gentlemen of the House of Commons:

The accounts of the past year will at once be laid before you,
and likewise a statement of the receipts and expenditure of the
current year, up to the close of the last month.

It is gratifying to me to be able to announce to you that the
revenue for the past, as well as that for the current year, will be
considerably in excess of what was estimated, and that
consequently there is no reason to apprehend embarrassment
from the immediate commencement of the contemplated public
improvements.

The estimates for the ensuing year will be submitted to you,
and | trust that you will be of opinion that the supplies which my
Government will ask you to vote for the service of Her Majesty
can be granted without inconvenience to her Canadian subjects.

Hon. Gentlemen of the Senate:
Gentlemen of the House of Commons:

I have all the more satisfaction in recurring to your counsel
and assistance at this period, inasmuch as | may congratulate
you on the general prosperity of the country, and the fortunate
issue of the steps taken to unite and consolidate the vast
territories which now form the Dominion.

| feel assured that you will continue to devote the same assiduity as
in the past to the augmented labours, which the exigencies of more
numerous constituencies and a wider sphere of operations demand at
your hands, and | earnestly pray that your efforts in the path of duty
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may be so happily guided as to maintain peace and justice in all the
borders of the land, and ensure the happiness and lasting welfare of all
classes of its inhabitants.

The following members were introduced, and took their seats:
Hon. Mr. Pope, of Compton, Quebec; Mr. Nathan, of Victoria,
British Columbia; Mr. Carter, of Brome, Quebec; Mr. Wallace,
of Vancouver Island; Mr. Thompson, of Cariboo; Mr. Houghton,
of Yale, Kootenay District, British Columbia; Mr. De Cosmaos,
of Victoria, British Columbia; and Mr. Nelson of New
Westminster, British Columbia.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. ’MACDONALD moved, seconded by the
Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER, that the Speech from the
Throne be taken into consideration tomorrow.

Ordered, that the Votes and Proceedings of this House be
printed, being first perused by Mr. Speaker, and that he do
appoint the printing thereof; and that no person but such as he
shall appoint do presume to print the same.

Resolved, That Select Standing Committees of this House for
the present Session be appointed for the following purposes:—1.
On Privileges and Elections.—2. On Expiring Laws.—3. On
Railways, Canals and Telegraph Lines.—4. On Miscellaneous
Private Bills.—5. On Standing Orders.—6. On Printing.—7. On
Public Accounts.—8. On Banking and Commerce.—9. On
Immigration and Colonization,—which said Committees shall
severally be empowered to examine and enquire into all such
matters and things as may be referred to them by the House; and
to report from time to time their observations and opinions
thereon; with power to send for persons, papers and records.

Resolved, 1st—That if anything shall come in question
touching the Return or Election of any Member, he is to
withdraw during the time the matter is in Debate; and all
Members returned upon double Returns are to withdraw until
their Returns are determined.

Resolved, 2nd.—That if it shall appear that any person hath
been elected or returned a Member of this House, or hath
endeavoured so to be, by bribery or any other corrupt practices,
this House will proceed with the utmost severity against all such
persons as shall have been willfully concerned in such bribery or
other corrupt practices.

Resolved 3rd.—That the offer of any money or other
advantage to any Member of the House of Commons, for the
promoting of any matter whatsoever, depending or to be
transacted in the Parliament of the Dominion of Canada, is a
high crime and misdemeanor, and tends to the subversion of the
Constitution.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE desired to be informed if it were
the intention of the Government to lay before the House the
promised correspondence relative to the Treaty of Washington
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before the House proceeded to take into consideration the
speech from the Throne.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: It is not.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: The speech from the Throne
had promised that the desired-for correspondence should be
presented for the consideration of the House. The Speech
inferred that the House should discuss the treaty, and now
the House was asked to discuss the treaty without having
the papers before it.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: Discussions on
Addresses from the throne were things of the past. In
England such addresses were not now discussed. In the
House of Commons in England it was customary to adopt
the Address unless it was intended to move a vote of want
of confidence.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: If the leader of the House desired
to follow English precedent he should proceed with the
discussion of the Address at once. Such was the practice in
England. Such a course was desirable, considering the late
period at which the House had been called together and it
would save much expense to the country.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked what steps the
Government intended to adopt with regard to a return which
had been brought before the House, last session, in which it
was shown that two members from a Manitoba constituency
had been returned by the same number of votes, and the
Government had promised to have a commission appointed
to investigate the matter. The result had been that owing to
the negligence of the Government, the constituency was not
represented then.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER explained. The same
course had been pursued as would have been followed
under the rules adopted for regulating such matters in the
former Province of Canada. The hon. member for Lambton
had not stated matters fairly or the facts correctly. In
Manitoba there was, at the period alluded to, no law in
regard to contested elections, and there was no other course
than to follow the enactment applying to the late Province
of Canada. The matter had been referred to the Committee
on Privileges and Elections, and the House could not do
anything in the matter before that Committee had reported,
a report being rendered impossible by the absence of
members of the Committee on the other side of the House.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: The hon. gentleman had no
doubt stated a part of the circumstance correctly; but he
must bear in mind that he was then acting as the leader of
the House, and must accept the responsibility attaching to

that position. It was very improper that in so young a
Province one seat should be now unrepresented.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that fault was
entirely that of the other side of the House. The members of
the Election Committee on that side had refused to act, and
therefore caused the injustice complained of.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE: The memory of the Minister of Militia
(Hon. Sir George-E. Cartier) seems to be failing him. He
(Hon. Mr. Blake) during the last days of the previous
session had suggested that steps should be taken to have the
seats filled. It was the duty of Parliament to take such steps,
and if there were no quorum of the Committee on Elections
and Privileges, certainly the Opposition were not to blame
for that. It had been referred to a Committee of the House
simply to be burked, and Ministers being omnipotent had
burked it accordingly.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER was reading from the
Journals of the House in reference to the action taken in the
case of the elections of Lisgar and Provencher, when he
was called to order by

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE who observed that the
discussion had no reference whatever to that subject.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER hoped that the hon.
member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) would not try
to confuse him. The question now stood in precisely the
same condition as it did last session.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: The Minister of Militia has
admitted that he wished the matter to be referred to the
Committee on Privileges and Elections, but he had failed to
have it referred, and was therefore blameable.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that the returns
had been made up in such a way as to be no returns at all.

The discussion here came to an end.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved, seconded by
Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE that when the House adjourns
tomorrow it stand adjourned until Tuesday next, in order to
afford the members an opportunity of joining in the
celebration of the public thanksgiving on account of the
recovery of His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales.

The motion was unanimously carried.

The House adjourned at 4.20 p.m.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Friday, April 12, 1872

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 1/4 to 4 p.m.

Prayers

Mr. CUMBERLAND the newly elected member for Algoma
was introduced by the Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald and the Hon.
Sir Francis Hincks, and took his seat.

Mr. NATHAN: | have the honor to move an Address in reply to
the speech of His Excellency the Governor General, which Address,
| feel convinced, will commend itself to every member of this
House.

In being entrusted with the duty of moving this Address, I fully
appreciate the compliment that has been paid the by Province to
which | belong, and in performing the duty, | crave that indulgence
which this House is accustomed to accord to those who address it
for the first time.

The recovery of His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales must
necessarily be a matter of congratulation to every loyal Canadian,
and the demonstrations of joy and thanksgiving that have been
evinced by British subjects throughout the world cannot fail of
awakening pleasurable feelings in the breasts alike of her most
Gracious Majesty, H.R.H. the Prince, and all the Royal Family.

It will be our duty on Monday to assist in giving formal
expression to the sense of gratitude of the Canadian people to the
Almighty for the great mercy He has vouchsafed us, and | feel
convinced that in no part of Her Majesty’s Empire will there have
been a stronger or more sincere demonstration of joy than here.

We fully appreciate the necessity of the postponed meeting of
Parliament, in view of the existence of grave considerations
justifying that course. Again, since the last meeting of the House,
has the peace of the country been disturbed by a threatened invasion
of lawless individuals from the neighboring Republic. Thanks,
however, to the promptness of the Government and the friendly
action of the United States authorities, the evil was averted.

The facility offered by the vast extent and scattered population of
this country, to evilly disposed persons, to enter upon such
nefarious undertakings would appear to call for measures of
protection at vulnerable points, and more particularly would this

appear to be the case at Fort Garry, where a body of militia should
be retained to watch the safety of the community.

On the occasion | had referred to, as well as on previous
occasions of a similar nature, the Canadian soldier had upheld his
character for courage and endurance. Although circumstances
prevented them meeting the disturbers of the tranquility of their
country face to face, their discipline and energy were fully proved
by their successfully overcoming the obstacles of a march to
Manitoba, through such a difficult country and at a most inclement
season of the year, in so short a period.

I am sure | only re-echo the feelings of all Canadians when | say
that no reasonable expenditure on the part of the Government will
be begrudged in defending the country from those outrages, and
that the expenses that have been incurred in connection with the
case in question, will be cheerfully voted.

I trust that the marked and ignominious failures of all the efforts
these filibusters have yet made, will deter them from making any
further attempts in the same direction.

We are glad to be informed that the Treaty of Washington which
touched upon affairs of so much interest to this Dominion will be
laid before the House, and that other communications bearing upon
this important subject will be presented for our consideration, and |
doubt not that the action taken will be that best calculated to serve
the true interests of the country.

It must be universally gratifying to learn from His Excellency’s
speech that so many subjects likely to promote our best interests
have received that attention which their importance demands, not
the least of which is the question of Immigration.

It is most satisfactory to know that a scheme for the
encouragement of that movement will be laid before the House
which will doubtless have the effect of attracting a larger share of
European emigration to these shores than has hitherto reached us,
and which will help to populate this large Dominion extending from
ocean to ocean, and capable of supporting so many millions of
souls. Money devoted to such an object cannot be more
advantageously invested—for population only is needed to make
this Dominion one of the richest countries in the world.

The admission of British Columbia must also be a subject of
congratulation to this House. By confederation with that Province
you have secured a territory of 220,000 square miles, a land rich in
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metals, rich in coal, rich in timber, rich in fish, whose valleys are
natural pastures. A country that, with its enormous resources, must
here long take its stand amongst the foremost Provinces of the
Dominion.

Apart from the natural, the inherent wealth of the Province, you
have by this connection secured an outlet for commerce on the
Pacific seaboard, which must afford incalculable advantages and
moreover such a measure was necessary as one of the steps in
forming a compact nation out of a number of disunited Provinces
which, with adverse interests, and with local prejudices and no
machinery for counteracting these prejudicial influences, would
never have commanded attention and respect, or gained that degree
of prosperity which to-day characterizes the Dominion.

I need not say the House is fully prepared to make provision for
the construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway, in accordance
with the terms of union with British Columbia, as it is in fact a
work of vital importance to the welfare of the Dominion.

Among the many advantages we may expect from the building of
that road is the populating of the Great North-West, a country
surpassing any on the continent as a wheat-producing district, and
the giving to that fertile land markets both on the Atlantic and
Pacific shores of this continent. It will further offer us the means of
competing for, and probably securing the bulk of the trade between
Europe and Asia, which must bring to the Dominion great accession
of wealth, and so enable her to occupy the place to which she is
entitled by her vast territory and favorable geographical position.

It is a source of gratification to learn that the preliminary survey
of this road has been vigorously prosecuted. The extension of the
canal system was a work of great importance, as well as a question
of settling public lands in Manitoba and the North West Territory.
The increase of the revenue of the Dominion was a matter for
congratulation, indeed such increase was the best index of the
general prosperity of the Dominion, for which the country was not a
little indebted to the financial policy of the Government (Hear,
hear.) It was highly gratifying to know that the work of
consolidating the various Provinces had been carried out in a
constitutional manner.

The hon. gentleman resumed his seat amid hearty applause.

Mr. CARTER: It would be impossible to find in the history of
any Colonial Legislature that subjects of greater importance than
those alluded to in his Excellency’s speech have been submitted for
consideration.

Of the many important subjects alluded to, | believe there is not
one which commends itself more warmly and strongly to honorable
members than the reference which has been made to the recovery of
H.R.H. the Prince of Wales and the appointment of a day of
thanksgiving. All parties, without distinction as to nationality,
religion, or political creed, will give a hearty response to the words
of His Excellency. We should feel it our duty to return our thanks
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that it has pleased Providence to avert the threatened danger, and to
restore to health the heir to the British Throne.

The next paragraph in the speech alludes to the postponement of
the meeting of Parliament, and | have no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that
we shall find that the delay was prompted by a desire to serve the
best interests of the country.

The recent invasion of the young Province of Manitoba by
lawless persons from the United States is next referred to, and we
have reason to congratulate the country on the prompt and
successful measures for resistance taken by the local authorities and
by the Government in sending aid to the inhabitants of the Province
in order to prevent any recurrence of similar troubles.

To the volunteers themselves too much praise cannot be given for
the prompt and efficient manner in which they discharged their duty
at a season of the year when it was considered almost impossible
for them to surmount the difficulties of a march to Fort Garry.

The importance of the Treaty of Washington cannot be overrated.
He must look back to the time anterior to the events which took
place, and which resulted in the appointment of the High
Commission. There was a great feeling of anxiety in the country
owing to the unsettled state of the relations between England and
the United States. Fortunately the clouds of war which threatened
us have been dispersed, and the effect has been a quietening of the
public mind and a restoration of the trade of the country.

It would be premature to enter into a discussion of the details; the
time for that will be when the papers are brought down. It is
evident, however, from the manner in which the treaty was framed
that England had every desire to extend her protection to Canada,
and to sustain us in our undoubted rights, and I think that we have
reason to congratulate ourselves, that Her Majesty should have
selected as Commissioner that distinguished statesman, Hon. Sir
John A. Macdonald.

The subject of immigration is of such vast importance, and so
intimately connected with the development of the country and its
resources, that it should command the earnest attention of the
Government. In connection with the extension of our canal system,
the construction of a Pacific Railway and other public works, this
question must also be considered of great importance.

With reference to the recent acquisition of British Columbia, |
think that | am expressing the feelings of all when | say that we
have reason to congratulate ourselves upon the event, and that we
have now among us representatives of that distant Province.

From the statements made to us by the gentleman who so ably
moved the Address (Mr. Nathan), we cannot doubt that the
acquisition of British Columbia is of such vast importance to the
new Dominion that it will well repay any outlay by the country in
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carrying out the projected Pacific Railway. (Hear, hear.)

As to the finances of the country, it must be gratifying to all to
know that our resources are such as to enable us to meet without
embarrassment all the claims to be made upon us for the great
public improvements foreshadowed in His Excellency’s speech.

It is a strong evidence of the great advantages that we derive
from Confederation—advantages, | may say, that were scarcely
anticipated. | entertain no doubt that if these improvements are
carried out we shall be able to assume the proud position of being
considered a great Nationality, but still retaining our connection
with the British Crown, to shine as one of its brightest jewels in
time of peace, and be a source of strength in time of war.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE then rose and said he proposed to offer
a few remarks upon the Speech from the Throne:

In the first place he begged to offer his congratulations to the two
young members who had in so creditable a manner moved and
seconded the Address, and to tender his own welcome to them to
the House.

The admission of British Columbia was a matter of sincere
congratulation to himself and to those who usually acted with him
(Hear, hear,) because he believed it was a geographical necessity to
the Dominion and in the interests of Canada that all branches of the
British Family on this continent should be united under the same
government.

He made those remarks the more readily because he was quite
aware of the misrepresentations that had been circulated so
industriously by some of the highest persons in that province during
the recent elections, making it appear that there was a very hostile
feeling on the part of the Opposition here to the acquisition of that
colony.

Their opposition was not to the introduction of the colony, but to
the proposition to impose conditions that were utterly impossible of
performance and utterly beyond the resources of the country. Even
the hon. gentleman opposite, who led the House, admitted it was
impracticable—by the extraordinary resolution he proposed at the
last moment, to let some of his followers down easily who were
disposed to offer some resistance to the general measure.

With reference to the delay in calling the House together, he
considered it a most extraordinary statement to make in the Speech
from the Throne that at the instance of the Imperial Government the
meeting of the House was purposely delayed. The House had a right
to know what was the nature of those communications: whether the
Imperial Government acted upon their own volition in the matter, or
whether, which was more probable, they had acted upon
suggestions from this side of the water that it would be extremely
convenient if the Imperial Government would only say that it was

desirable the House should not be called together as soon as usual.
(Hear, hear.) Such an instance had occurred before now, and he
would not be surprised to find that, after all, the real reasons for the
delay were of the most trivial character.

As to the Speech, he considered it remarkable only for the
absence of important measures which the interests of the country
required. In fact the policy of the Government could not be found in
the Speech; they were obliged to go beyond the Speech to the
speeches and pamphlets of Ministers outside the House to find out
what the views of Government were.

One irrepressible member of the Government in a recent speech
at Montreal declared that the Government had determined on
deepening Lake St. Peter, yet there was no reference to that matter
in the Speech.

There was another speech by a member of the Government to
which he felt bound to refer. Before we had completed
Confederation, before we had time to consider the means that we
should take to develop our great resources, we found another
member of the Cabinet deliberately discussing in public the
probability and wisdom of an entire separation from the Mother
Country, and the establishment of some other form of government
more congenial, he presumed, to that hon. gentleman and some of
his associates. (Hear, hear.) He alluded of course to the Secretary
of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe). In the extraordinary
pamphlet issued by that gentleman, he found the following
language:—

‘I do not desire to anticipate the full and ample discussion which
Parliament will give to England’s recent diplomatic efforts to buy
her own peace at the sacrifice of our interests, or of that ‘comedy of
errors’ into which she has blundered, but this | may say, that the
time is rapidly approaching when Canadians and Englishmen must
have a clear and distinct understanding as to the hopes and
obligations of the future.

If Imperial policy is to cover the whole ground upon the faith of
which our forefathers settled on and improved the land, then let that
be understood and we shall know what to do.

But if shadows, clouds and darkness are to rest upon the future; if
thirty millions of Britons are to hoard their ‘racial counters’ within
two small islands, gather round them the troops and war ships of the
empire and leave four millions of Britons to face forty millions and
to defend a frontier of three thousand miles, then let us know what
they are and our future policy will be governed by that
knowledge.”’

This was the most extraordinary and unjustifiable language ever
held by a Minister of the Crown, and was utterly unwarranted by
circumstances. That minister seemed to think that the forty millions
on the other side of the line were a horde of barbarous savages
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without any regard to public honour and decency, and ready the
moment British troops were withdrawn to pounce on the Dominion
and conquer it. (Hear, hear.)

While he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) was no republican, and while he
believed that the United States had not acted as they should have
done, yet he believed that such a sense of law and justice pervaded
the mass of public men in that country, as would enable Canadians
to repose in security after the British flag had ceased to float above
them. (Hear, hear.)

The Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe)
anticipated something different. Had he any reason to believe that
an invasion would take place? If so, he should make it public. The
author of the pamphlet (Hon. Mr. Howe) had committed a most
extraordinary mistake. He had supposed that nothing could enable
them to exist on this continent if they had not man for man, and
million for million with their neighbors. It was in reality a most
unreasonable thing for the four millions in Canada to expect that its
thirty-eight or forty million on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean
should maintain a costly navy, chiefly on account of the Colonies,
and at the same time maintain a strong army in Canada. (Hear,
hear.)

He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) would not expect British tax payers
should maintain a standing army in the North American continent to
be, as Mr. Howe would insinuate in his speech, the sole means of
defence against the irrepressible and suspicious people on the other
side of the line. If the expressions in that pamphlet foreshadowed
the policy of the administration; if they were looking to Separation,
or Independence, or a new state of existence, or absorption into the
neighbouring republic, let the Government say so boldly in the
speech from the Throne and he would challenge them to the issue.
(Cheers.)

The author of the pamphlet told them that one Cabinet Minister
in England said that British America could not be defended. Well
that was a mere question of strategy, the number of forts, and the
lengths of the frontier.

The pamphlet also said that another English public man had
stated that he wished to see the day when all the continent of
America would repose and prosper under republican institutions. It
was Hon. John Bright who said so, but he was not then a British
Cabinet Minister. (Hear, hear.)

Mr. Bright never delivered such a sentence while he held a
portfolio under the British crown. It was well known with what
utter contempt gentlemen opposite once greeted every mention of
the name of Mr. Bright; but now, when it suited their purpose, when
it seemed to strengthen them in their policy of groping in the dark,
they brought in the name of Mr. Bright in defence of their miserable
policy. (Applause.)

It ill became a Minister of the Crown, like Mr. Howe, to
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endeavour to destroy our sense of moral security. (Hear, hear.) If it
were the intention of the Government at the instigation of a British
Cabinet Minister, as Mr. Howe had insinuated, or at the instigation
of foreign emissaries, as some might believe to alter the political
relations of the country let that intention be placed boldly and
fearlessly on record. (Hear, hear.)

He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) was quite aware that the Government
was not alone in their views on that subject. The member for
Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall) recently delivered a speech in
Hamilton on this matter. It was one of the curious instances of
extremes meeting to find a gentleman like the Secretary of State for
the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe) who, two sessions ago, was
denounced by the member for Lanark North as a traitor, joining
hands on the same platform with the gentleman who then
denounced him. (Hear, hear.)

The member for Lanark North also informed his audience of the
utterances of certain great personages in England as to our present
and our future. When the English Government felt a disposition to
speak on that matter he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie), for one, would be
prepared to consider it, but not till then. There was one important
matter omitted from the speech. The seconder of the speech, the
member for Brome (Mr. Carter) had said that the Treaty of
Washington reflected the greatest credit on the distinguished
statesman who represented Canada but where was the policy of the
Government as to the Treaty set forth in the Speech?

The member for Brome would probably find that there was
considerable difference of opinion as to the merits of the
distinguished statesman when the House came to discuss the Treaty.
The Member for Brome would be surprised to find that a majority
of the House entertained a different opinion from his on that point.

In discussing the proposition to have the Commissioners re-
assembled and the Treaty re-discussed, the London Times said:
““that proposition might be entertained, but it must not be re-
discussed by the same Commissioners.”” (Hear, hear.)

That House, as far as its Commissioner was concerned, would
echo that sentiment. However, they might make allowance for the
ignorance and incapacity of English statesmen. Coming to Canada,
they could find no such excuse for the gentleman who represented
the Dominion on that Commission. That seemed to be the opinion
that prevailed with regard to the Treaty. There was no public man in
England at the present moment who had given his opinion on that
subject but had lamented the errors into which the Commissioners
had fallen in respect both to Imperial and Canadian interests. He
need not go further than the Secretary of State for the Provinces
himself. He had said that the Treaty as concluded was a ‘‘comedy
of errors.”” (Laughter.)

These opinions on the Treaty would convince the member for
Brome that he had made a mistake when he spoke of the credit that
should be given to a ‘“distinguished statesman.”” They had also the
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authority of another Minister of the Crown on the treaty, whose
opinion was pronounced on one of these festive occasions when
they were more free than on others. Mr. Langevin had spoken at
Quebec on the subject and had stated that the Canadian
Commissioner and Canadian Government had reacted energetically
against the treaty.

Mr. Langevin had also stated that Sir John A. Macdonald had
been compelled to sign the Treaty. If that were the opinion of the
Ministry, why had they not ventured to expound their policy in the
Speech from the Throne? As to the remark of Mr. Langevin that Sir
John A. Macdonald was compelled to sign the Treaty, he (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) would remark that the general Instructions of the
British Government did not contemplate the necessity or possibility
of the whole of the Commissioners signing that Treaty.

The Instructions said expressly that the Treaty was to be signed
by the commissioners or by a majority of them. (Cheers.) The
“‘distinguished statesman’’ could not claim much credit for the
Treaty against which he had protested. It did not reflect much credit
on him to have signed a Treaty in which he did not believe. (Hear,
hear.)

There was another serious omission in the Speech from the
Throne. In consequence of the action of the Government some
years ago—an action by which the Secretary of State for the
Provinces was pitch forked into his seat and another gentleman into
the Senate—in consequence of this action a course was pursued in
reference to Nova Scotia which he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) believed
to be entirely illegal and contrary to the Constitution, and would
inevitably lead to future demands.

The Opposition had proposed the appointment of a Commission
of Inquiry to inquire into the grievances complained of, and to
prepare a general measure which would be submitted to the
Imperial Parliament for the purpose of reconstructing the terms of
the Confederation Act. Had their advice been followed, the present
difficulties would never have arisen.

But to appease the complaining province for a time, the
Government deliberately violated the terms of union. What was the
natural consequence? New Brunswick felt aggrieved that she had
been treated differently from Nova Scotia, and so they had
Commissioners from New Brunswick visiting the Government, and
it was understood that the Government had given them every reason
to believe that some accommodation would be effected.

If that was the intention of the Government, why was there no
mention of it in the Speech? If New Brunswick was not fairly
treated he was prepared to consider her case, as he had been
prepared to consider the case of Nova Scotia, and to give a just
verdict. (Applause.)

He held that it was not proper for that House to violate the terms

of union. If it did so, they would have Quebec next complaining,
and Ontario could not lag behind. Ontario might come in with her
protest, and perhaps they might be able to show a strong case of
injustice in the case of the great Province, one of whose
constituencies he had the honour to represent.

As the matter now stood, the New Brunswick gentleman had
either been deceived by the Government or the Government was
deceiving the House. (Hear, hear.) Which was the correct position?
That was a question for the House to decide. At present there was
no possibility of trying Election cases from remote provinces. He
asked the gentleman from British Columbia who moved the Reply,
to consider what the consequences would be if there had been an
equality of votes in the election in which he was concerned. Owing
to the want of such a law, there was at present a seat vacant in the
House. They had a general election coming on, and still there was
no Controverted Election Law, no means by which to secure the
parity of elections. (Hear, hear.)

Where also was the Supreme Court bill—a bill that was deemed
so essential to the proper administration of justice in the provinces?
There was no mention of it whatever. In truth, the policy of the
government was a meager bill of fare. (Laughter.)

Mr. Mackenzie went on to refer to the conduct of the Lieutenant-
Governor of Manitoba (Mr. Archibald), in reference to the obstacles
he had thrown in the way of immigrants coming from Ontario
procuring lands on which to settle. He referred to the letter of Mr.
McMuicken in illustration of the extraordinary state of things that
prevailed in Manitoba.

He then went on to say that in the case of Mr. Archibald they had
the extraordinary spectacle of a representative of the Crown
venturing in the face of day to shake hands with a man who had
been the head of what Colonel Wolseley had called a gang of
banditti, a man who had taken the life of a loyal subject of the
Queen. That was a matter the Government should have dealt with;
but the Government had taken no notice of it, and it had been stated
that Mr. Archibald had resigned. But a man capable of acting as he
had done should not have had the chance of resigning, he should
have been dismissed immediately from the position he had
disgraced as a representative of the British Crown.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: He may have followed instructions.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that he would ascertain that fact,
as he intended to move for the instructions. He then proceeded to
refer to that portion of the Speech from the Throne which had
reference to the improvement of navigation. It would be desirable to
know what the precise scheme of the Government was; whether it
was their intention to attract the commerce of the West, whether
they would so deepen our waters as to enable vessels to cross the
ocean full laden or to enable them to discharge full cargoes at tide
water, thence to be transhipped to Europe.
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On the subject of the improvement of navigation he could
cordially agree with the Government if their scheme were such as to
commend itself to the intelligence of the commercial men of the
country. Yesterday, in asking for papers in relation to the Treaty the
leader of the Government (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) indicated
his determination not to discuss the Treaty at the present time. He
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) was not at all certain if the Treaty should not
be discussed wholly by itself. The extreme hostility manifested by
the whole country to the policy that had laid the country prostrate at
the feet of the American Government would justify an extensive
and deliberate debate, even before entering on the Address.

The rule of the House, however, would not allow him to enter a
discussion of the Treaty on its merits until the papers were
produced. He had no observations to make, further than this, that he
should only express his extreme regret that the Secretary of State,
and the Government had severally conspired to shake the
confidence of the country in the institutions under which they lived
and prospered. (Loud cheers.)

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said it was not his intention to
follow his friend who had just spoken through all the matters of
which he had spoken but merely to speak of a few.

With regard to the construction of the Pacific Railway as one of
the conditions of the union with British Columbia and the statement
that the resources of the country were inadequate, and the carrying
out of that project, he wished to say that the contrary was the fact,
and that the Minister of Militia was entirely correct in stating on a
former occasion that that work could be constructed without adding
to the burdens of the country.

With regard to the late calling together of the House he was
surprised that the gentleman who had preceded him should express
ignorance of the reasons for that occurrence for surely every one
could see in the important questions connected with the Washington
Treaty every reason for postponement of the meeting of Parliament.
Congress had been sitting four months and had not arrived at a
decision, and when the Imperial Government requested delay surely
every one would see how important it was that in a question of such
import, the Imperial and the Canadian Governments should be in
perfect accord. The member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie)
had spoken of a statement made at Montreal that the Government
would undertake the deepening of Lake St. Peter, but if he took the
statement made with the terms of the Speech the only inference was
that such a work would not devolve upon the Dominion Treasury
though the Government would be disposed to co-operate in the
carrying out of the work.

With regard to the Speech of the hon. gentleman, his colleague
(Hon. Mr. Howe), he would venture to say that he would be able to
defend himself at the proper time. He (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) had
not always concurred in the views of the Secretary of State for the
Provinces, but no one knowing him, would charge him with such
views as those imputed to him by the hon. member for Lanark
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North (Hon. Mr. McDougall). He felt sure that the views of the hon.
gentleman were not dissimilar to those of a member of this House
expressed in a London newspaper, the writer of which had
preserved his incognito.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Who was the writer?

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER: The member for Lambton
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie).

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: With regard to the speeches on
the subject of the Washington Treaty occasionally made by
members of the Government who have escaped from the control of
his hon. friend, the First Minister (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald), he
had been one of those persons who had made one or two speeches
on the subject and he would be happy indeed to find any one on the
floor of that House who would grapple with the course he took.

There were two distinct subjects. The merits of the Treaty itself
would have to be dealt with by that House, but there was another
question which had been very much discussed during recess, that
was the responsibility of the Canadian Government because his
honorable friend the First Minister signed that Treaty. He was
astonished to hear the hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) refer to that clause which said that the Treaty might be
signed by a majority of the members of the Commission. The hon.
gentleman must know that that clause was put in, that in case of
death or unavoidable absence, there might not be a failure in the
negotiations.

The hon. gentlemen (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) and the language of
the leading newspaper of his party, indicate them to have very
extraordinary and wrong ideas in regard to the manner in which
diplomatic proceedings are conducted, and he would explain to the
House that when his hon. friend the First Minister was invited to
take a seat on the Commission what would have been his duty were
the assumptions of the hon. gentlemen opposite right. Why the first
thing he should have done would have been to state that he would
not take a seat on the Commission, unless upon the distinct
understanding that he should not be bound to sign any Treaty which
he did not agree to.

Had his hon. friend done that, but had sat on the Commission
with the intention of not signing the Treaty, did it not meet his
views he would have acted to the Imperial Government in a most
dishonourable manner. He (the First Minister) knew perfectly well
the conditions upon which he had to go there. Had he put such a
condition as the hon. gentleman on the other side of the House
would have had him to do, is there any member of this House who
believes that the Imperial Government would have appointed him a
commissioner?

It was of great advantage to Canada to have a Canadian on the
Commission on the same conditions as the other Commissioners,
viz: to obey the instructions of the responsible Minister of the
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Crown in England. The views and interests of Canada had been
presented with fidelity and zeal by the First Minister, and it is most
satisfactory to know with regard to the proceedings of this Treaty
that there has been perfect accord among the thirteen members of
the Canadian Government.

Leading statesmen in England on both sides of the House had
thrown the responsibility on the Government. Mr. Disraeli on the
Opposition side had charged the Government with the responsibility
of the Treaty, which Mr. Gladstone immediately accepted, and it
was unfair to throw the responsibility on his hon. friend, the First
Minister, who came to the House as free as any other member to
take whatever course he should think best in regard to the Treaty,
and he felt sure that when the papers relative to the Treaty were laid
before the House it would be shown that the Ministry have
faithfully discharged their duty to the country and to the House, and
it would be seen that the words of the Minister of Public Works
(Hon. Mr. Langevin) spoken at Quebec, expressed the views of
every member of the Cabinet, and that they did not agree with the
Treaty, but the course they had taken could not be discussed until
the papers were brought down. The hon. member for Lambton
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had referred to so many subjects that he
(Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) could not answer them all, but had no
doubt they would be replied to during the debate.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said he could not allow the doctrine laid
down by the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) to pass
without his earnest protest. He had supposed that the absurd
grounds taken on behalf of the Premier in the press, that he had
merely signed the Treaty in a perfunctory manner, following the
instructions of the Imperial authorities, would not be taken there.

He had inferred from the terms of the Speech from the Throne
that the Premier and his colleagues had accepted the full
responsibility of the Treaty, that they had taken the ground that the
Premier of Canada was responsible to the Parliament of Canada,
and to no other power, in dealing with the interests of Canada, in
the appointment conferred upon him, and only by reason of his
position as the First Minister of Canada. Why was he appointed on
the Joint High Commission, if not for the simple reason that he was
supposed to have the confidence of the Parliament of Canada?

By reason of his official position it had been declared over and
over again that the Imperial Government sought to protect our
interests by placing on the Commission the First Minister of Canada
and yet they were told today that he did not represent Canada, that
he went there as the mere creature of the Imperial Government,
having no responsibility to them.

That doctrine had been boldly averred by the Finance Minister
(Hon. Sir Francis Hincks), and he (Hon. Mr. Holton) could not
allow the debate to close without protesting earnestly against it. He
held that no power on earth could have controlled the Prime
Minister of Canada in respect to Canadian interests, as to how he
should act, other than the Parliament of Canada to whom he was
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responsible for all his acts. He would like to hear the Prime
Minister himself affirm that he did not hold the doctrine expressed
by his colleagues, because whatever diversities of opinion there
might be as to the merits of the Treaty, he was convinced that
Parliament, friendly though it were to gentlemen opposite, would
not hesitate to affirm, when the proper time arrived, the doctrine
which (Hon. Mr. Holton) had laid down.

Referring to the remark of the Finance Minister (Hon. Sir Francis
Hincks) that the meeting of Parliament had been delayed in
consequence of difficulties that had arisen with respect to the
Washington Treaty, he (Hon. Mr. Holton) said those difficulties did
not arise until after the time when Parliament ought to have been
called. Parliament should have been called by the fifteenth of
February, and the proclamation convening it should have been
issued thirty or thirty-five days before that time, whereas no
difficulties arose till after the fifteenth of February.

The Government could not, therefore, plead that excuse for
delay. In England it was customary to call Parliament together
when any special difficulty arose, and a delay in calling Parliament
on account of a difficulty was a thing unknown; they assuredly
were competent to deal with their own interest and it was placing
Parliament and people of the country in a most humiliating position
to be told that they were not left to deal with their own interests as a
Parliament because some difficulty had arisen between the Imperial
Government and the United States in respect of the Treaty. If the
House had met on the fifteenth of February they would still have
been in session, and any new phase of the question could have been
communicated to them.

With respect to the position of the Secretary of State for the
Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe) he took the ground that a Minister of
the Crown could not separate himself from his official capacity in
the discussion of political matters. He maintained that all the
Ministers were responsible for the utterances of the Secretary of
State for the Provinces in respect of a very important subject,
assailing the very foundations of their political system if they
consented to remain colleagues of his after the utterance of those
sentiments.

What were those utterances? If they had any significance
whatever, they pointed to a revolution in Canada. The two great
complaints against England in that speech were: she had withdrawn
her troops, an unreasonable complaint, and that she had bartered our
interests in the Washington Treaty, though that treaty was signed by
his own political leader.

These were the two grave complaints against England, on which
Mr. Howe founded—if, indeed, his language meant anything at
all—a proposition to sever the connection, because the whole drift
of his argument went to show that it was quite impossible for them
to maintain their position in connection with the Empire under the
present policy of the Empire. For that argument the hon.
gentleman’s colleagues were equally responsible with himself. That
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was sound constitutional doctrine, and could not be successfully
controverted.

With reference to the speech of the Minister of Marine (Hon.
Senator Mitchell) at Montreal, undoubtedly the general inference in
Montreal from it was that the deepening of Lake St. Peter would be
placed upon precisely the same footing as those other
improvements which were referred to in the Speech from the
Throne. But the point he wished to make was, that there was an
important variance between the Speech from the Throne and the
utterance of Ministers. He regarded the utterances of the Minister of
Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) and the Minister of Public
Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin) on the Treaty as at variance with His
Excellency’s Speech, which indicated that the Government had
determined to take the true constitutional course and accept the
responsibility for the Treaty. He would like to hear from the
Premier on that point, and to be told by him that he did not endorse
the monstrous doctrines—doctrines entirely subversive of colonial
rights—laid down by the Minister of Finance.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) thought he saw
nothing that should delay the action of the House in respect to the
Address. He had hoped that the practice of passing the Address
without debate would be followed by this Parliament. The hon.
member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had discussed at
considerable length questions which he could not agree to.With
respect to the Treaty of Washington referred to in the Address, they
were promised so much of the correspondence as could, with due
regard to Imperial and Canadian interests, be laid before them. The
question is one of great importance, and we could easily see that it
might be highly expedient that there should be some reserve in
discussing the question. The House would look with great anxiety
for such correspondence as the Government may think it expedient
to submit. He had no hesitation in saying, that after reflecting upon
the subject, and having discussed it with his constituents he felt it
his duty to say at once that he was prepared to ratify the Treaty of
Washington.

If he understood the Finance Minister (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks)
that the Government is prepared to throw any obstruction in the
way of or prevent the full ratification of the Treaty he felt sure that
many in that House would be opposed to them. He dared say that
the correspondence when sent down would show that everything
had now been arranged satisfactorily to Canada. He did not hold
himself responsible as a Member of that House for opinions which
he had expressed at various times, and at Hamilton recently as a
private citizen, but he would say that we should accept the Treaty as
a portion of the empire, or be prepared to change our political
relations with the Mother Country. He considered the speech or
pamphlet of the Hon. Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr.
Howe) very injudicious, as coming from a gentleman holding a
Ministerial office.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS rose to explain that the hon.
gentleman on the opposite side had misunderstood him as saying
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that the Government was opposed to the Treaty, what he intended to
convey was that the Government as a whole were opposed to the
Treaty, but that since the signing of the Treaty a correspondence
had been going on with the Imperial Government on the subject,
and that on the correspondence coming down, the House would see
that the two Governments were in entire accord.

AFTER RECESS

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) in resuming the
debate said he would not continue his remarks further as he thought
it inexpedient that the House should discuss the question of any
change of constitution at the present time. They were there to pass
the laws necessary in the interests of the country.

He was very well satisfied with the terms of the Address and the
indications of the policy of the Government, although many
important measures which the circumstances of the country
required, and which ought to be dealt with during the present
Session were not mentioned but no doubt these measures would be
submitted as the session progressed. He concluded by
particularizing a law for the trial of controverted elections as
especially necessary.

Mr. STREET said he wished to make a few remarks on the
paragraph of the speech respecting the canal system. Great agitation
had prevailed through the country on the subject and he considered
that the declaration made in the speech that the matter would be
vigorously taken up would give very great satisfaction, and he
trusted that the promise given would be carried out fully by the
Government, and he was sure that they would be fully sustained by
the House in voting any money for the carrying out of any
satisfactory schemes.

Mr. MASSON (Terrebonne) said he rose to take exception to a
remark made by the hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) in designating Mr. Riel as a leader of banditti.

He contended that so far from this being the case he was the
leader of the whole French population of Manitoba, and said that if
he wished he could at the present moment be returned to Parliament
for half the counties in the Province. He did not wish to defend
what Mr. Riel had done, but there was great injustice in the term
made use of by the member for Lambton.

He then referred briefly to the withdrawal of the troops,
maintaining a statement which he said he had previously made that
that withdrawal had caused very great dissatisfaction among the
people of Canada, and cited the report of the Hon. Mr. Campbell on
the subject in his support.
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The Address was then passed paragraph by paragraph.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON thought that before the question closed
they had a right to hear from the leader of the Government
something respecting his action in subscribing to the Treaty of
Washington—and especially as to the constitutional question of the
responsibility or otherwise of himself and his colleagues in the
matter. He (Hon. Mr. Holton) held that the hon. gentleman went to
Washington in the capacity of Minister for Canada, and for the one
purpose of representing and protecting Canadian interests, and in
that capacity for whatever he did or forbore to do, he was
responsible to that House.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD was sorry he could not
respond to the request of his hon. friend, as he thought it would be
highly inexpedient and not for the public interest or the advantage
of the House to enter into the matter now. If the question was of
such grave import it should not be discussed until the papers were
fairly before the House.
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As to the constitutional question the Government and every
individual member of it were responsible to the House and the
country for what they did as a Government.

As to the question of his personal responsibility and whether his
position as a member of the Government and a Commissioner
involved a twofold responsibility he must decline to discuss it until
the whole course of the Government in regard to the Treaty and of
himself, incidentally, was laid before the House. Then he would be
ready to discuss the matter to the fullest extent.

He then moved for a Select Committee to draft the Address to
His Excellency.

The motion carried and the Committee presented the Address,
which was ordered to be engrossed and presented to His Excellency
by such members as were of the Privy Council.

The House adjourned at 8.20 until Tuesday next.






COMMONS DEBATES

April 16, 1872

15

HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, 16th April, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 o’clock.

Prayers

Mr. DUGAS Member for the Electoral District of Montcalm,
having previously taken the Oath, according to Law, and subscribed
before the Commissioners the Roll containing the same, took his
seat in the House.

ROUTINE BUSINESS

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS submitted, by command of His
Excellency, the public accounts.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved, seconded by the
Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER, for a Committee to appoint the
Standing Committees, composed of the leading members of both
sides of the House, which was carried.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE —Address—Correspondence—
Disposition of Crown Lands in the Province of Manitoba, and etc.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE —Address—Tenders submitted for
construction of Pacific Railway.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE —Address—Correspondence with
Lieut. Governor Archibald and Mr. McMicken. Land
Commissioner, regarding Fenian Invasion of Manitoba, and etc.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE —Address—Reports of engineers or
others—Location of Canal across St. Clair Flats by Government of
the United States.

Mr. FOURNIER —Address—Correspondence—Refusal of
Judge Bossé to comply with order to reside at Montmagny.

* * *

CROWN LANDS IN MANITOBA

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE in moving for the correspondence
regarding the disposition of Crown Lands in the Province of
Manitoba, said: It would be recollected by the House that very great
difference of opinion existed in the House at the time of the
discussion on the Manitoba bill as to the effect which setting apart
1,400,000 acres of land would have upon the settlement of that

Province. A gentleman on this side of the House asserted at the time
that the Bill, as passed, providing for so large a reservation, would
be quite certain to produce complications of a very difficult and
disagreeable character in that Province. These anticipations were
realized, as every one knows who has paid any attention to the
course of events immediately after the opening of the season last
year, a large number of people emigrated from the old Province of
Canada to the new Province and found themselves in a position of
very great difficulty.

The officer administering the Government of that province
declined to take any measures whatever to enable these
people—who had gone under circumstances of great hardship and
difficulty to settle there—to secure land; but affirmed his
determination of securing to those for whom these reserves were
intended the first choice in locations, even though the emigrants had
taken possession of and settled upon the land. He had letters in his
possession showing that many of these people were driven from the
ground which they had improved by some of these Half-breeds,
who claim the land merely by virtue of walking round it, or
asserting that it was to be given to them and to their friends.

They did not desire that any preference should be shown to any
person, whether an emigrant from the late Province of Canada or a
resident of Manitoba, but thought that those who had taken up their
locations should be confirmed in their possession. Many of them
had been obliged from the position in which they were placed to
cross the border and settle in the United States. Other had been
advised by himself and his friends to take the land, and if Governor
Archibald under instructions from Ottawa should refuse to them the
right that they had to take possession, they should dare him to
remove a British subject from the soil. (Laughter.)

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD in reply said that there
would not be the slightest objection to the motion of the hon.
gentleman being adopted by the House. The papers would be sent
down. He would, however, say with reference to the remarks of the
hon. gentleman, that the Government think they have taken every
step possible for them to take for the purpose of expediting the
survey and settlement of that country. It would be remembered that
before Canada had obtained possession of the North West, and
while it was still under the sovereignty of the Hudson’s Bay Co.,
the Canadian Government had asked the Company to permit them
to send in surveyors for the purpose of laying out townships, etc., so
that everything would be ready for the large immigration expected
there, and that those surveys had made considerable progress when
they were stopped by the inhabitants of the country.

It would also be recollected by the House that the first thing done
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by the Government after the union of the North West with the
Dominion, was to send in as many surveyors as could be procured
for the purpose of preparing a country for settlement. These surveys
could not be done in a moment, they required both time and skill.
Meanwhile, as settlers were going in, and in order that they might at
once take up lands, an Order in Council was passed, providing that
any person going there and taking possession of land should, under
certain regulations, be supported in that possession. This Order in
Council was afterwards put in the form of a notice which runs
thus:—

““Parties found upon the lands at the time of survey, having
settled upon and improved the same in good faith, as settlers under
the land regulations, will be protected in the enjoyment thereof,
whether the same be pre-emption or homestead right, provided they
respectively enter for such right with the land officer, and otherwise
carry out the provisions of the said regulations in that behalf, within
three months after the survey shall have been made.””

Every man therefore going to that country had a right to select his
own location and on the conditions named in the notice being
fulfilled his right would be maintained. In order that there might be
no mistake instructions were also given as to the mode of running
the base lines so that they would not be afterwards disturbed in their
improvements. The instructions were as follows:

““In settling on the lands parties will require to bear in mind the
system of survey adopted, by which the lines run due East and
West, and North and South, and the 160 acres or quarter section is
an exact square of half a mile each way, under which system alone
pre-emption or Homestead rights, based upon settlement previous
to survey, will be recognized.”’

Under these orders every emigrant had a right to go into
possession.

The hon. gentleman had said that some of these persons had been
disturbed. That might be the case and if any such outrages had
taken place they were greatly to be regretted. But it must be
remembered that the country had been in a very troubled state. One
portion of the population had been against the other, and an armed
resistance had been offered to the authority of Ruperts Land. The
troubles rising out of this state of things could not be expected to
disappear at once. Such outrages however if they did occur were not
likely to occur again.

He had every reason to believe that every man entering into
peaceable possession of the soil would be protected by the law and
by the Government and would be free from disturbance of any kind.
Upon the opening of navigation at least fifty surveyors would be
sent into the country. The whole of the Province of Manitoba
(except that portion of it near the boundary line between the United
States and the Province, which line has not yet been fixed) would
be surveyed in the course of the present year, as would also at least
100 townships outside the Province, in that portion of the country
where treaties have been made with the Indians.
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Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked whether Governor Archibald’s
Proclamation of June 9th, 1870, was issued with the consent of the
Government; if not, whether his attention was called to the violation
of law and order in that proclamation.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied that if the hon.
gentleman would give notice of his question, he would get a full
answer.

PACIFIC RAILWAY

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE in moving for copies of all tenders or
proposals for the construction of the Pacific Railway, and for copies
of Orders in Council relating thereto, said that it was of the greatest
importance that any such tenders or proposals received by the
Government should be laid before the House as soon as possible.
He had a precedent for this in the case of the Intercolonial Railway,
when a similar motion was made, and the papers were brought
down. He thought it was very unfortunate that some of them were
not accepted, instead of adopting the course the Government did.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD would say that there were
no such propositions in the strict sense of the word. A letter had,
however, been addressed to himself, which, as it was marked
private, might be considered as a quasi-official document. This
letter was signed by Sir Hugh Allan on behalf of himself and certain
other gentlemen, and contained a proposition for the construction of
the railway, but as he had understood from the gentleman that he
was desirous of substituting another proposition, he (Hon. Sir John
A. Macdonald) would not like to bring down the letter without the
writer’s consent.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked whether there were any other
quasi-official proposals.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied that there were not
and there were no Orders in Council on the subject.

The motion was then withdrawn.

* * *

FENIAN INVASION OF MANITOBA

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE moved for the correspondence
regarding the Fenian invasion of Manitoba and the intercourse of
Lieutenant Governor Archibald with Louis Riel, the leader of the
Rebellion in the Territory, and said it had been stated in the papers
coming from that province at the time of the invasion of the
country, by one of Riel’s former associates, O’Donoghue, that Riel
himself was one of the parties who had promoted the invasion of
the Fenians, and in a letter from Mr. McMicken, published in the
papers, it was stated that he (Riel) had induced a number of his
friends to abstain from responding to the call of the Governor upon
the people to assist in expelling the invaders. It was also stated that
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this personage presented himself with a number of his followers,
close to the residence of the Lieut. Governor, and that he (the
Lieut.-Governor) had received and embraced him for whose arrest it
was said he had previously issued a warrant. He would probably
call the attention of the House to the matter again and in another
way. He based his motion on the statements made in the
newspapers and Mr. McMicken’s letter, and would reserve further
remarks until the papers were brought down.

He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) would however ask whether it was not
due to the House that the circumstances connected with the
withdrawal of Lt. Governor Archibald should not be stated to the
House. It was the first instance of the kind that had been before the
House, and he desired to know whether that retirement had been
produced by any correspondence from the Dominion Government,
or whether it was the effect of the public events in the Province
upon the Lt. Governor’s mind.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that the papers would
be brought down. He would say, however, that it would have been
better if the hon. gentleman had reserved all his remarks. He had
said just enough to show the animus which dictated the motion. He
(Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) would not be drawn prematurely into
showing anything like a contrary animus, but would allow the
matter to stand until the papers were before the House. As to the
resignation of Governor Archibald, he would say that he, (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) was very unguarded in his mode of expression, in his
allusion to the withdrawal of Governor Archibald. There had been
no withdrawal by the Government. The resignation by Mr.
Archibald was an act of his own, without suggestion or indication
from the Government. Mr. Archibald was appointed during his
(Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) illness, but he afterward fully
recognized the wisdom of the appointment and still did so. Under
the circumstances of the case of having to go into the country with
an army at his back, it was not an enviable appointment and he went
there purely from a sense of duty and at the strong instance of the
Government.

At the time of his going he made it a condition that he should
return at the end of a year, and in December last he (Hon. Sir John
A. Macdonald) received a letter from Mr. Archibald stating that the
year had more than passed, and that he desired to be relieved and
enclosed his resignation. He (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) did not
consider it advisable to recommend its acceptance, but since then
Mr. Archibald has pressed for it in such a manner that no option
was left to His Excellency’s advisers, but to advise the acceptance
of the resignation.

ST. CLAIR FLATS CANAL

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE moved for copies of papers relating to
the location of the Canal across the St. Clair Flats. He alluded to
certain events that took place at Washington in connection with the
Treaty, which showed that the Canadian Government had tacitly
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acknowledged that the United States held dominion over that
portion of the lake. Every person acquainted with the navigation of
the Lake and River St. Clair, knows that the Canal is built on
Canadian property, and he therefore desired information on which
the action of the Government was based. The result will be that if
this canal is recognized as being upon American ground, there will
be no possibility of a Canadian vessel finding its way from Lake
Huron to Lake Erie if the Americans choose to close the Canal
against us.

The motion was carried.

RESIDENCE OF JUDGES

Mr. FOURNIER moved an address praying for the
correspondence inspecting the refusal of Judge Bossé to comply
with the order to reside at Montmagny.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the correspondence
would be brought down.

Mr. BEAUBIEN admitted that the district was injured by the
non-residence in it by Judge Bossé, but thought that Mr. Fournier’s
remarks were prompted by party spirit. He thought it only right that
the Judge should be made to reside at Montmagny.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said that the object of the motion was not
merely to obtain the correspondence in the matter but to elicit some
statement from the Government as to what they intended to do in
the matter, and he thought it only fair that the Government should
state distinctly the real position of the question. He had heard the
matter discussed elsewhere, and he believed the Judge was
requested by the Quebec Government to take up his residence
according to law within the limits of his District, but that he had
hitherto refrained from doing so. He (Hon. Mr. Holton) was not
able to say whether the Judge had actually refused to do so, but
what the member for Bellechasse desired to ascertain was, what the
Minister of Justice proposed to do and what redress would be
afforded to the District which had suffered from the failure of the
Judge to perform the duties required by law? There was a difference
of opinion as to which Government had control of the Judges in
such matters, but while the Local Government had undoubtedly
power to assign the duties of the Judges and their Districts
whenever there was a failure in discharging the duties, redress
could only be sought through the Government in which the power
to impeach Judges rested, namely, the Dominion Government, and
the appeal therefore lay primarily to the Minister of Justice, and
ultimately to the House. He thought the real point had not been met
by hon. gentlemen opposite, who had merely assented to a formal
motion without meeting its real features.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the motion was simply
for any correspondence on the subject, and the Government were
not called upon to answer any further question. If, when the papers
were brought down the mover desired to obtain any statement from
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the government on the subject, they would then meet him in the
matter.

The motion was then carried.

* * %

CONTROVERTED ELECTIONS

Hon. Mr. BLAKE asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to introduce during the present session a measure
providing for the trial of controverted elections; and if so, whether
they intended to provide that these trials should take place before
judges.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied that a measure
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would be introduced for the trial of controverted elections in
Manitoba and British Columbia only, and with regard to the latter
part of the question, the trials would be conducted in the same
manner as in Ontario and Quebec.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE then gave notice that he should move that the
trials should take place before judges.

In reply to Hon. Mr. Mackenzie,
Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD stated that the papers
respecting the Washington Treaty would be laid before the House

to-morrow.

The House then adjourned at 4.20.



COMMONS DEBATES

April 17, 1872

19

HOUSE OF COMMONS

Wednesday, April 17, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE BUSINESS

A message from His Excellency, transmitting copies of the
Census returns for the information of the House, was read.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD intimated that papers
relating to the Treaty of Washington would be submitted to the
House tomorrow.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS submitted a statement of
expenses of the Manitoba expedition, and also a return of
miscellaneous expenses.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD gave notice that he would
move the reading of the journals relative to the double election
returns in Manitoba, with a view to its reference to a committee
tomorrow.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD gave notice that tomorrow
he (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) would move for concurrence in
the joint Address with the Senate respecting the recovery of His
Royal Highness the Prince of Wales.

Mr. SAVARY put the following question: Whether the
Government intended to include in the Estimates, for the ensuing
year, a sum for the erection of a Bell Buoy on Trinity Ledge at the
mouth of St. Mary’s Bay, in the Province of Nova Scotia, the scene
of frequent and yearly loss of life and personal property, with the
increasing commerce and navigation in that portion of the waters of
the Dominion?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said the matter was under consideration.

Mr. SAVARY further asked: Whether the Government intend to
place in the Estimates, for the ensuing year a sum for the erection of
a new and suitable lighthouse at the entrance to Annapolis Gut, in
the Province of Nova Scotia, in place of the present building
ridiculed in ““Blunt’s American Coast Pilot’” as ‘“‘an object of
pitiful and useless economy’’?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said the Government were more inclined to
place lights where there were at present none existing. At all events
it was not now the intention of the Government to do as the hon.

gentleman seemed to wish.

MANITOBA’S NEW GOVERNOR

Hon. Mr. HOLTON while the House was waiting would, with
the permission of the House, as he had not given notice of his
question, draw attention to an important matter. He had observed in
the Gazette of Saturday last that the Hon. Mr. Justice F. G. Johnson,
a Judge of the Superior Court of Lower Canada, had been appointed
Lieut.-Governor of Manitoba, and the question he desired to ask
was whether that gentleman had resigned his Judgeship, or whether
his appointment as Lt.-Governor superseded his Commission as
Judge, or whether the Government considered him to be absent on
leave, his function of Judge to be resumed when his duties as Lt.-
Governor shall have ceased.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said Mr. Justice Johnson
had been sent to Manitoba to act as Recorder until other
arrangements could be made. He obtained leave of absence as
Judge, and an Assistant Judge was appointed to act for him. Mr.
Archibald having resigned, it was thought advisable to appoint Mr.
Johnson temporarily. Although that gentleman had already a
Commission to act as Administrator, in case of the absence,
sickness, or other incapacity of the Lieutenant Governor, he had
found on looking at the British North America Act, that an
administrator could not act in case of resignation. A commission
had therefore been issued to Mr. Johnson, to act as Lieutenant
Governor, until the gentleman to be selected as Mr. Archibald’s
successor could make the necessary arrangements for his journey.

* x %

MANUFACTURING INTERESTS OF THE DOMINION

Mr. MAGILL considered that no apology was necessary for
making his motion for a Select Committee to inquire into the state
of the manufacturing interests of the country. The hum of busy
industry could be heard from Halifax to Sarnia but there was
something wanting in the shape of security to capital and
encouragement to manufactures. The Government were sending
agents to all parts of Europe to bring hither immigration and
deserved credit for doing so, but it was worse than useless to bring
skilled labor hither without adopting measures to secure for it
employment.

The policy, which he sought to inaugurate, was not, by any
means, a sectional one. It was one which in its effects would be
beneficially felt from Halifax to Sarnia. Even Manitoba would feel
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its effects, and it would go a long way in strengthening the loyalty
of the people, in affording full employment for all. In his opinion,
to make people happy and contented under our constitution,
manufactures must be protected. The people of this country must
not be made to suffer by the superior facilities afforded to
manufacturers in the United States. There was only one line of
conduct to be pursued. He did not believe in one policy being
pursued in the House and another out of it. He repeated that he
wanted such a policy pursued as would not only bring skilled labor
hither, but would find employment for it.

He wanted a home market for our own people. A home market
afforded the speediest return, and gave the most employment to the
masses. Encouragement should be given to our men of capital, and
to all manufacturing industries, so that they might be able
successfully to compete with the manufacturers of the United
States. He then moved for the appointment of a Special Committee
to inquire into the matter, seconded by Mr. WORKMAN.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said that the Government would
offer no opposition to the motion, as much valuable information
might be elicited; but he would not have it understood that the
manufacturing interests of the country were in a very distressed
condition, the very opposite being the case.

Mr. FERGUSON was sorry that the Finance Minister had
permitted this subject to be introduced by a private member. He
would rather have heard that the Government were prepared to take
steps with the view of taking up the question of protection, not only
to manufacturing, but to farming interests. He hoped that the policy
which had been defeated last Session, when certain duties
previously placed on flour, et cetera, were repealed, would be again
brought forward, in order that there might be fair protection to the
farming interests.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON did not like the idea of one of the fathers of
Responsible Government leaving the matter of a policy for the
Government to be found by a Special Committee of the House.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS was not aware that there was
anything about finding a policy for the Government in the motion.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON thoroughly understood the motion; and was
glad that the motion had been made in so eloquent terms by his
friend, the hon. member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill), but,
nevertheless, thought the Hon. Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir
Francis Hincks) was not acting consistently with his previously
expressed opinions. Having made some allusion to the language of
the Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe), on a
recent occasion, as to how he could sit beside his colleagues
without contaminating them.

Hon. Mr. HOWE said he was surprised that the member for
Chéateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton) should have risen to make an
attack upon him. He could produce a celebrated annexation
memorial signed by certain people in Montreal asking that British
authority should be removed from this country and it would be
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found that his (Hon. Mr. Holton) signature was among the number.
He would also take the opportunity of saying a word to the hon.
member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie). That gentleman had
during the last two or three years thought proper to read him
lectures on loyalty and respect for the British flag, and last winter
when he (Hon. Mr. Howe) was sick in bed he had the bad taste and
utter want of manliness to declare that he had shown disrespect and
sought to dishonour the British flag in a part of this Dominion. He
did not hesitate in saying that the story was a falsehood, but if the
word was unparliamentary he would withdraw it.

He would refer the hon. gentleman to the record of his public life
for the last thirty years, and would defy him to point out one line
which could be shown to be at variance with loyalty. Anyone who
said the reverse was a slanderer and the truth was not in him. He
would read an extract from a speech made in 1861 to a body of
Englishmen in the city of Southampton when he used this language:

““‘During the old times of persecution four brothers, bearing my
name, left the southern counties of England, and settled in four of
the old New England States. Their descendants number thousands
and are scattered from Maine to California. My father was the only
descendant of that stock who, at the Revolution, adhered to the side
of England. His bones rest in the Halifax churchyard. | am his only
surviving son and whatever the future may have in store, | want,
when | stand beside his grave, to feel that | have done my best to
preserve the connection he valued, that the British flag may wave
above the soil in which he sleeps.””

He could read many such extracts in proof of the stand he had
always taken in aid of British authority. He referred to the position
he took in 1839, when the Maine Militia was called out to invade
the Province of New Brunswick. At that time he was a member of
the Legislature of Nova Scotia, and leader of a powerful opposition
in that House. The Militia Laws had expired and the Government
was powerless. Sir Colin Campbell, at that time at the head of the
Government, could not draw a shilling from the Treasury for the
defence of the flag of England. He (Hon. Mr. Howe) walked across
the floor of the House and tendered the services of himself and his
party to the leader of the government. A Committee was organized,
and before night, resolutions were reported placing 100,000 men at
the disposal of the Government to arm the Province.

The hon. member wanted to know how his friends in the
Government could sit beside him without contamination. He would
like to ask that gentleman how he could sit beside the member for
Chéateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton), an annexationist dyed in the wool,
without fear of contamination. That hon. gentleman had been
caught in the act.

As to his pamphlet, about which he had been so fiercely attacked,
he was willing to submit a copy of it to the House at any time, and
he defied anybody to find one line in it that conflicted with the
sentiments uttered at various periods of his long life of steadfast
loyalty and support of British institutions. The pamphlet had
attracted some attention in the provinces and in England. He would
like the member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) to say
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something that would attract attention outside the Province. He had
not heard that the pamphlet had done any mischief up to this time. It
had done some good. The London Times had been preaching the
doctrine that England was an Eastern, not a Western power. Did not
we know that very recently, when the expedition was sent to the
North West, the Times had said that it was the last time that
England would interfere in such a manner. But now, what did it
say? That it was true a good deal had been said by Englishmen
about throwing off the Colonies, but that England was under the
obligation of defending Canada and she would not repudiate it. If
the pamphlet had done nothing more than elicit that declaration, it
had done a world of good.

He had been accused of speaking disparagingly of the United
States. The hon. gentleman (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) spoke of the
United States as if no Canadian should ever find fault with them.
For his own part he had always spoken fearlessly on public
questions whether connected with that country or any other, and he
thought we ought to do so. He felt that we had reason to find fault.
Had we not within the last five or six years had three or four Fenian
raids on our Province, organized and fostered in their midst? And
yet the Member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) contends that
we should speak with bated breath, when we utter words of
remonstrance. He had been unwell when attacks were made upon
him last Session, but he was now, thank God, prepared to vindicate
his course individually, and the acts and policy of the Government
of which he was a Member.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that the hon. member seems never
to address the House except to pay off some person who, he
imagines, has insulted him. It was an insult to suppose that his acts
as a public man could not be criticized. He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie)
denied that he made use of any expression which could be
considered otherwise than as a just criticism of his conduct. He
condemned the hon. gentleman’s conduct as strongly as possible.
He (Hon. Mr. Howe) might, with that eloquence for which he was
famed, endeavour to carry away the House, but it would not prevent
him from criticising his public actions. It was his duty, and he
would perform it. The hon. gentleman had stated that he (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) had objected to his criticising freely the conduct of the
United States. What he said was that he had apparently taken it for
granted that the whole 40,000,000 of the United States were waiting
to pounce on this country and he had deprecated his right to make
any such assumption.

He had been accused of having charged the hon. gentleman,
during last session, with practically preaching treason in the North
West by ordering down the British Flag. The Minister of Customs
(Hon. Mr. Tilley) at once took down his expressions and he
repeated them unhesitatingly. His information was obtained from
newspapers and from letters, and he had heard it stated in the
House. If he (Hon. Mr. Howe) now said that no such expression
ever escaped him, he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) would at once accept
the denial and retract the statement.

Hon. Mr. HOWE said he accepted the explanation of the hon.
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member for Lambton. That gentleman would remember that he left
the House last winter before the Session closed. The progress of
public business had prevented him from taking the matter up
earlier, but before the close he took an opportunity of contradicting
the statements which had been made, and he was now content that
the hon. member should withdraw the charge, and he gave his full
assurance that he never made an observation about the flag or gave
any order respecting it. He trusted that this would be accepted.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said the hon. gentleman had waited
until he had left the city. It was announced beforehand and
generally known, that he was to attend a meeting at Kingston, and
the hon. gentleman had abundant opportunity to meet the charge
earlier, but in his (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie’s) absence he was cowardly
enough to use towards him the most offensive expressions possible,
and now he endeavoured to palliate his conduct in publishing the
offensive pamphlet, by saying that it had been noticed in the
London Times. That paper however noticed it to condemn it. The
hon. gentleman fancied himself celebrated, when in fact he was
only notorious, a position which any one could attain who chose to
write such a foolish, senseless impolitic pamphlet as he had written;
and all this was to be forgotten, because he had once delivered loyal
and generous speeches.

Was he to be bound by these old speeches, and never criticise
anything now said? Were these old utterances to condemn
everything disloyal, impolitic and wrong in every sense that he
might now utter. He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) refused to be governed
by this rule, and should freely criticise his expressions and
sentiments, no matter how strong and offensive the expressions
might be that were addressed to him in reply.

Hon. Mr. HUNTINGTON desired to make a few remarks in
reference first to the motion of the member for Hamilton (Mr.
Magill), and secondly to the matter that had arisen out of it.

The SPEAKER here decided that nothing further could be
allowed, except in reference to the motion before the House.

Hon. Mr. HUNTINGTON then said he would confine his
remarks to his first subject. He believed that this question of the
manufacturing interests of the Dominion was one of great
importance, and that the motion must result in great good to the
country if properly managed; but the people of the country must be
careful not to let anyone take up the cry before the elections, simply
for political purposes, and he hoped, the question would be
understood as one that could not be settled hurriedly, as one of very
great consequence to all. There should be no attempt to deal with
the question as political capital, but rising above politics, it should
be treated in the spirit of statesmanship and regard for the interests
of Canada.

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) said he had
intended to move for a Select Committee to consider the best means
of promoting the agricultural interests of the Dominion, but it had
been suggested to him that this might be coupled with the motion
now before the House, and he therefore moved in amendment that



COMMONS DEBATES

22

the agricultural interests should be added to the other subject to be
considered by the committee moved for by the member for
Hamilton (Mr. Magill).

That gentleman had referred to the great benefit which the
country was likely to derive from the protection of its
manufacturing interests, but there was no class in the community
whose interests should be more protected than the agricultural class.
While the manufacturer was protected to the extent of 15 per cent,
no protection was afforded to the agriculturist, and those in Ontario,
especially, suffered from the want of that protection. Canadian
farmers were to a great extent shut out of American markets, having
to pay a duty of no less than 20 per cent on all produce sent to the
States.

It seemed to him that the advocates of free trade took a very one-
sided view of the matter and he regretted the Government had not
taken a more determined stand in maintaining the protection they
had introduced two sessions ago. The member for Shefford (Hon.
Mr. Huntington) had urged that the question should not be turned
into political capital, but he knew no one more ready to make
political capital of such a matter than that gentleman. During the
last ten years the increase of population in Ontario and Quebec had
been only 300,000, while it had been double that during the ten
years previous, while in his own county the population was very
much smaller than it was a year ago, and he attributed this to the
want of protection afforded to the agricultural interests.

He said that among the manufacturers of England a strong feeling
was springing up in favour of protection, and they found that Sir
Robert Peel’s prediction that all other nations would follow their
example and establish free trade was not fulfilled, and their imports
were, to a very great extent, larger than their exports, while in one
year the bullion in the Bank of England had decreased to the extent
of £4,000,000 sterling. He deprecated the manner in which
everything that could have been offered to the United States in
exchange for reciprocity, had been relinquished, and said that now
when all the young men of the country were leaving for the States
and the whole tide of emigration from the old country was flowing
there, it was high time that the matter should be considered, and he
trusted therefore that his amendment would be accepted.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE trusted that the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir
Francis Hincks) would give to the agricultural interests the same
consideration that he accorded to the other interests of the
Dominion. For his own part, as they were going into the Committee
business, he could not conceive a juncture at which it was more
important that these questions should be discussed, as the
Government seemed to think it proper that their policy should be
determined upon through committees; but the Committee must
remember what the ministerial utterances as to the condition and
prospects of the country had been.

He would not refer to the terms of abuse used by the Hon.
Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe) in reply to the
hon. members for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton) and Lambton
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie), as he thought silence was the best mode in
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which to meet such language, not a contemptible silence, but a
compassionate silence. The words which he had uttered and written
and published were extremely immaterial to the question as to
whether these important interests should be taken in hand by the
House. They knew that the hon. gentleman had had on a former
occasion an opportunity to explain or retract those words, but he did
not avail himself of it, and now that opportunity had been repeated
with the same result. He told them that they were words of
soberness and propriety. The hon. gentleman had vindicated his
loyalty in the past, he had told them of acts he had done in days
gone by, which he contended gave him a title to the gratitude of the
country. He (Hon. Mr. Blake) considered that this being so,
rendered all the more significant the language which the hon.
gentleman, so loyal in times past, now thought fit to use. If he, so
faithful and so loyal and disposed to sacrifice so much rather than
indulge for a moment in a suggestion of anything foreign to the
interests of the Empire, if he told them, with reference to what the
member for Leeds North and Grenville North (Mr. Jones) had said
had been given up to the Americans, that it was an effort on the part
of England to buy her own peace with the sacrifice of Canadian
interests, the House and Committee had some knowledge of the
views of the Government, which would guide them in considering
the questions to be submitted to them. (Laughter.)

The hon. gentleman had gone on to term the Treaty a ‘“Comedy
of Errors,”” and to state that the time had come for England and
Canada to come to a clear understanding with regard to their
connection with each other, and had quoted the utterances of
Cabinet Ministers in England in order to show that England desired
to break off her connection with Canada. If this was the real state of
affairs, he (Hon. Mr. Blake) was glad he was not named a member
of the Committee, and he was not surprised that the Hon. Secretary
of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe) and the Government
should shrink from the tack of settling the matter now to be
delegated to a committee.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he hoped the
committee would not be frightened from doing their duty by the
remarks of the hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake),
and he trusted they would meet and collect all the information that
was desirable for the purpose of being used by the House, and being
of service to the country. The hon. member who had just spoken, as
well as the hon. member for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton)
seemed to think that the House had no power to act or to exercise
any opinion except to register the decrees of the Government and
that they were not legislative, and would not enter upon any subject
except with the sanction of the Government. It was an old saying
that information would do no one any harm and he trusted that in
this instance full information would be obtained.

The member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill) in the interests of his
constituents and of the country at large, had moved for a committee
for the purpose of submitting to Parliament the information they
might collect and there had been an appeal made by the hon.
member for Shefford (Hon. Mr. Huntington), that the subject might
not be approached as a political question at all, and he had urged
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that the House should rise above mere political considerations and
deal with it as statesmen, forgetting party for the good of the
country. That appeal however had been made in vain and had been
rejected by the hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake),
but he (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) knew the members of the
Committee would do their duty, for their names were a sufficient
assurance that they would honestly deal with the matter without any
reference to political partizanship.

The hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake) said that he
should treat with the silence of compassion the language of the hon.
Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe). He (Hon. Sir
John A. Macdonald) regretted that language, but if the offence was
marked, the provocation was great. He also regretted that the hon.
member for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton) had not observed his
usual moderation, but had characterized the expressions of the
Secretary of State for the Provinces as “‘indecent,”” an expression as
unparliamentary as could well be made use of. He (Hon. Sir John
A. Macdonald), however, thought the Speaker had used a wise
discretion in refusing to interfere until the matter had been talked
out, but now it had been fairly talked out, he hoped no more would
be heard of it.

The hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake) had
characterized the language of the address of the Secretary of State
for the Provinces as disloyal, but let any one read that speech and
see whether there was any disloyalty in it. The expressions and
sentiments were such in which he (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald)
did not concur, the belief one in which he did not share; but the hon.
gentleman had used the language with regret—it was the wailing
cry of a loyalist fearing that the colony was going to be forsaken.
(Cheers.)

He (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) believed that the Parliament of
England was right and sound in the matter, and that there was no
ground for the fear, and that while there was a power in England,
strong in intellect, but not in numbers, who thought that England
would be safer and more secure without her colonies, that sentiment
was not the prevailing sentiment of England, and he was satisfied
that on the first appeal to the people of England they would
pronounce that they would still adhere to the old maxim of “*Ships,
colonies and commerce.”” He believed the hon. gentleman, his
colleague, was in error; he himself was more sanguine, but he also
believed he was the more correct; and he was satisfied that no
ministry in England could exist at the present time or for many
many years to come if they laid down as one of the principles of
their Government that they were better divested of all their
colonies, which gave England such position and such moral as well
as physical power in the world.

The hon. member from Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake) had
called the language of the Secretary of State for the Provinces, very
dangerous doctrine, but if that hon. member was fairly reported in
the columns of the Globe he had stated that the consequence of the
Treaty of Washington would be that there must be a reorganization
of the Empire, and that the relations of this country must be
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changed, and this he had not said as a matter of regret, he did not
state his opinion with sorrow, but he said it because he considered
that, commercially speaking, Canada’s rights had not been fully
protected by the Treaty. (Cheers.)

Had any one accused the hon. member of disloyalty because of
these expressions? No. No such accusation had been brought
against him, though he richly deserved it from the tone he had just
adopted. The organization of the Empire was to be changed because
for a few years the Americans were to have the right to catch fish in
Canadian waters. (Cheers.) Canada was to call England to account,
and the hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake) had
almost used the language he had quoted from the speech of the
Hon. Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe), for he
had said that now was the time for Canada and England to meet
face to face, and had stated as his own sentiment and resolve,
because as a leading statesman he was bound to carry his principles
into practice, that the Empire was to be reorganized because the
mackerel and herring had been handed over to the Yankees for ten
long endless years.

The Secretary of State for the Provinces was attacked because he
disapproved of the withdrawal of her Majesty’s troops from the
country. He (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) shared the belief that it
was a mistake in the Imperial Government to withdraw the troops,
but the matter was one that had to be judged by Imperial
considerations, though his individual opinion was that England
would have acted with wise discretion if she had still maintained
the troops in Canada as a symbol of her sovereignty, and still
manned the old walls of Quebec. Looking to the interests of the
Empire alone, it would have been well if the garrison had been
maintained there, and he did not stand alone in that view. Great
statesmen in England had pronounced the same opinion. He did not
speak of the Conservative party, who might from old associations
desire to maintain the old state of affairs, the old relationship with
the Colonies, but Lord Russell had protested against the withdrawal
of the troops from Canada. Whether England was wise or unwise in
doing so it was for her to decide. Canada had no right to insist on
her view of the matter, but he regretted that they had not the martial
tread of the troops in the streets and the sound of the martial music,
but they submitted without one single feeling except of regret that
they had lost the symbol of England’s sovereignty. He had been
induced to make those remarks in consequence of what had fallen
from the member for Durham West. With reference to the
amendment of the member for Leeds North and Grenville North
(Mr. Jones), there could be no objection to it if it met with the
approval of the member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill) who had made
the original motion.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said he had not intended saying a word in
reply to the torrent of Billingsgate levelled at him by Hon. Mr.
Howe, because he could not forget that he (Hon. Mr. Holton) was
one of a company of gentlemen in this House. It would be
impossible for any gentleman to deal, in fitting language, with such
an attack as had been made by Hon. Mr. Howe upon him, (Hon. Mr.
Holton). He would say a few words in explanation of the
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observations he had made. The leader of the House had said the
word ““‘indecent’” was unparliamentary; he (Hon. Mr. Holton)
joined issue it was a word used not unfrequently in Parliament, and
was often used by Sir John A. Macdonald himself; and that
gentleman sometimes used a stronger word in respect to his
opponents, the word “‘dishonest’’.

Mr. Howe had never been charged in a former debate with
having delivered a speech, the whole drift of which went to show
that connection between this country and the Empire could not be
maintained, because of two master grievances: the first was the
withdrawal of troops; the second was that England had recently
bartered away the interests of Canada in the Treaty of Washington.
What he (Hon. Mr. Holton) meant to say was, that for Hon. Mr.
Howe as a Minister of the Crown, to propose a severance from
England on those grounds, was indecent. He (Hon. Mr. Holton) did
not apply the word in an offensive sense to the person of Mr. Howe,
but intended by it to characterize his political conduct in as strong
terms as he could use. He repeated that the Ministers, by continuing
to occupy the same benches with Hon. Mr. Howe, assumed the
responsibility of his utterances, for a Minister could never separate
himself from his quality in respect to a public question. He would
observe, in conclusion, that Hon. Mr. Howe had used language not
fit for utterance in the company of gentlemen.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said that the speech to which the Minister of
Justice (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) had referred had been
reported substantially correctly, and he was prepared to abide by it.
What he had desired to say in his former remarks was that if it was
true that England had recently tried to barter away Canadian
interests for her own benefit, and that Cabinet Ministers in England
were acting in a manner that involved the separation of the country,
then this country was at a serious and appalling juncture.

Mr. WORKMAN had agreed to second the motion of the
member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill), that he might have an
opportunity to examine the evidence brought before the Committee;
at the same time he desired distinctly to state that he was not in
favor of a high protective duty. Some branches of manufacture were
not sufficiently protected, but the country was thoroughly
prosperous, and if these branches could be protected, the prosperity
would continue.

As to the other subject that had been introduced into the
discussion, he happened to be in New York when the lecture in
question was delivered, and had been accosted on the subject on the
Exchange there by parties who said that a Cabinet minister at
Ottawa openly advocated annexation. He had denied this, but had
afterwards read the lecture with great regret because the previous
life and action of the hon. lecturer had evinced a much higher tone
of loyalty. He had, however, listened with great pleasure to the
utterances of the Premier, because they had convinced him that the
Cabinet were not in favour of a change in the connection with
England. He wished to live and die under the old flag.

Mr. YOUNG thought the Government ought themselves to have
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a policy on the question and should not delegate the matter to a
Committee, although he said there might be some excuse for the
proceeding as the Government seemed utterly unable to frame a
commercial policy. He referred to changes in the tariff which had
been made in almost every session, dwelling on the proceedings in
the session of 1869, terming the action of the Minister of Finance at
that time (Sir John Rose) a somersault. With regard to the duty on
grain and flour, he maintained that the farmers did not want any
such absurd duty, as they know that it would be no advantage to
them and a great injury to other interests of the Dominion.
Everyone would admit that it would be a great benefit to encourage
manufactures, but other interests should not be forgotten, and he
trusted that the Committee would remember that they were acting
for the whole community and not for any particular portion.

Mr. MAGILL said that the practice of appointing Committees
on such matters had been called in question, but he maintained that
it was in accordance with British practice and quoted from Mr.
Todd’s Parliamentary Practice in support of his statement. With
regard to the amendment he considered that the Committee as he
had asked for it would have quite enough work on its hands and he
could not consent therefore to the agricultural interests being also
submitted to it.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS replied to the remarks of the
member for Waterloo (Mr. Young) as to the changes in the tariff.
He explained the reasons that had induced the Government to
change its policy in 1870, and said that in 1871 they would have
been quite prepared to take off the duties on the articles in question
as far as revenue was concerned, and had only hesitated to do so on
account of the negotiations then pending at Washington.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN spoke on the same points, attributing the
sudden change in the tariff to the pressure brought to bear on them
by a gentleman now in the Cabinet who had threatened the Ministry
with the opposition of the whole of Nova Scotia if they did not
accede to his request.

Mr. BODWELL said the agricultural interests of the country did
not require any system of protection. He accused the member for
Hamilton (Mr. Magill) of having formerly advocated the interests of
the farming population, and now, when it suited his own interests
casting them off, by refusing to consent to their interests being
considered by the committee for which he had moved. He hoped the
amendment would not be withdrawn.

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) regretted very
much that the member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill) objected to his
amendment, but of course he could only withdraw it and move for a
separate committee at another time.

The main motion was then carried.

* * *

STANDING COMMITTEES

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD presented the Report of the
Committee appointed to prepare Standing Committees.
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MESSAGE FROM THE GOVERNOR GENERAL

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD presented a message from
His Excellency in acknowledgment of the Address in answer to the
Speech from the Throne.

* * *

WINDSOR AND ANNAPOLIS RAILWAY

Mr. SAVARY moved for copies of all correspondence
respecting the use by the Windsor and Annapolis Railway
Company of the Government Railway between Halifax and
Windsor.—Carried.
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DEATH OF ALBERT TRIDER

Mr. SAVARY moved for Reports relative to the death by
accident of Albert Trider, on the government Railway between
Halifax and Windsor, and for a statement of all accidents on that
Railway and their causes.—Carried.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked whether Government would
submit a statement of the affairs of the Bank of Upper Canada.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS replied in the affirmative.

The House adjourned at 5.50.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, April 18, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

A number of petitions were received.

* * *

TREATY OF WASHINGTON

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD presented a message from
His Excellency submitting the correspondence on the subject of the
Treaty of Washington which was read by The Speaker.

* x %

FAVOURITISM TO A GOVERNMENT ORGAN

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said he observed the leader of the
House had communicated this message to one of the newspapers in
the city of Ottawa, before he communicated it to the House. The
House was entitled to some explanation on his point. If newspapers
favourable to the Government were to receive documents of this
kind in advance of the House, it was clearly a violation of the
usages that prevailed in parliamentary history. It was quite out of
question that the House should look to newspapers for intelligence
in advance, of serious and important public documents that were to
be laid before the House next day. He desired to know from Sir
John A. Macdonald if this were done without his knowledge, or
connivance, and how it came that the newspaper obtained that
information.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD admitted that it had
occurred with his knowledge, and was done by himself. He said he
had told a person connected with the newspaper what the substance
of the communication would be, and that in doing so he had broken
no rule of Parliamentary practice, for the same thing was done with
regard to the Queen’s Speech.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON differed entirely from Sir John A.
Macdonald on the point. He thought it was treating Parliament with
contumely, and he defied him to recite an instance from British
parliamentary practice to justify his act. The substance of the
Queen’s Speech might be communicated before Parliament was
convened; but in this case Parliament was in Session, and it was by

a motion that the Executive Government were obliged to bring
down papers. He (Hon. Mr. Holton) was jealous of the privileges of
Parliament, and complained that the leader of the House had now
violated them.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said there was no pleasing
hon. gentlemen opposite. The great attack upon him had been that
he was too reticent on this subject, and now the complaint was that
he had now made matters public.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said the leader of the Government had
stated at the opening of the Session that he could not bring the
papers down then, and the day before yesterday he said he hoped to
bring them down the next day. He did not bring them down, but
gave their substance on that very day to a newspaper.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that one of the papers
was dated the 15th of April, so that the Government could not have
brought them down at the opening of the Session.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON asserted that the Premier had deliberately
withheld papers from the House which he had communicated to a
newspaper. He had promised to bring them down yesterday if able.
He did not bring them down, although he was able, as shown by his
communicating them to a newspaper.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD contended that the
government had a perfect right to make public any information they
pleased.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON argued that it was a breach of privilege to
give information to the public which was withheld from Parliament,
while Parliament was in Session.

The matter was dropped.

FISHERIES

Hon. Mr. BLAKE before proceeding to the Orders of the Day
wanted to know when the Report of the Fisheries would be brought
down.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said the Report was being prepared and
would be brought down at an early date.

* * *x
QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS

Mr. MASSON (Terrebonne): Whether it is the intention of the
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Government to introduce during the present session of Parliament a
Bill to amend the Patent Laws so as to enable all British subjects to
take patents in the Dominion without being subjected to the clause
of the present law requiring one year’s previous residence, also to
amend the same by requiring that the patentee shall commence to
carry on the manufacture of the articles patented within twelve
months after the patent is granted instead of three years?

Hon. Mr. POPE: It was the intention of the Government to do
s0.

Mr. MASSON (Terrebonne): Whether it is the intention of the
Government to appoint a Fishery Officer with magisterial powers
for that of the Province of Quebec comprising the Counties of
Argenteuil, Terrebonne, Montcalm, Joliette, and Berthier?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER replied that such was the intention of the
Government.

Mr. MERRITT: Whether it is the intention of the government to
establish a meteorological bureau so that the system of weather
reports and storm signals, found to be so useful in Britain and the
United States, may be extended to all suitable ports in the
Dominion; and if so, how soon?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said that the Government was not prepared
to take action in the matter so fully, as the question of the hon.
member suggested, but that some action would be taken in the
matter, during the present Session.

Mr. YOUNG: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
proceed during the present year, or have abandoned the
construction of the fortifications for which they took power to
borrow £1,100,000 during the first session of Parliament?

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said it was not the intention
to do so this year, but as an agreement existed between the Imperial
and Dominion Governments, the policy could not be abandoned.

Mr. YOUNG: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
make any alterations in the Election Laws during the present
Session, and more particularly whether they proposed to amend the
existing laws so that the election in each Province shall take place
simultaneously?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said amendments to
existing laws would be made, but no action would be taken with a
view to elections being held simultaneously.

Mr. MAGILL: Whether (in view of the contemplated
improvements and extension of our system of canals referred to in
the Speech from the Throne) it is the intention of Government to
carry into effect and adopt the recommendations contained in the
Report of the Canal Commissioners presented to the Secretary of
State, dated February 24th, 1871?
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Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said the matter would be considered by
the Government and the papers would be brought down in a few
days.

Hon. Mr. GRAY: Whether any estimates, detailed or aggregate,
have been made by the Dominion Government to the British
Government of the expenses and damages sustained by Canada in
the Fenian raids of 1866 and 1870, and whether in the estimate of
the year 1866, if made, are included the expenses borne by New
Brunswick on that occasion?

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said that there had been
communication on the subject with the Imperial Government, that
no estimate had been made and that in the communications New
Brunswick had been included.

Hon. Mr. GRAY: Whether any steps have been taken by the
Canadian Government—through the British Government, or
otherwise,—to bring before the United States Government the
illegal abduction of American citizens from the Port of Guysboro,
in Nova Scotia, in the month of September last, of the American
fishing schooner ““‘C.H. Horton,”” seized for a violation of the
Canadian fishery laws, and at the time within the custody of, and
awaiting the action of the Court of Admiralty in Canada?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: Correspondence had been
going on in the United States and Dominion Governments and if the
hon. member would move for the correspondence, it will be
brought down.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE: Whether it is the intention of the
Government this Session to propose a Supreme Court Bill?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: It is not.

Mr. TREMBLAY: Whether it is the intention of the
Government to promote by a subsidy the establishment of a line of
telegraph along the North Shore below Quebec, with a view of
affording protection to the interest of trade and navigation, and of
rendering it possible, in the case of shipwrecks which are so
frequent on that coast, to procure assistance for those, who for want
of means of communication, are there exposed to perish from
hunger and suffering?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: The matter had been brought under the
notice of the Government by an hon. Senator of the Dominion, and
was now under consideration.

Mr. KEELER: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
introduce during the present Session any measures providing for the
inspection of salt manufactured in the Dominion.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said there would be a general
Inspection Law, but that no representation had been made by the
trade upon the subject.
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ACCOUNTS PAID FOR CONFIDENTIAL PRINTING

Mr. YOUNG moved for copies of all accounts paid or received
for confidential printing from date of last return.

Hon. Mr. MACDONALD (Cornwall) said it was the habit of
some hon. members to place on paper, notices of motions, calling
for all manner of information. It would be more satisfactory in
many cases if hon. gentlemen would ask for such information from
the Committee of Public Accounts. Such demands made upon
Government were really useless. He had some experience in such
matters. They gave much trouble, were printed in an appendix,
altogether lost sight of, and costly.

Mr. YOUNG thought the hon. gentleman, to use an expression
he had heard made use of on the other side of the House, was
barking up the wrong tree. There was certainly some truth in what
had been said by the hon. member from Cornwall, (Hon. Mr.
Macdonald) but if he had been in his place oftener than he was
during last Session he would have known that a great improvement
had taken place in the manner of getting printing done. Setting
aside the plan proposed by the Printing Committee of giving
everything, in the way of printing, out by contract, the Government
had given the Confidential Printing without any contract whatever,
and the House should know what is being paid for the work. He
believed the amount was larger than ought to be paid. He was aware
that the member for Cornwall was of a very economical turn of
mind, but it was often the case that economy was carried too far.

* * *

RETURNS OF CUSTOMS AT HUDSON’S BAY

Mr. YOUNG moved to know whether customs duties had been
collected in James Bay, into which two or more vessels yearly
entered to take off furs and bring in English goods. He believed no
duties had been collected.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said that the duties could not be collected
without authority, but the information which the hon. gentleman
sought for would be given.

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF CANADA

Hon. Mr. HOWE: —Committee of the Whole for Friday next to
consider resolution for the appropriation of the sum of forty-five
thousand dollars annually, for the term of five years, to defray the
expenses of the Geological Survey of Canada.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE wanted to know why this money was
required for five years. He was aware it had been done before, but
that was no reason. There was no money that he would more
cheerfully give, but he thought that the granting of this money
should not for so long a period be granted, and so dispense, as it
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were, with the yearly action of Parliament in the matter of a money
grant.

Hon. Mr. HOWE intimated that the officers employed in the
Survey were only employed for a limited period, and it was to give
them some assurance that their services would be retained.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE thought the geological staff should
form a part of the Civil Service.

Mr. MILLS wanted to know whether the Geological Survey had
been placed under control of the Provinces as the mines and lands
belonged to them.

Hon. Mr. HOWE thought it better that the Dominion should
retain the charge of the Survey as they were in a better position than
the Provinces to secure the best scientific men.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that the suggestion of
the member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) that the geological
staff should be put on the staff of the Civil Service was worthy of
consideration, as the work would extend over many years.

* * *

INTERCOLONIAL RAILWAY

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) moved for
correspondence respecting the Intercolonial Railway Bridge to be
constructed across the Miramichi River. It had been stated in the
newspapers that a number of engineers had been called upon by the
Commissioners to determine the proper foundation for the bridge
over the Miramichi River. According to the last Return there were
55 engineers and four commissioners, and they ought to be
sufficient to determine an engineering question of this kind without
calling in outside assistance. The Commissioners did not appear to
have confidence in their chief engineer. The general extravagance
in connection with the railway was a result of the appointment of
Commissioners totally incompetent to perform their work. From the
first they had been at variance with the Chief Engineer, and a kind
of civil war had been going on between them.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) said a good deal of
discussion had taken place as to whether a safe foundation could be
obtained by the bridge, and he believed various experiments had
been made, and that it was now ascertained on the authority of able
engineers that a foundation of any strength could be had. He wished
to ascertain if this were so.

Mr. WALSH explained that when the contracts had been given
out it had been on the understanding that rock would be found at a
certain depth. What had been supposed rock, however, proved to be
gravel and sand, and it had then been considered by the
Government and the Commissioners that the advice of engineers
not connected with the work should be called in. They had reported
that though the foundation was not rock it was perfectly safe and
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reliable and there was no doubt that the work would now be
prosecuted with vigor and successfully.

The motion was then carried.

* * *

BOUNDARY OF ONTARIO

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) moved
for copies of all correspondence between the Governments of
Ontario and the Dominion respecting the north-west boundary
of Ontario. He said that it had been stated in public papers that
action had been taken by the local Government in the matter,
and he thought the matter was one of great importance.
—Carried.

JOINT HIGH COMMISSION

Hon. Mr. BLAKE called for copies of Reports of the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries on the subject of the
Fisheries, dated 15th and 20th December, 1869, of the
Memorandum and documents prepared for the Hon. Mr.
Campbell in connection with his mission to England, and
approved in Council on 1st July, 1870, and of the despatches
from His Excellency the Governor General to the Colonial
Secretary, Nos. 121, 130, 131 and 133, on the subject of the
Fisheries, and of all other Despatches from or to the Colonial
Secretary, on that subject, not already brought down and dated
prior to the appointment of the Joint High Commission; and of
all communications between His Excellency the Governor
General and Sir E. Thornton on the subject of the Despatch of
the Colonial Secretary, of 10th October, 1870.

He said that all the papers for which he asked were referred
to in those already before the House and were necessary to
enable them to arrive at a proper conclusion on the subject.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that all papers that
were not confidential would be brought down and that in fact
he believed that the papers asked for were all before the
House. Motion carried.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE moved for copies of all
despatches and correspondence relative to claims arising from
the Fenian invasion of Canada, and also copies of all Orders in
Council or other documents relating to the said claims. He
would not have said a word except for an extraordinary remark
of the Minister of Finance, (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) that no
account had been presented of these claims. The Imperial
Government had expressly desired such an account, and he
hoped that he had misunderstood his hon. friend and that it
would prove an account had been submitted.
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Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said that no such account had
been prepared, as it was considered that when the claim was
admitted it would be soon enough to present an account.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said the Imperial Government was
not to adjudicate on the claim, but the Canadian Government
was asked to send a statement of the claims.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said it was very inconvenient
to discuss the question in the absence of the papers. When the
papers were before the House they would see the manner in
which the case had been dealt with, but they did not conceive
it was in the interest of the country to present a Bill in detail.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said that when the papers came down it
would also be seen that the Government was asked in July to
send in a statement, and that it had not been received in the
February following.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said that before a claim
could be made out, certain information was necessary, but that
within 24 hours of that information being received, a claim
had been transmitted.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON asked whether a detailed statement had
been prepared. A cursory examination of the papers laid on the
table showed that the claim had been compounded en bloc,
that for the endorsement of a bond to the extent of £2,500,000
sterling. Government had agreed to recommend parliament to
forego the Fenian claim, and he therefore thought it necessary
in debating the debit and credit side of the whole transaction
to know whether they had among the papers a distinct
statement of the amount claimed from the American
Government.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said no such statement had
ever been prepared, but the amounts paid at various times
could be ascertained from the public accounts.

The motion was then carried.

* * *

COURT OF APPEAL

Hon. Mr. DORION moved for a statement of the number of
cases between the years 1869 and 1872 brought before the
highest Court of Appeal in the Provinces of Ontario, Quebec,
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, and of cases to Her
Majesty’s Privy Council. He said he believed that the Province
of Quebec was suffering very much from being obliged to
present cases to the Privy Council. He believed eighteen cases
were pending at the present moment, and he was sorry to hear
that the Minister of Justice did not intend to bring in a Bill for
the purpose of creating a Dominion Court, which would do
away with the necessity of appeal to the Privy Council.
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Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said there would be no
objection to the motion, but there might be some delay in procuring
the information, as the only way would be for the Dominion
Government to communicate with the Lieut. Governor of each
Province, requesting that the particulars might be furnished.
—Carried.

BANKS AND BANKING

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS moved that to-morrow the House
should resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole to consider
certain resolutions amending the Government’s Savings Banks Act,
the Act Relating to Banks and Banking and the Act regulating the
issue of Dominion Notes, and declaring it expedient to consolidate
the Acts respecting the Public Debt and the raising of loans.
—~Carried.
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RECOVERY OF THE PRINCE OF WALES

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved, seconded by Hon.
Mr. MACKENZIE, that the House should join in an Address
passed by the Senate congratulating Her Majesty on the happy
recovery of the Prince of Wales. And that the Governor General be
requested to transmit the same to her Majesty.—Carried.

* * *
LIBRARY

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved for a Select
Committee respecting the Library of Parliament.—Carried.

Mr. BROUSSEAU moved for a Joint Committee on Printing.
—Carried.

The House adjourned shortly after five o’clock.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Friday, April 19, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE BUSINESS

A number of petitions were received and read; reports of
Committees presented; and several Bills introduced and read a first
time.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN presented the Report of the Department
of Public Works.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER presented the Report of the
Militia Department.

MARQUETTE, MANITOBA DOUBLE ELECTION RETURN

The Marquette election return was read by the Clerk.

The return showed that 282 votes had been polled for Mr. Angus
McKay, and also 282 votes for Mr. James Lynch.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved the reference of the
return to the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE complained of the laxity of the
Government. They were now, however, taking the right course, but
at so late a season that the constituency could not possibly be
represented by this Parliament.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER explained, as on a previous
occasion, that everything that could have been done in the matter
last Session was done.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved that the petition
against the return of Donald A. Smith, Esq., member for Selkirk,
Manitoba, be referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS moved that the Speech of His
Excellency the Governor General be taken into consideration on
Tuesday next.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: Before orders of the day were called

would call attention to the fact that the papers relating to the Treaty
of Washington, appear to be very incomplete. He found for instance
that the promised explanations respecting the cause of the delay in
calling Parliament together, which, it was said, would appear in the
papers, were not given.

He found also that the papers did not bear out the statement made
by the Minister of Public Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin), in his speech
at Quebec last year, to the effect that Sir John A. Macdonald
representing Canada individually, and his colleagues collectively,
had protested against the execution and ratification of the Treaty.
The inference was that there were papers on this point, and he
thought the House was entitled to them.

The first remonstrance which appeared to have been made was
contained in a Minute of Council dated July 28th, 1871, some two
months or so after the execution of the Treaty, and the line of
remonstrance there taken seems to him to follow very closely the
comments of the public press that we were all familiar with.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD stated in reply that the
Government had sent down all such papers as could properly be
communicated and which in any way related to the ratification of
that portion of the Treaty which relates to the Fisheries.

There had of course been a large mass of correspondence of a
confidential character which could not properly be submitted to
Parliament without prejudice to the interests of the Dominion, and
to the Empire in the present exigency. The hon. gentleman would
have to wait until they became historical and until the exigency that
required their suppression had passed away.

The papers which had been sent down completed the case which
the Government presented to the House as being the basis of the
policy which they had the honor to submit.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that it had already become
historical that the Government had sent a protest against the Treaty.
The Minister of Public Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin) had so stated at
Quebec. If he had done so without authority, then the leader of the
Government might ask the forbearance of the House. But the
statement having been made publicly, he thought the House entitled
to the information. The hon. gentleman had stated the other day that
when the papers were brought down it would be seen that the
Imperial Government had requested the Government here not to
call Parliament together at the usual time, but he could find nothing
in the papers about it. He thought the House should know what
reason the Imperial Government had given.
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Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied that no statement
made by him today was inconsistent with any previous one. The
Minister of Public Works had made certain statement sin a speech
to his constituents which he (Hon. Mr. Langevin) would explain at
the proper time. The delay in calling Parliament together might or
might not have connection with the Fishery Articles. He denied that
he had ever said the papers would show the reasons why Her
Majesty’s Government had asked that Parliament should be
postponed.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE assumed that the Government had brought
down the papers necessary to make out their case. He had noticed
certain omissions, however, which he thought should be supplied
for the information of the House. He noticed that there was a
despatch dated 17th March, 1871, from the Imperial Government in
answer to a telegraphic despatch of the Canadian Government of
the 10th March, and he thought the latter despatch should be sent
down. He had observed in the despatch dated February 16th, 1871,
that the First Minister had been informed, though His Excellency,
anterior to the acceptance of this appointment as a member of the
Joint High Commission, of the impossibility of the Imperial
Government pledging itself to any foregone conclusion with
reference to the Fishery question. He did not find any despatch that
had reached this country anterior to the appointment of the hon.
gentleman.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD would inquire about the
despatch of the 10th March. With respect to the telegraphic
message alluded to, it could not be sent down as it was a despatch
in cypher. There was in fact no necessity for bringing it down as the
formal despatch contained in extenso all that that message
contained in brief, the only difference being that one was received
before and the other after his acceptance of the office.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked whether it was the intention of
the leader of the Government to bring down the despatch giving the
reasons of the Imperial Government for requesting the
postponement of the meeting of Parliament.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD could not answer the
question at once. He might be able to do so in a few minutes, but at
all events he would on Monday.

* * *

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

Hon. Mr. HOWE moved the House into Committee to take into
consideration the following resolution:

Resolved—That out of any unappropriated moneys forming part
of the Consolidated Revenue Fund of Canada, the sum of forty-five
thousand dollars shall be annually applied, for the term of five years
from the first day of July, one thousand eight hundred and seventy-
two, to defray the expenses of the Geological Survey of Canada,
during the said term, which sum shall be paid at such times, in such
manner, to such persons, and for such purposes relating to the said
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Geological Survey, as the Governor in Council may from time to
time direct, subject to the provisions of the Act 31, Vic., Cap. 67,
which shall continue to apply to the said Geological Survey, as
heretofore and any balance remaining unexpended out of the sum
appropriated for any one year, may be applied and expended in the
next of any subsequent year, in addition to the sum appropriated for
such next or subsequent year.

Hon. Mr. HOWE said the Government had considered the
suggestion of the member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) as to
making the geological staff a portion of the Civil Service proper,
and they had decided to adhere to the former practice. They were
virtually members of the Civil Service now, but for reasons already
explained, it was thought better to vote the amount necessary for
the work as before.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE regretted the decision of the
Government. It showed a want of confidence in Parliament. It
would appear that they did not think it desirable that the Geological
Survey should be protected and provided for as a regular branch of
the public service. He thought differently, and had no doubt that the
Survey would be well conducted by the gentleman at present at the
head of it, as it had been by Sir William Logan. He would like to
know whether the salaries of the gentlemen connected with the
Survey were subject to deduction under the Superannuation Act.

Hon. Mr. HOWE said they were.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE thought that another reason why the
Government should reconsider the matter.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) thought the mode of
conducting the business of the Survey a serious disadvantage to the
public. He referred more particularly to the manner of publishing
the reports. He had ascertained that the head of the Survey, Mr.
Selwyn, a very distinguished scientific gentleman, who had been
commended for the position by Sir William Logan, had to attend at
Ottawa for the purpose of proof reading and looking after the
printing of his report. He knew that the Geological report, from its
highly scientific character, and the use of terms not commonly
understood by proof readers required the constant supervision of
some one familiar with those matters, but he thought it an awkward
and expensive arrangement that the head of the Survey whose
office was at Montreal should be compelled to come to Ottawa for
that purpose. He thought the printing could be done in Montreal
quite as cheaply and more efficiently at Montreal.

With regard to the question raised by the member for Lambton
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) as to the rule, of which this is an exception,
of voting money yearly, he thought this whole establishment must
be considered as exceptional. The fact that it was under the control
of the Dominion Government and at the same time had relation
chiefly to subjects which were by the constitution under the control
of the Local Governments was of itself an exceptional condition.

He approved, however, of the plan of having one survey for the
whole Dominion in preference to separate provincial surveys. He
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believed that the work had been performed in an admirable manner
and to the satisfaction of scientific men abroad, much more so he
believed than similar surveys of our neighbours. He thought that the
vote for five or six years gave confidence to the officers, and he
differed from the member for Lambton as to the expediency of
leaving the question to the discretion of Parliament from session to
session.

As to the general principle of Parliament keeping money under
its control and voting each year the amounts required, he agreed
with the member for Lambton. But of late we have seen a different
principle adopted when it was thought proper, with regard to one
great public interest (referring to the Ontario railway policy) to
anticipate the revenue of the country for the next twenty years.
(Hear, hear.)

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said the hon. gentleman had spoken in
ignorance of the vote he had alluded to, but he (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) was not here to defend the action of another
Legislature, and he would give no further reply. He thought the
printing of the Geological Report should be done at the capital and
that their headquarters should also be there. He thought the public
printing was very creditably done and if necessary the proof could
be sent to Montreal for correction.

Mr. GRANT was pleased to hear the remarks of the member for
Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) as to the manner in which the work
had been performed. There was no subject that came before the
House of greater importance. He thought the vote too small
considering the extent of the service. During the last season great
exertions had been made to elicit some information with reference
to the geology of British Columbia, and a large tract of country
there required yet to be explored. The Department should have its
headquarters here. He did not think that McGill College required
the museum in Montreal, as they had a large collection of their own
sufficient for all purposes of education.

Mr. WORKMAN bore testimony to the great benefit derived
from the Geological Survey, and hoped the House would grant the
money.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE did not think the country owned the
museum at Montreal and therefore it could not be moved to Ottawa.

Mr. De COSMOS spoke of the surveys that had been prosecuted
in British Columbia, the results of which would be gratifying not
only to scientific men, but to the world at large. He spoke of the
way in which the matter had been carried on in California and
Oregon, where men of the highest attainments were engaged, who
principally directed their attention to what was termed economical
geology, the results being most beneficial, and hoped that in any
directions or instructions given to the gentlemen who might be
chosen in Canada, they should be asked to attend particularly to that
branch. He was sure that every gentleman, no matter what his
province, would gladly agree to the appropriation for a matter so
important.
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[This being the hon. gentleman’s maiden speech, he was
cordially cheered.]

Mr. MILLS thought the matter was entirely one with which the
Local Governments should deal. If, however, a Geological
Department was to be established and surveys made, it should
certainly be connected with one of the public Departments, and
steps should be taken to establish a Geological cabinet or museum
in Ottawa showing the various products of the different parts of
Canada. He instanced the Department at Washington as an instance
of what this should be. Until Government was prepared to establish
something of this kind, he did not think much good could result, for
as things were at present the resources of the country were known
to a few scientific men only, while practical men who desired to
develop those resources could get no information.

He thought that wherever a Province was established, that
Province should carry on its own surveys, but that the Dominion
Government might act in those territories not forming Provinces.
He should not, however, press this objection but should move in
amendment that it was expedient to connect the survey with one of
the Departments and that a geological cabinet should be formed at
the capital.

Hon. Mr. HOWE thought that there could be no advantage in a
subdivision of surveys. The desperate Provinces had not as yet done
what was necessary and Manitoba, for instance, could not possibly
be in a position to take the matter in hand. It was very important
that the North West should be surveyed at once, as no doubt there
would be immense deposits of coal disclosed. It would seem as if
public men were born to disparage one another, but there was one
name that all must mention with honor and respect—Sir William
Logan—a man who had devoted his whole life and means to the
prosecution of this matter; and though there might be an advantage
in moving the headquarters of the staff from Montreal to Ottawa, it
would be hard to move Sir William Logan who, as long as he lived,
would continue to be the life and soul of the branch, no matter who
might be the nominal head.

As to the remarks of the member for Lanark North (Hon. Mr.
McDougall) with respect to printing the reports, that gentleman was
no doubt correct in what he had said, but there were certain
difficulties in the way of printing the reports at Ottawa, but he
hoped the volume shortly to be submitted to the House would show
that those difficulties had been surmounted in the best way possible.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE thought the remarks of the member for
Bothwell (Mr. Mills) deserved the serious attention of the
Government. There seems to be some difference of opinion as to
whether the Museum at Montreal was public property or not, and he
thought the House ought to be informed on the point. A Geological
Cabinet was the most enduring memorial, and the most available
result of researches and should be established. He desired to get
information on another point. The last vote of the House had been
$30,000 annually for five years, but the present proposal was to
increase that amount fifty per cent. Upon what estimate was this
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increase based? He was not opposed to voting any reasonable sum
that could be properly expended, but he thought the proposed
increase should be explained.

Hon. Mr. HOWE said that with regard to the business, he
believed Sir William Logan had his own very choice and valuable
collection, but there was also a larger collection belonging to the
country, and while the present arrangement lasted, the public had
the benefit of both. A strong reason that these collections should
remain at Montreal was that that city was in the direct course of the
traffic of the St. Lawrence, so that twenty people visited it, while
one came to Ottawa.

As to the proposed increase, it was based upon an estimate by
Mr. Selwyn, and was intended to cover the additional cost of
exploring the North West and British Columbia.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE thought there should be a statement of the
collection belonging to the public at Montreal, and that all
necessary steps should be taken to preserve it.

Mr. GRANT maintained that the collection ought to be moved
to Ottawa, so that during the session the representatives of the
people might be able to carry back to the constituents throughout
the country a knowledge of what had been accomplished. He
believed that the building now containing the collection was not
secure, and thought it high time that means should be taken to place
it in security.

Mr. CUMBERLAND was understood to refer to the recent
proceedings in the Ontario Parliament, alleging that the members of
that Government now so anxious for economy had not hesitated
there to mortgage the whole Province for many years, and to
increase in many ways the expenditure.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that the former Act allowing
$30,000 annually provided that a statement in detail of the
expenditure should be submitted to the House within 15 days of the
meeting of Parliament. The Public Accounts, however, merely
mentioned one or two salaries and then placed $29,000 to the
current expenses. He asked for the necessary statement.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD referred to the remarks of
the member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) as to whether the Local or
Dominion Government should deal with the matter, and in which he
had the high authority of the member for Durham West (Hon. Mr.
Blake) in support of the principle laid down by him, and said that if
they were correct he was rather surprised the matter should have
been allowed to go on so far.

With respect to the remarks of the Survey being merely scientific
and not sufficiently practical, by not being a minute survey of the
mineral resources of the country, he thought the subject was very
well divided under the present system, and that while the geological
character of the whole Dominion could be successfully ascertained
and mapped out by the Dominion Government—the schools of
mining established by the different provinces might simply direct
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their attention to that branch of the subject in which the Province
might be particularly interested.

With respect to the amendment proposed by the member for
Bothwell (Mr. Mills) he thought it was not required. As to the first
part, the Survey was already connected with the Department of the
Secretary of State for the Provinces who was the responsible
Minister in the matter, and the mere fact of the Superintendent of
the Survey being in Montreal did not do away with that
responsibility. He did not think it necessary to enter into the
question as to whether the museum should be removed to Ottawa or
retained at Montreal, but he did not think there was at present any
secure building at the capital, at the disposal of the Government, to
which the specimens could be removed. Before any removal could
take place, therefore, such a building would have to be erected and
it would be better therefore to let the collection remain at Montreal
for the present under the supervision of Mr. Selwyn and Sir W.
Logan.

The last part of the amendment as to the formation of a
Geological Cabinet was worthy of all consideration and the
Secretary of State for the Provinces would no doubt confer with Mr.
Selwyn on the subject. With this assurance he suggested the
withdrawal of the amendment.

Hon. Mr. MACDONALD (Cornwall) said that for 25 years a
great amount of money seemed to have been expended without any
adequate result. Under the present system comparatively few people
knew what was done. He thought that while Ontario attended to its
local interests in the matter, there could be no objection to the
Dominion maintaining a survey throughout the whole country. He
thought all the specimens belonging to the public should be brought
to Ottawa and he should be fully prepared to vote a proper sum for
the erection of a building for their reception.

He objected to that part of the proposition that if the full amount
was not expended in any one year the balance should be available
for the next. Any surplus ought to lapse and he hoped there would
be a change in that respect. He did not object to the vote extending
over five years.

Mr. BLANCHET hoped the Secretary of State for the Provinces
would see the necessity of having the North West surveyed at once.
Sometime ago it had been stated in newspapers that gold had been
discovered at Peace River, and there had been extraordinary
excitement on the subject. He thought there ought to be official
information on the subject, as there was in America. He thought the
locality of the Museum immaterial and that the name of Sir W
Logan was sufficiently well known to draw enquiring capitalists to
him wherever he might be.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON should not object to the appropriation, but
thought there ought to be an annual vote, and if in the progress of
that measure an amendment was introduced with that view he
should certainly support it. Under the old Act the appropriation was
$30,000, but the public accounts for 1866 showed an expenditure of
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$36,400, the excess being nowhere accounted for. He thought this
should be explained.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said the question was one which
it would have been better to have asked of the Committee on Public
Accounts, as he could scarcely explain every item in the Public
Accounts, but his impression was that there would prove to have
been no excess over the total appropriation, and that there had been
a larger expenditure in this particular year than in the others.

Mr. THOMPSON (Cariboo) was sorry that there should be so
much debate about so paltry an amount as $45,000, and would have
rather wished that that sum should have been doubled, trebled, or
quadrupled, and then something could have been accomplished.

It was very important that emigrants should have full information
as to the resources of each portion of the Dominion, and if the
matter were left to the different Provinces they might be tempted to
give spurious information to attract emigration to their own lands;
but the fact of the Dominion having obtained the information would
be a sufficient guarantee of its correctness. He repeated that he was
only sorry the amount was so small. (Cheers.)

Hon. Mr. WOOD thought the House had a perfect right to make
an appropriation and that it could be done without clashing with the
proceedings of the Provinces. He took no exception to the increase,
but he did to the mode in which it was proposed to be done, as he
thought there ought to be an annual vote. The principle was wrong,
and full statements and information ought to be given each year and
a vote obtained annually. There was no reason that this should be an
exception to the general rule.

Mr. MILLS said he would withdraw his amendment after the
remarks of the Minister of Justice (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald).

The Committee then rose and reported the resolution adopted.

* *x *

LARCENY OF STAMPS

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD introduced a Bill to render
the larceny of Stamps criminal.

* * *
PUBLIC OFFICERS BONDS
Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD introduced a Bill to provide

a uniform Bond for all Officers of the Public Service required to
give security.

BANKS AND BANKING

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS moved the House in Committee
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to consider certain resolutions respecting Banks and Banking.

Mr. STREET in the Chair.

The House being in Committee, Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS
moved: —

That it is expedient to amend Section 16 of the Government
Savings Bank Act 34 Vic., Cap. 6, by providing that the surplus of
the Assets of the St. John Savings Bank over its liabilities on the 1st
July, 1867, which has been ascertained to be $89,560.44 shall be
left in the hands of the Trustees of that Institution to be by them
appropriated to some local purpose of public interest, subject to the
approval of the Governor in Council, and by providing that the
surplus of the assets of the Northumberland and Durham Savings
Bank over its liabilities on the 10th April, 1872, shall be left in the
hands of the Trustees of that Institution, to be by them appropriated
to some local purpose or purposes of public interest, subject to the
approval of the Governor in Council.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said the object of the first
resolution was to amend the Act of last session respecting the
Savings Bank. That Act had been framed with reference to certain
Savings Banks in Ontario and Quebec. At the time he had been
under the impression that the Banks of Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick were Government Savings Banks, and it was only after
the passage of the Act that it became known that the Bank at
St. John was not such, and had always been managed by Trustees.
Those Trustees felt that they should be treated in the same way as
other Banks, and the Government proposed to take over the Bank,
leaving the Trustees to deal with their surplus in the same way as
the Trustees of other Banks. This was the result of an arrangement
with them with which they were satisfied. He then explained the
position of the Northumberland and Durham Bank.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said he knew nothing of the first case, nor did
he intend to oppose the resolution as to the second, but the
Committee ought to understand that it was a divergence from the
purposes for which the surplus was dedicated by the Act under
which the bank was incorporated. That Act prescribed and limited
the mode of applying the surplus. For many years the bank had
carried on a successful business, and had a very large account in
hand which was now to be disposed of in some undefined way. The
hon. gentleman might say that his proposal was the only course that
could be adopted, but he merely wished to call the attention of the
Committee to the fact without expressing any hostility.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said what the hon. gentleman had
said was quite correct, but the Act had been intended to apply to
large cities where there were many charitable institutions to which
the surplus could be applied, but he believed that in the case of the
Northumberland and Durham Bank there were no such institutions,
and the act could not be carried out. Consequently the sum of
$87,669 had accumulated, and the trustees were anxious that it
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should be appropriated to some public purpose, and he knew of no
better mode of meeting the difficulty than that proposed.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON asked to what purpose the Minister of
Finance thought the money could properly be applied. The effect of
the resolution was certainly to divert the surplus from its original
object.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE suggested the expediency of inserting some
words to indicate the cause of the divergence.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said that he had no objection to
do so. He assured the member for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton)
that he had no idea in what way it was proposed to deal with the
surplus, and did not think the trustees had decided on the point. He
should be disposed to leave the matter to them.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN said that no law existed declaring how the
profits of the St. John Savings Bank were to be appropriated.

Some years ago the trustees concluded to put up the present
Savings Bank building from those funds, and their doing so was
the cause of considerable discussion at the time. He thought it
would be well to determine how the money should be appropriated.
It belonged, unquestionably, to the depositors, three fourths or nine
tenths of whom were working men and servant maids, and it should
be applied for the benefit of the working classes.

They had a Catholic and a Protestant Hospital at St. John, they
were not incorporated, and therefore could not under the present
law receive the money, but it would be easy to have the Act passed
incorporating them.

He had heard it said that the money should be devoted to the
establishment of an Art Gallery or Library, but he did not think
either would benefit the working classes. He would like to see the
money divided between the two Hospitals in preference to the
Trustees being allowed to distribute it as they may choose.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS concurred to a certain extent with
the hon. member for Gloucester (Hon. Mr. Anglin). He believed
one or two persons had suggested that the money should be applied
to the establishment of an art gallery or library, but he felt sure that
the trustees would not entertain such a proposition. He doubted the
expediency of this House undertaking to say that the money should
be applied for mere local objects. He believed that it would be
applied to such objects as the hon. gentleman had suggested, but he
thought it only appropriate to leave it to those under whose good
management it had been accured.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON thought the objects of the original law were
so clearly set forth that some general provisions should be made
binding the trustees to certain purposes to which the money should
be appropriated.
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Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) thought it better that the money
should be distributed under judicial authority, rather than being left
in the hands of the trustees, and suggested that it would be better to
allow the resolution to stand until another day.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS could not see any objection to the
resolution passing as any amendment could be made in the Bill.

The first clause of the resolution was then passed: —

2. That it is expedient to amend the Act relating to banks and
banking by correcting a clerical error in section 72, by protecting
innocent parties to notes and bills in certain cases under section 52,
and by enabling banks to receive deposits of savings for minors and
others, under certain limitations.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS explained the object of the
second clause which was passed without discussion.

AFTER RECESS

3. That it is expedient to amend the Act regulating the issue of
Dominion Notes 31 Vic., Cap. 46 by providing that the amount of
any excess over nine million dollars may be held by the Receiver
General partly in specie and partly in deposits in Chartered Banks.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS explained that the object of the
third clause was to remedy an inconvenience which had been found
to exist in regard to the circulation of Dominion notes. By the
Dominion Note Act the Government was required up to a certain
point—to the extent of $9,000,000—to keep twenty per cent in
specie, and beyond that amount they were bound to hold in gold
dollar for dollar.

The circulation had increased considerably beyond $9,000,000,
and they asked to be allowed to issue beyond that amount upon the
deposits of chartered Banks, but never holding less than twenty per
cent in gold. It would be a matter of considerable advantage to the
Banks without being of any disadvantage to the Government.
Inasmuch as the circulation is considerably beyond $9,000,000 and
is likely to still increase, there is no inducement to the Banks to
issue small notes, and he had reason to believe that at present there
were complaints in various parts of the country of the insufficiency
of small notes, and he could see no objection to the amendment
proposed.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said his earnest desire was to support the
Government, and he always tried to do so. (Laughter.) He asked
whether it was proposed to deal with the ordinary balances of the
Government in the banks as equivalent to a portion of specie



COMMONS DEBATES

April 19, 1872

reserve to meet Dominion notes.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: Of course the Government will
be perfectly prepared in dealing with Dominion notes to deal with
any funds at their disposal.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: If he understood the proposition of the
hon. minister of Finance, he proposed to deal with deposits in the
Banks as if they were so much specie for all the purposes of his
current Act. What he desired to know was whether all the balance
of the Government in the Banks were to be so considered, or
whether he proposed to specialize certain balances as available for
that purpose.

He could understand the desire of the hon. gentleman to have a
large balance at his credit at the Bank of Montreal, making
disposition for various purposes. He would like to know whether he
contemplated usury, or having the power to use such balance as the
basis of issue of currency. If such were the case he could see
practical objection. The issues would be large when money was
plentiful, but the moment the demands of Government required the
use of those funds the hon. gentleman would have to lighten the
money market by calling in the issues.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS explained that there was no
danger. He might occur were the Government able to expand the
circulation, but it was to be observed that the circulation could only
be expanded through the instrumentality of the banks. The
Government had never issued a single note other than at the request
of the banks. If the banks wanted notes they applied for them, and
of course, when they got them, the Government had to keep a
specie reserve of 20 per cent, and as far as he was concerned he had
no hesitation in saying, he thought that while he occupied the
position he did, he should unquestionably keep a reserve of twenty-
five instead of twenty per cent, so that there would be margin of
five per cent for fluctuations, which constantly occur in circulation,
but the Government had no desire to extend the circulation.

His hon. friend wanted to restrict the money which they had in
the banks because he feared it would be made the basis of an
expanded circulation. Although the proposed amendment would be
more advantageous to the banks than the present arrangement he
was quite sure they (the banks) would not circulate one dollar of
Government money if they could circulate their own.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN thought the matter should be fully
discussed. The intention of the Act now in the Statute book was to
limit the circulation to $9,000,000, beyond which, dollar for dollar
should be held in gold. As he understood it, the Government wanted
unlimited power to circulate. He considered that the proposition
was for the benefit of the banks, and particularly the Bank of
Montreal, and if any benefit was to be derived from the increased
circulation, he thought the public should have it. He suggested that
the larger notes should be withdrawn and smaller ones issued.
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Mr. WORKMAN considered the measure was one required by
the country, as he knew from personal experience both as a
merchant and banker, that small notes were very difficult to get, not
only in trade, but mechanics and others found great difficulty in
getting them. He could see no objection, but on the contrary,
thought the measure should pass.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS in reply to Hon. Mr. Mackenzie,
explained that there was at present no inducement to banks to
circulate small notes, but if the proposed amendment was passed, it
would be to the interests of the banks to co-operate with the
Government in the circulation of small notes.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT cautioned the House against authorizing
too large a circulation, which the Government might be called upon
to redeem at any moment should a financial crisis occur.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS did not see the slightest necessity
for the apprehensions expressed by his hon. friend. The banks were
bound by law to hold half their reserves in Dominion notes, and
they were held chiefly in large notes. Considering the extent of the
Dominion over which the notes are circulated the Government
could hardly be called upon at one time to redeem all the notes.
And they could get any amount of gold they might require from
New York in twenty-four hours.

With regard to the Savings Bank deposits, there was not the
slightest danger of a run upon the Government. His constant aim
since he had held office, had been to reduce the debt of the country
from a six to a five per cent interest, and he had partly succeeded in
so doing. They were getting interest on $7,200,000, and he did not
think it prudent to go beyond $9,000,000 of securities. He merely
asked to treat the deposits in the Bank as equivalent to gold.

Mr. RYAN (Montreal West) complimented the Minister of
Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) on his successful policy, and
attributed the increased circulation to the withdrawal of specie,
particularly American silver, amounting to over $6,000,000, which
was greatly appreciated by all the country. He should support the
amendment.

Mr. GIBBS did not see there was any material change to be
introduced except to enable the Minister of Finance in his returns to
act in accordance with the Act. At present the Act was not
prejudicial but such might not always be the case and he thought
there should be no desire to embarrass the Minister of Finance in
carrying out the Act. The country certainly required a larger
circulation of small notes, and if the Government acted in good
faith no harm could result.

Hon. Mr. WOOD said it appeared that the Act had worked well,
that the public had confidence in the Act, and that the Government
had carried out substantially the provisions of the Act to the extent
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of the issue of $4,000,000, while the country was secured, the
Government got the use of $9,000,000 without paying interest, and
therefore the country gained. It was now found that in the interest of
the country the banks required a larger circulation, and if the
Government proposed to give the same security as for the
$9,000,000 already authorized that security would have been good.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS desired to explain the matter, so
that the Committee might understand it. The Government were now
getting the interest on $7,200,000, and if he thought it safe to
increase that amount he would propose to do so, but he did not. He
showed that on a certain date, though the Government had nearly
$1,000,000 in gold in excess of the 25 per cent of the circulation
they were compelled to hold, yet the terms of the Act had obliged
them to withdraw $200,000 of the circulation, and it was to meet
this difficulty that the proposal was made. He knew that a greater
circulation in small notes was needed, but that was not the
immediate cause for the resolution, but it was to do away with the
difficulty that had arisen, and he was sure that it was in the interest
of the Government and the public that the resolution should pass.

The resolution was then passed.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS then moved that it is expedient to
consolidate Acts respecting Public Debt and the raising of loans so
as to make one Act applicable to all future loans, and amend the
same by enabling the Governor in Council, in raising any loan
hereinafter authorized, to establish a sinking fund not exceeding
one half of one per cent per annum for paying of the same, and to
change the form of any part of the funded debt by substituting one
class of securities for another, provided the annual charge for
interest not be increased, and to effect temporary loans for a
limited time, and at a limited rate of interest in cases of temporary
deficiency in the consolidated revenue fund to meet the charge on
it. He said the object was that, whereas according to the present law
the debt might be changed in character but not in amount, the law
might be consolidated, but there was no particular deviation from
the present state of things.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON would reserve any remarks until the Bill to
be founded on the resolution was introduced.
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Resolution carried and Committee rose and reported.

The SPEAKER reported the concurrence of the Senate in the
address to the Queen on the recovery of the Prince of Wales.

The SPEAKER also reported a message from the Senate
appointing Committees to act with the House of Commons with
regard to library and printing.

Mr. WALLACE (Vancouver Island) asked whether the
Government intended to appoint during the present year an officer
or officers to administer the Indian affairs in British Columbia.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER replied in the affirmative.

Mr. WALLACE (Vancouver Island) asked whether it was the
intention of the Government to employ an armed vessel to cruise in
the waters of British Columbia for the protection of outlying settlers
against depredations by the Indians, and at the same time to assist in
the suppression of the present illicit and pernicious traffic in
alcoholic liquors among the Indian tribes.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the Imperial
Government had provided a vessel for this purpose, and
consequently there was no necessity for the Canadian Government
to do so.

Mr. BLANCHET asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to fix the terminus of the Intercolonial Railway at
Lévis, opposite Quebec, constructing a branch line from Saint
Charles, County Bellechasse, through the parishes of Beaumont and
Saint Joseph de Lévis.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN replied that the Government could not
state their intention on the subject until the Intercolonial was
completed.

Mr. McDOUGALL (Renfrew South) moved for a return of the
cases decided by the Dominion Board of Arbitrators since
Confederation.—Carried.

The House then adjourned at 9.35 p.m.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, April 22, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

A number of petitions were read.

Mr. GIBBS presented the first report of the Joint Committee on
Standing Accounts. It recommended that a quorum of the
Committee should consist of nine members, which was carried.

Mr. HARRISON, seconded by Mr. STREET, moved for leave
to introduce a Bill to incorporate The Mail Publishing Company.
Read a first time.

Mr. HARRISON also moved for leave to introduce a Bill to
amend the Act relating to the carrying of dangerous weapons. Read
a first time.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS submitted certain statements
concerning claims for losses by the rebellion in Manitoba and a
statement of the affairs of the Bank of Upper Canada.

Mr. HARRISON introduced a Bill to extend the right of appeal
in criminal cases. Read a first time.

In answer to Mr. Harrison,

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said after the proceedings of last
session it was not the intention of the Government to recommend
the placing of duties on flour, wheat, corn, et cetera.

* * *

QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS

Hon. Mr. GRAY: Whether any arrangement has been come to
between the Dominion Government and the Ontario Government,
pending the investigation into the difference as to the Western
bounds of Ontario, touching the mining rights, or the granting of
Letters Patent in the disputed territory, whereby the development of
that region can be satisfactorily carried on, and future litigation
avoided?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD who was almost inaudible,
was understood to say that there had been correspondence about the

boundary line, but none about mining locations.

Hon. Mr. GRAY inquired whether any steps had been taken by
the Dominion Government to determine the exact position of the
boundary line at the north-west angle of the Lake of the Woods, so
as to prevent future difficulties with the United States relative
thereto.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD was understood to say that
there would be a Joint Commission on the part of the United States
and Canada to settle the boundary line to the westward.

Mr. FOURNIER: Whether it is the intention of the government
to take any action to compel the Hon. Judge Joseph Noel Bossé,
appointed to perform judicial functions for the Districts of
Montmagny and Beauce, to comply with the order of the
Government of Quebec, dated 7th April, 1869, directing him to
reside at St. Thomas de Montmagny, and ordering him to establish
his domicile there as soon as possible.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said the matter rested with
the Local Government, and it was only in case of impeachment that
the General Government could interfere. No petitions had been
presented to Parliament.

Mr. GODIN: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
issue regulations for the protection of fish in the inland lakes and
rivers and to grant licences for fishing in these lakes and rivers
under such suitable restrictions as will prevent the destruction of the
fish in them, and whether permission will be granted to Canadians
to exercise this branch of industry to their own profit to the
exclusion of foreigners, or whether leave will be given to foreigners
to engage in the business concurrently with Canadians?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: It is the intention of the Government to
issue regulations so far as Canadians are concerned, but it is not the
intention to grant concurrent privileges to foreigners.

Mr. GODIN Whether it is the intention of the Government to
pay the claims that have been sent in to it by hotel keepers and
wagon owners, who have boarded and provided transport for the
Volunteer Force, or have rendered it other services during the
Fenian invasion of 1870, and whether it is the intention of the
government to oblige those Officers of the Volunteer Force, in
whose hands the amount of such claims may have been placed, to
pay over the same immediately to the proper parties.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that in 1870 the
Government had paid all accounts presented by Commanding
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Officers. The Government did not pay such accounts unless
represented. He was not aware than any complaint had been made
of any officer keeping back moneys which ought to have been paid
to parties for the conveyance of troops.

Mr. BLANCHET: Whether it is the intention of the
Government to bring down, during the present session, a Bill for the
Regulation of Weights and Measures?

Hon. Mr. MORRIS understood that a measure had been framed
by the Imperial Government, which they intended to present to
Parliament during the present session, and it was thought advisable
to obtain the benefit of it before introducing a Bill here.

Mr. BLANCHET: Whether it is the intention of the
Government to keep up, during the coming session, the naval force
charged with the protection of the Canadian fishermen in the waters
of the Gulf of St. Lawrence; and if so, whether her Majesty’s
squadron is to give its support and co-operation to the Dominion
force?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: It is the intention of the Government to
provide the same force as before, and the Imperial Government
would continue to aid the Dominion.

In reply to Hon. Mr. Smith (Westmorland), Hon. Mr.
LANGEVIN said that it was the intention of the Government to
provide additional railway stock on government railways in New
Brunswick.

Hon. Mr. Le VESCONTE: Whether it is the intention of the
Government to enlarge the St. Peter’s Canal so as to permit the
passage of a paddle-wheeled steamer through the locks thereof, and
facilitate the navigation through said canal by placing mooring
buoys outside of each entrance thereto?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said it was the intention of the
government to cause an examination of the canal to be made to
ascertain what may be required.

In reply to Mr. Cumberland, Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said that it
was the intention of the Government to place a sum in the Estimates
for the purpose of constructing a wharf at Prince Arthur Landing.

Mr. CUMBERLAND: Whether, in view of the large influx of
miners and others to the Thunder Bay and Shebandowan districts,
which in consequence of recent important mineral discoveries there,
is expected to occur on the opening of navigation, it is the intention
of the Government to make any additional provision by the
establishment of a police force or otherwise, for the keeping of the
peace and the maintenance of law and order in those localities?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said the matter was under
the consideration of the Government.

Hon. Mr. McKEAGNEY: Whether it be the intention of the
Government to establish a Savings Bank in the County of Cape
Breton, and if so, when it may be expected to go into operation?
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Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said it was the intention of the
Government to do so, and that it would come into operation on 1st
July next.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU: Whether it is the intention of the
Government to adopt more effectual measures for the protection of
fish in the rivers and lakes North of Quebec; the said lakes and
rivers being in many cases fished without any regard for the future
by foreign speculators?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said it was the intention of the Government
to take the most effectual measures in their power, but that much
depended on the inhabitants themselves in the carrying out of the
laws for the protection of fish in rivers and lakes.

In answer to Mr. Houghton,

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said it was the intention of the
Government to take measures for the removal of one of the rocks
knows as the ‘‘Sisters,”” which endanger the navigation of the
Fraser River in British Columbia, between New Westminster and
Yale.

In answer to Mr. De Cosmos,

Hon. Mr. HOWE said it was not the intention of the
Government to make an appropriation for a Geological Museum in
British Columbia. He would remark that no such Provincial
Museums existed in the Dominion.

Mr. WORKMAN: Whether it is the intention of the
Government, in view of the great pressure of legal business at
Montreal, and the reported indisposition of the Judges there, to
appoint a fifth Judge for that City and District?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that an Act had been
passed by the Quebec Legislature authorizing a sixth Judge and it
was the intention of the Government to ask a vote for the salary,
when the appointment would be made.

Mr. WORKMAN: Whether it is the intention of the
Government, in view of the greatly increased cost of the necessaries
of life, and the changes in society during the past twenty-five years,
to increase the salaries of the Judges of the Province of Quebec,
which were fixed at their present amount a great many years since,
when rearing and educating a family, and the cost of living were
less than one-half of what they now are, more especially in the
cities of Montreal and Quebec.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said it was not the intention
of the Government to do so this year.

* * *

SURVEY AND MANAGEMENT OF INTERCOLONIAL
RAILWAY

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) moved for an
address for a statement of the costs and charges connected with the
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survey and management of the Intercolonial Railway.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked when the report of the
Commissioners would be presented.

Mr. WALSH replied that the Report was handed to the
Governor on Saturday last, and stated that it contained most of the
information asked for in the motion of the hon. member for Leeds.

* x %

GAUGES OF GRAND TRUNK AND INTERCOLONIAL
RAILWAY COMPANY

Mr. BODWELL in moving for an address for correspondence,
said that as the broad gauge and steel rails had been determined
upon, he presumed there had been some correspondence, and hence
his motion.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said there had been none, and the matter
dropped.

CHARGES AGAINST COL. SKINNER

Mr. OLIVER moved for the correspondence relative to the
charges brought against Col. Skinner, while acting as Captain of the
Wimbledon team. One charge was that the men of the team had
been accommodated in a very small room on their arrival at
Liverpool; that at Kingston he had engaged the services of a
German Jew as a servant and had paid for such services out of
moneys belonging to the team, et cetera. He thought that a matter
which was very injurious to the Volunteer Force, ought to be settled
at once if possible. It was in the interest of the country that the
dispute should be settled.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said there were no papers
relating to this matter before the Government. The Ontario
Wimbledon team was got up by private subscription. He was happy
to learn that the Wimbledon team had gained in England a
reputation which not only did them honour but added a lustre to the
Volunteers of the Dominion. He repeated there was no
correspondence whatever before the Government.

The matter dropped.

Mr. METCALFE moved an Address for return of amounts paid
to any Departmental Clerk or Officer as extra pay during the fiscal
year ending 30th June, 1871, &c.—Carried.

Also—Address—Return of sums charged and received by the
Department of Justice, the Deputy of said Department or any
Officer or Clerk thereof, by way of costs on moneys overdue upon
Ordnance Lands sold under authority, &c.—Carried.

And also—Address—Return of money charged or received on
account of salaries, extra service, travelling expenses or any other
account by the several Deputy Heads and Officers of Departments
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at Ottawa, &c.—Carried.

Mr. FOURNIER:—Address—Correspondence in relation to the
necessity of appointing a resident Judge for each Judicial District in
the Province of Quebec, &c.

Hon. Mr. DORION:—Address—Correspondence on the subject
of the division of the surplus of the debt of the former Province of
Canada, &c.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD was not aware that there
was any correspondence on the subject.

* * *

EMIGRATION TO FORT GARRY

Mr. STIRTON moved for an Order of the House for a statement
of the expense of maintaining teams and men at Prince Arthur’s
Landing for conveyance of emigrants to Fort Garry.—Carried.

* * x

CENSUS

Mr. STIRTON moved for an Order of the House for a statement
of payments made in connection with the taking of the census up to
the 1st March, 1872.

Hon. Mr. POPE said that all particulars connected with the
taking of the census would be laid before the House in the course of
the session, and the motion was consequently unnecessary. Motion
withdrawn.

SCHOONER “*C. H. HORTON"’

Hon. Mr. GRAY moved an address for copies of all
correspondence respecting the alleged abduction of the American
fishing schooner ““C. H. Horton’”.—Carried.

* * *

FISH EXPORTED

Mr. FORTIN moved an Address for return showing the quantity
and value of fish exported from the Dominion to the United States
and other foreign countries.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said that all the information that could be
given was contained in the Trade Returns already before the House.

Mr. FORTIN said what he wanted to ascertain was the quantity
of the different sorts of fish exported, which was not stated in the
return mentioned. He thought this information and also particulars
of the amount of Fresh Fish imported from the United States would
be found very important in the discussion of the Treaty.
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Hon. Mr. TILLEY said that all information in the possession of
the Government should be supplied.

Mr. FORTIN asked that if it was found that the Government
could not give the particulars this year, they would do what was
necessary to see that the particulars were obtained in future.

* * *

PENSIONS

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON moved an address for the names of all
officers pensioned from 1st July 1871 to 1 April 1872.

Hon Sir FRANCIS HINCKS referred the mover to a statement
already before the House which contained the information asked
for.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON said he would consult the statement
referred to.

Motion allowed to stand.

ABSTRACTION OF MONEY LETTERS FROM HALIFAX
POST OFFICE

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON moved for copies of all
correspondence relative to the abstraction of money letters from the
Halifax Post Office.—Carried.

INDIAN COMMISSIONER FOR NORTHUMBERLAND,
NEW BRUNSWICK

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON moved for copies of correspondence
respecting the appointment of a Commissioner or Commissioners
for the Indians in Northumberland, New Brunswick.—Carried.

* x %

MEETING OF PARLIAMENT

Hon. Mr. BLAKE moved for copies of correspondence with the
Imperial Government as to the time of meeting of the Parliament of
Canada for the year 1872. He said that from the mention made in
the Speech from the Throne as to the action of the English
Government in the matter, the Government must have contemplated
informing the House on the subject, and he thought the papers
should be submitted.—Carried.

* * *
SILVER COIN

Mr. OLIVER moved for statements showing the amount of
American Silver Coin withdrawn and sold by the action of the
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Government, and the amount of new silver coin put into circulation
since the last returns were made.—Carried.

* * *

INSOLVENCY LAWS

On the Second Reading of Mr. COLBY’s Bill “*An Act to repeal
the insolvency Laws’ coming up, Mr. Colby stated that he
proposed to let the matter stand in consequence of the absence of
many members particularly interested in the matter.

Upon this a conversation arose as to the expediency of his doing
so in the course of which,

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that a great majority of the House
were in favor of the Bill, and that in fact it might have carried last
Session, but for what he deemed an imprudent concession on the
part of the mover, and he feared the same disaster might again
result. He thought also that the Government were bound to state
their views respecting the very important commercial interests
involved in the repeal of the Insolvency Laws. The Government had
intimated last Session the intention of the House to repeal these
Laws, and it was their duty to have provided for such being done.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD did not think the hon.
member had any right to use such language in the matter. The hon.
gentleman who had charge of the Bill was above all suspicion, both
in and out of the House, and was just as sincere as the member for
Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie), who had no right to take him to
task as he had done.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE protested that he had not taken the
mover to task as he had the most perfect confidence in him.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he could not then have
perfect confidence in those who had advised the postponement.
There was plenty of time to get through the measure. As to the
remarks of the hon. member for Lambton, respecting the duty of the
Government, he thought them quite unnecessary. The Government
did their duty to the satisfaction of a majority of the House, and he
believed to the satisfaction of the country. (Hear, hear.)

* * *

FISHERIES

On a motion for adjournment, Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked
when they might expect the papers asked for respecting the
Fisheries and the Treaty of Washington, and also what papers
would be brought.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that with respect to
those asked for by the member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake)
he was unable to bring them down. They had been carefully
perused, and it was found that they could not be submitted to the
House or the country, without injury to the public interest, and
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without injustice to the Imperial Government. They would not
however in any way affect an intelligent discussion of the Treaty.
Tomorrow he would state what additional papers would be brought
down.

LEGISLATION

Hon. Mr. BLAKE asked when the Government intended to give
notice of the introduction of the Bills spoken of in the opening
speech.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that the measure
relating to the Treaty of Washington would be submitted
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immediately after the Budget Speech which would take place on
Tuesday week. That relating to the Pacific Railway would be
brought down in a very few days and the Representation Bill either
this week or next.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE urged it was essential there should be no
delay in submitting this last-mentioned measure.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON suggested that in order to facilitate the
business of the House, Government measures should be on the
papers every day, the same rule of precedence being observed as at
present.

The House then adjourned at five o’clock.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, April 23, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) presented a petition to extend the
time for commencement of the Huron and Niagara Ship Canal.

Mr. SCRIVER presented a petition for a charter for the Quebec
Railway Co.

Hon. Mr. HUNTINGTON presented the first Report of the
Committee on Standing Orders.

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) introduced a Bill to incorporate the
Detroit Railway Bridge Co.—Referred to committee on Railways
and Telegraph Co.

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) introduced a Bill to incorporate the
St. Clair Railway, Bridge, and Telegraph Co.

Mr. COSTIGAN introduced a bill to compel Members of the
Local Parliament, when dual representation is not allowed, to resign
their seats before becoming Members of this House.

Mr. SHANLY introduced a Bill to amend the Act of
Incorporation of the Caughnawagha Canal Co.

Hon. Mr. IRVINE introduced a Bill to incorporate the Canada
Railway Equipment Co.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN gave notice that he would move the
House into Committee on certain resolutions respecting the
enlargement of the Dominion canals respecting the improvement
and enlargement of the canals, as recommended by the report of the
Canal Commissioners, and the construction of the Baie Verte
Canal.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER gave notice that he would
move a series of resolutions relative to the Canadian Pacific
Railway.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD brought down the letter of
Hon. Mr. Campbell on the Fishery question. Also all

correspondence on the question which could properly be brought
down in the interests of the country. The concurrence in the
resolution asking for a grant of $45,000 for the Geological Survey
was taken up.

The resolutions were concurred in and read.

Hon. Mr. HOWE introduced a Bill founded on the resolutions.

* * x

GOVERNMENT SAVINGS BANK

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS having moved that the Report of
the Committee of the Whole on certain resolutions respecting the
Government Savings Banks &c. be received.

1. Resolved, —That it is expedient to amend Section 16 of the
Government Savings Bank Act 34, Vic. Cap. 6, by providing that
the surplus of the assets of the Saint John Savings Bank over its
liabilities on the 1st July, 1871, which have been ascertained to be
$39,560.44, shall be left in the hands of the Trustees of that
Institution to be by them appropriated to some local purpose of
public interest, subject to the approval of the Governor in Council,
and by providing that the surplus of the assets of the
Northumberland and Durham Savings Bank over its liabilities on
the 10th April, 1872, which have been ascertained to be $87,669.91,
shall be left in the hands of the Trustees of that Institution, to be by
them appropriated to some local purpose or purposes of public
interest, subject to the approval of the Governor in Council.

2. Resolved, —That it is expedient to amend the Act relating to
Banks and Banking, by correcting a Clerical Error in Section 72, by
protecting innocent parties to notes and bills in certain cases under
Section 52, and by enabling Banks to receive deposits of savings
from minors and others, under certain limitations.

3. Resolved, —That it is expedient to amend the Act regulating
the issue of Dominion Notes, 33 Vic., Cap. 10, amending the Act
31 Vic., Cap. 46, by providing that the amount of any excess over
nine million dollars may be held by the Receiver General, partly in
specie and partly in deposits in Chartered Banks.

4. Resolved, — That it is expedient to consolidate the Acts
respecting the Public Debt and the raising of loans so as to make
one Act applicable to all future loans, and amend the same by
enabling the Governor in Council, in raising any loan hereinafter
authorized, to establish a sinking fund not exceeding one-half of
one per cent per annum for paying of the same, and to change the
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form of the funded debt by substituting one class of securities for
another, provided the annual charge for interest be not increased,
and to effect temporary loans for a limited time, and at a limited
rate of interest in cases of temporary deficiency in the consolidated
revenue fund to meet the charges on it.

The 1st and 2nd Resolutions, being read a second time, were
agreed to.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT moved, in amendment, seconded by Mr.
GODIN,

That all the words after ““That’” to the end of the Question, be left out, and the
words “‘whereas, on the 31st December, 1865, the various Banks of the late
Province of Canada held the sum of $7,594,170, in gold, against a circulation of
$12,128,772—nbeing in the proportion of 62 per cent of the said circulation,—and
whereas the Banks of Quebec and Ontario (forming the said Province), held on the
31st December, 1871, the sum of $6,526,072 in gold, as against a circulation of
$22,919,342, being in the proportion of 28 per cent of the said circulation,—and
whereas the result of the recent financial measures introduced by the Government
has been, to a great extent, to replace a paper currency directly based upon gold, by
a paper currency based upon another paper currency, this House views with alarm
the proposition of the Government to still further diminish a comparatively small
reserve of bullion now remaining in this country; that the power proposed to be
conferred by the measures now before the House, will practically enable the
Ministry of the day to effect loans to a large amount with any Bank or Banks they
may see fit, and that it is not expedient to entrust any Government with such power
without special consent of Parliament in each case,—and lastly that the general
result of the modifications proposed to be introduced into the present Law, will be to
interweave the interests of the various Banking institutions of the Dominion with the
Government still more closely than at present,—whereas it is extremely desirable
that the national finances should be kept as far as possible independent of and
unaffected by the fluctuations to which the trade and commerce of every country are
constantly exposed.””

He claimed the indulgence of the House for trespassing upon
their time with so dry a subject. He called attention to the preamble
of the amendment and stated that he had always contended that the
Government were dangerously diminishing the bullion held in this
country. He had no doubt that the Finance Minister would give the
usual answer that in the first instance the banks hold a very large
amount of legal tenders in the shape of Government notes, which
are as good as gold; and have large bank balances available for the
protection of their circulation. With respect to the legal tenders
under the present law, the banks were bound to hold one-half of
their cash reserves in legal tender notes, and although it was
thought they could use them very much as gold, anybody who had
paid any attention to the matter was aware that it was very
questionable whether the Banks were at liberty to use these tenders
in the same way as their gold reserves.

As regarded the Bank balances, although large, it should be
remembered that the Returns of those balances included in some
cases money that was not in the country. The balance in the case of
the Bank of Montreal of 9 or 10 millions was the most actively
employed capital they had and could not be considered as always
available. The circulation of the Government notes consisted
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principally of those of small denominations under four dollars, but
the circulation of the Banks being in large notes they would, in
times of sudden contraction, be more liable to return on their hands
than small notes.

With reference to the first proposition in his amendment he might
appeal to English practice to show the importance of retaining large
reserves of bullion in the country, but under the circumstances he
would merely call attention to the manifest fact that he had stated in
his preamble as to his second proposition, he did not think it
expedient to give any Ministry power to effect large loans with
individual banks. Such power had been useful, but he considered it
a dangerous precedent, one always liable to abuse.

The third proposition went deeper into the principles at issue. He
had no doubt it might appear that the interest of the Banking
Corporation should be interwoven with those of the Government,
but he looked upon it in a different light. He looked upon the
Government as being the custodian of the public credit, who should
enforce the regulations which the House saw fit to adopt with
regard to those corporations. If the Hon. Minister of Finance had
spent here the fifteen years which he had devoted to the service of
Her Majesty abroad he would know that the fears he expressed
were either ill-grounded or visionary, that was, judging the future
by the past; we were now in a state of great prosperity such as had
not been known for a period of twenty years, and it was only
necessary to refer to the Public Accounts to see that the revenue had
increased at least fifty per cent in about two years.

But this state of things might not last, a reaction could come, and
he hoped the results would not be so disastrous as they had been
before. If disaster should come upon us, he believed that the policy
now being adopted by the Government would make that disaster
worse. But he knew that the banking institutions were the
Government in the matter and that it would be hopeless to oppose
them. The House knew that in the nature of things a reaction would
take place and times of adversity would come. Their powerful
pressure would be brought on the Government to induce them to
issue additional currency, and to suspend specie payments. This had
been done by the States possessing greater resources than we did.

He believed that we were creating a complicated system which it
would be found difficult to undo, if circumstances of commercial
stringency should threaten. It was with vicious systems very much
like ill weeds, they grew apace, and sent down their roots a great
distance. In moving the amendment now before the House he did so
for the purpose of placing on record his protest against a system
which he believed would be disastrous in the country.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS was reminded by the hon.
member for Lennox (Mr. Cartwright) of the boy who was
constantly crying wolf, and all knew the result. After crying for a
long time, his cry was disregarded, and he believed he came to an
unfortunate end. (Laughter.) He thought the hon. gentleman had
expended a great deal of eloquence and zeal upon a very small
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object. Had he (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) asked permission to
borrow more money on the security of circulation, the remarks of
his hon. friend would have been something more to the point, but
he had done nothing of the kind.

The resolutions had already been fully discussed at a previous
stage, and he had answered every question that had been asked. The
House would stultify itself by adopting the statement of his hon.
friend, which was incorrect, to prove which he quoted from a last
returns published. There had never been a time that the gold held by
the Government had not been sufficient for any run that could
possibly be brought upon it. The Dominion Note Act had worked
with the greatest satisfaction both to the banks and to the
Government.

With regard to the position of the Government, it was well
known that under the Dominion Note Act a good arrangement had
been made with the banks. The Government had at that time a very
large circulation in the Bank of Montreal, which under the old
arrangement did not issue any notes of its own and the hon. member
for Lennox (Mr. Cartwright) had pressed upon the Government the
expediency of changing that arrangement. Had not the Dominion
Note Act passed, the Government would have had to redeem the
whole of that amount. They had now in circulation only $1,797,087
in Dominion Notes, all the others having been redeemed. Large
notes of the denominations of $500 and $1,000 had been found of
great convenience to the banks as they were enabled to settle their
balances with them instead of having to use gold or Bills of
Exchange. The small note circulation is $3,621,000, and being
absolutely necessary for the public to have could not be drawn from
circulation.

There were various reasons to induce the Government to bring
forward the proposition under discussion. They had to be
constantly, week after week, calling upon the banks for a reduction
of their circulation in order to prevent an excess of the amount,
beyond which they had to hold dollar for dollar in gold. They had
no less than thirty-three per cent in gold and still had to withdraw
$200,000 from circulation, although many complained of the want
of such notes. He did not expect Banks would issue a single note
under the present arrangement if they could avoid doing so. The
resolutions of his hon. friend dealt with the liabilities, but not the
deposits.

Mr. GIBBS would like to ask the Finance Minister if, under the
Bill to be introduced, the returns would show the amount held by
the Government as gold, and as a separate return, the amount held
by the Banks.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: Certainly.

Mr. GIBBS thought that would get over, to a very considerable
extent, the difficulties about which he addressed the House when
the resolutions were previously under discussion. As he understood
the intention of the hon. Minister of Finance, it was to get over the
difficulty which he found in making up his weekly return, which
every now and then was in excess of the issue authorized, and he
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(Mr. Gibbs) thought it desirable that the difficulties should be
overcome.

The original resolutions were then carried, those of Mr.
Cartwright being lost.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS introduced a Bill to amend the
Government Savings Bank Act; also, a Bill to correct a clerical
error in the Act relating to Banks and Banking, and to amend the
said Act; also a Bill to amend the Act relating to Dominion Notes;
also, a Bill respecting the public debt and the raising of loans
authorized by Parliament.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS moved the House into Committee
of Supply, Mr. STREET in the chair.

The House received the bills, which were read the first time.
* * *

LARCENY OF STAMPS

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved the second reading
of a Bill respecting the Larceny of Stamps. He explained that the
object of the Bill was to make stamps, whether issued by the
Dominion or Provinces, a valuable security, and any person stealing
them liable to be tried for stealing the amount expressed on the face
of the stamp

Mr. HARRISON would seriously suggest to the consideration
of the Government the propriety of abandoning the stamp tax, and
if necessary raising the amount thereof by some other means. In
many parts of the Dominion the law is not understood, and where it
is the stamps are frequently not to be had, and when they are to be
procured they are of such a character that they will not adhere to the
paper, resulting in embarrassment of business, and he thought the
law opened the way to fraud as many stamps were used more than
once.

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) suggested the use of stamped
paper, as in England, which would prevent the possibility of stamps
being used more than once.

Mr. WORKMAN concurred with the hon. gentleman who had
just spoken as to the inferior quality of stamps supplied.

Mr. SAVARY thought there could not be a more inconvenient
way for raising revenue in Canada than by a stamp revenue. It bears
very hard in the rural districts where a man has to travel several
miles to get a stamp or his note is worthless. He had known one
case in which a person had been supplied with postage stamps for
bill stamps. He suggested that the Act should be amended or
abolished altogether.

Mr. FERGUSON spoke against the Bill.

Mr. STREET said the suggestion of the member for Peel (Hon.
Mr. Cameron) would be very embarrassing in rural sections of the
country and he could not therefore concur in it. He agreed with the
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member for Toronto (Mr. Harrison) that if the Government could
dispense with the tax it would be very advantageous to the country,
and he hoped the Government would give the matter their best
consideration.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN said that nothing could be more desired by
the Lower Provinces than the total abolition of the Bill.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he did not propose to
enter into a discussion of the Stamp duty, as it was irrelevant to the
matter in hand. The immediate cause of the introduction of the Bill
was an embezzlement of postage stamps, and its object was to make
those stamps a valuable security. As to inconvenience arising from
the imposition of the stamp tax, there was no species of tax against
which some objection could not be raised. He would ask those
members connected with rural districts, and who spoke of the
inconvenience of the tax, whether they would not prefer to have this
part of the revenue raised by way of tax on Bills and Promissory
Notes, than on tea and sugar and other necessaries of life. (Cheers.)

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE thought they could not afford to
disregard the mode of taxation practised in England. During the
past twenty years they had endeavored to reduce it as much as
possible on imports of necessaries, and had transferred it to objects
of inland revenue. He was glad to have this principle acknowledged
in Canada, and he therefore had not looked unfavourably on the
imposition of the Stamp Tax.

Mr. MASSON (Soulanges) said the tax was no doubt
objectionable in rural countries, and he would propose that all
bachelors throughout the country should be taxed. (Laughter.)

Hon. Mr. MORRIS said the matter of the stamp duty was
receiving the consideration of the department.

The Bill then passed its second reading and passed through
Committee.

INJURY TO PROPERTY

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved the second reading
of ““An Act to correct a clerical error in the Act respecting
malicious injuries to property.”’—Carried.

* * *

INSOLVENCY LAWS

Mr. COLBY moved the second reading of ‘‘An Act to repeal the
Insolvency Laws.”” He said the Bill proposed the entire abolition of
the existing insolvency laws of the Dominion. It was framed in
accordance with his personal convictions in the matter, and he
believed, in accordance with the solid sentiment of the section of
the country with which he was most familiar, and also of the House
and of the country at large. He was not one who believed that an
insolvency law was per se and under all circumstances
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objectionable, but thought there were occasions when it was
necessary. After some great financial crisis such a measure might
be beneficial. It had happened in this and other countries that the
most prudent men were plunged into this same ruin with the
reckless and imprudent, and then some peculiar remedy should be
provided.

He did not think the present Insolvency Laws were in accordance
with the principles of morality. That portion respecting voluntary
assignments said to the debtor, ‘‘the moment you find it
inconvenient to pay your debt, you are privileged to compound
them,”” and he thought nothing more demoralizing could be found
in any law. This was seriously damaging to the country, for the
moment men got into difficulties they ceased to struggle to extract
themselves, and found it much more convenient to pass through the
legal process and so relieved themselves from all obligations. The
speech of His Excellency told them that the country was now in an
unusual state of prosperity, and that prosperity extended to all
branches of industry, and yet if one derived his impression of the
prosperity of the country from the Official Gazette he would
believe they were in a state of bankruptcy. The number of
insolvents was appalling and was entirely inconsistent with the idea
of prosperity.

He believed that the effect of the Insolvency Law in a new
country like Canada was particularly injurious, for it could not but
encourage recklessness in trade. He held out to any man desiring to
become suddenly rich the prospect of the realisation of wealth if he
prospered, without anything counterbalancing if he failed. Young
men without experience or business habits, and with very
insufficient capital, entered into business and speculated because if
they were fortunate all would be well while if they were unfortunate
they were relieved from all consequences. So much was the case
that there was now no dread of being known as a bankrupt, and
indeed many persons who had passed through bankruptcy four and
five times now held up their heads as honest business men.

He had received communications from all parts of Ontario and
Quebec all pressing for the abolition of the Laws, and he had been
told of a case of an Insolvent for whose estate the principal creditor
had offered $14,000, the whole of which amount had been absorbed
in costs and a large commercial house in Montreal wrote him that
under the operation of the Insolvency Laws their losses had
doubled. There were a number of assignees whose special business
was to find out men in business who were in difficulties, and to
encourage them to take advantage of the Act. It had been stated that
the Act might be amended, but he believed the difficulty lay in the
very principle of the Act.

He was fully persuaded that the sentiment of the country was
entirely in favor of the abolition of the Laws, and if at any future
time they might be again needed they could be restored. He
believed that the occurrences of the last session when the second
reading of his bill had been passed by a large majority against the
wishes of the Government showed how strongly the House was in
his favour. He believed that the entire retail trade of the country
desired the abolition of the Act, for they suffered extreme hardships
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in consequence of the numerous composition arrangements made,
so much so that the Act was a simple abomination to the whole
trade. He believed also that the great mass of the wholesale dealers
held a like opinion.

He then referred to the memorials presented from the Boards of
Trade against the abolition, but questioned whether they were
worthy of any great weight. In Toronto great difficulty was
experienced in getting a meeting, and in Montreal the memorial
emanated merely from a small majority of the Council and not of
the mass of the Board. He also referred to the resolution of the
Dominion Board on the subject. He referred to the class of small
manufacturers now rapidly springing up, than whom no class was
more strongly desirous that the laws should be abolished. In
conclusion he apologized for detaining the House so long.

Mr. HARRISON said he concurred in some of the remarks of the
mover. He did not think that the working of the Act had been in all
respects satisfactory; no doubt the facilities for going into
bankruptcy were too great, the facilities for obtaining discharges
were too great, the expenses of working an estate through
bankruptcy were too great, but he believed these three were the
only abuses that were alleged to exist. He could not agree with the
statement that this country required no bankruptcy laws except in
unusual times, for while credit was given, these laws would always
be necessary. He would much rather amend than abolish the Law.
In respect to the first objection he had spoken of he suggested that
the creditors should have more control. In regard to the second
there was more difficulty. The duty of administering the law was
thrown upon judges who looked upon the duty as merely incidental
compared with other and paramount duties. The ordinary remedy
for this would be to have a new system of judges, but then the cry
would be what a fine place for lawyers!

He believed a Bankruptcy Court could be established having
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judges who would specially apply their minds to the subject, but if
this was opposed why not again give the controlling power to the
creditors and let them decide who should obtain a discharge. If a
debtor was honest, his creditors would be reasonable. He would
follow up the different objections and suggest remedies, but he
would now suggest that the subject should be referred to a
Committee who should investigate the matter and decide what
should be done, after which the House could decide. The Law was
necessary and should not be destroyed because it was not perfect.

Mr. OLIVER said the Bill had been introduced in the previous
Session and every one knew it would come up again now, and the
member from Toronto (Mr. Harrison) as a celebrated commercial
lawyer and knowing the defects of the Bill ought to have felt it his
duty to submit to the House a remedy for the evils he admitted. He
believed that there was scarcely one single trader who did not desire
the repeal of the Laws. He agreed with the member for Stanstead
(Mr. Colby), that this desire was almost universal, with the
exception of assignees and lawyers who were engaged in winding
up estates. The present laws only encouraged recklessness in
business. Another objection was the injustice of the Bill in that it
only applied to traders. Why should it not apply to others also? A
man might go into business and fail, without any very ruinous
consequences, but supposing a farmer should have endorsed his
paper to the full amount of his stock, he would lose everything he
had. Therefore, if there was a bill at all it ought to apply to all
classes of the community. Again it was a great injury in inducing
young men to enter into business, knowing they had everything to
win and nothing to lose. In the interest of the manufacturing
community the Laws should be repealed, and he had great pleasure
in seconding the motion for the second reading.

The debate was adjourned, and it being six o’clock and St.
George’s Day, the House also adjourned.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Wednesday, April 24, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 o’clock.

Prayers

After Routine,
ONTARIO & HURON SHIP CANAL

A petition from the city of Toronto was read, praying for the
construction of the Ontario & Huron Ship Canal.

The SPEAKER decided that, as the petition asked for a grant of
money, it could not be received.

* x X

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATES
A message was received from His Excellency the Governor

General, submitting Supplemental Estimates up to the 30th June,
1873.

RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES
Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS submitted a statement of Receipts

and Expenditures from the end of March, 1871, to the end of
March, 1872.

BILLS INTRODUCED
By Mr. BEATY, a Bill to incorporate the Bank of Canada.

By Mr. STEPHENSON, a Bill to amend the Act respecting
rivers and streams in Upper Canada.

By Mr. CURRIER, a Bill to incorporate the Quebec Pacific
Railway Company.

* * *
MR. LYNCH’S PETITION

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) moved that the

petition of Mr. James S. Lynch (Manitoba) received yesterday, be
referred to the Committee on privileges and elections. —Carried.

* * *

PROPOSED FOG-WHISTLE

Mr. BOLTON asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to provide for the erection of a steam fog-whistle
during the present summer on Machias Seal Island.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER replied that it was not the intention of the
Government to do so during the present year.

* * *

SHIPPING DISASTER

Mr. PELLETIER asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to take steps to prevent the recurrence of the disasters
to shipping which have happened in the river St. Lawrence on the
sailing of the fall fleet from the ports of Quebec and Montreal.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said that the Government had done
everything they could in that matter, and he was not aware they
could do anything more.

Mr. PELLETIER then asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to grant a reward to the inhabitants of the south shore
of the St. Lawrence, who at the peril of their lives, saved crews of
vessels which had been abandoned in the ice during the course of
last autumn.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER said the subject was now under the
consideration of the Government.

ABOLITION OF EXPORT DUTY

Hon. Mr. SMITH (Westmorland) asked whether the
Government had had any correspondence with the Local
Government of New Brunswick in relation to the export duty, the
abolition of which is contemplated by the Treaty of Washington.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said there was no
correspondence.
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VALUABLES TRANSMITTED TO THE UNITED STATES

Mr. DELORME (Saint-Hyacinthe) asked whether it was the
intention of the Government to propose to the Government of the
United States some arrangement for the transmission by Post of all
sums of money or other valuables forwarded from the United States
to Canada, and vice versa.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS replied in the negative. The
Customs laws would render it quite impracticable.

* x %

RECIPROCITY WITH THE UNITED STATES

Mr. DELORME (Saint-Hyacinthe) then enquired whether it
was the intention of the Government to take new measures for the
purpose of placing on a more satisfactory footing the commercial
relations existing between the United States and Canada.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS replied in the negative.

* x X

REMUNERATION OF REVENUE INSPECTORS

Mr. STEPHENSON asked whether it was the intention of the
Government during the present Session to make any alteration in
the existing mode of remunerating Inspectors and other officers of
the Inland Revenue Service, by paying them only a fixed salary,
and compelling them to fund all the receipts arising from seizures
made by them.

Hon. Mr. MORRIS stated the Government had decided that, as
the Inspectors of Inland Revenue were a class by themselves, and
were called upon to perform quasi judicial functions, they should
not, after the current fiscal year, be entitled to the proceeds of
seizure. With regard to subordinate officers, they would still
participate in the value of seizures, and would be allowed to do so
as an incentive to the energetic performance of their duties. At the
present time the seizures were paid into the Receiver General’s
Department, and distributed under an order in Council, and not by
officers themselves.

THE PACIFIC RAILWAY

Mr. De COSMOS asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to cause the country between Johnstone Strait and
Chilcotin Plains to be thoroughly explored this year, with the object
of deciding a practicable route by which the proposed Canadian
Pacific Railway might be extended to Victoria.
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Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN answered in the affirmative

* * %

INCREASED POWERS TO MUNICIPALITIES

Mr. CURRIER asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to bring down during the present session a measure
empowering municipalities to prevent or regulate booths, either
floating or on the ice, for the purpose of selling intoxicating liquors
without a license, the depositing of fish, etc., upon the ice, of rivers
bordering on or passing through them.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied in the negative.

* * *

FORTIFICATION OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Mr. De COSMOS asked whether it was the intention of the
Government to construct fortifications to command the approaches
to Victoria, British Columbia.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER replied in the negative and
added that for obvious reasons the question had not yet been
considered by Government and there had been no appropriation for
that purpose.

THE TREATY OF WASHINGTON CORRESPONDENCE

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked if the Premier was prepared to
bring down the papers moved for in reference to the Washington
Treaty but which had not yet been brought down.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: No, | am not.
Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Are they in course of preparation?
Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: Some of them.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Some of these papers were promised
yesterday.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: What papers?

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: | moved for some myself, but they
are not brought down yet. The Government proposes, after the
discussion on the Budget speech, to proceed with the discussion on
the Treaty; we are not in a position to discuss it intelligently unless
we have the papers.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: All the papers will be
brought down that were moved for, as soon as they are ready.
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The matter then dropped.

* * *

PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURAL INTEREST

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) in moving
for a select committee said that he did so in the interests of
agriculture in the Dominion which should receive protection as
well as the manufacturing interest. In Ontario and Quebec there
were in 1861, 25,225 persons engaged in manufactures against
2,139,882 engaged in agricultural pursuits, or interested therein,
and he believed it to be in the interests of this class that a
protective tariff should be adopted on agricultural products
coming from the United States. He was surprised that the hon.
member for Waterloo South (Mr. Young) did not agree with him
in this. The remarks of that gentleman that products from the
United States only came into this country to be transported to
the European markets were contrary to the facts. Goods passing
through the country en route to Europe paid no duty and he
would quote from the Returns to show the extent of goods
imported from the United States into Canada on which duty had
been collected:—

In Ontario we had received from the United States between
the 30th June, 1870, and the 1st April, 1871, when the duties
were repealed:

Salt and fresh meat to the extent of 3,492,981 Ibs., amounting
to $370,045.

Wheat, 526,480 bushels amounting to $532,036.

Grain of all other kinds, 1,013,900 bushels, amounting to
$592,710.

In Quebec: Wheat, 139,478 bushels, amounting to $137,577.
Grain of all other kinds 90,196 bushels, amounting to $6,716.
Flour, of Wheat and Rye, 43,980 barrels, amounting to
$208,413.

In Nova Scotia: Wheat, 92,257 bushels.

New Brunswick: Flour of Wheat and Rye, 81,092 barrels,
amounting to $490,091.

On all these articles the total amount of duty collected in all
the Provinces was $149,021, but if we had had the same duties
on products entering this country as are imposed by the United
States on our agricultural products we should have collected
$745,105. He thought that our farmers should have protection as
they bore a large share of the local taxation and contributed
greatly towards the construction of our public works. He did not
understand why we should pay duty on goods from Great
Britain, which we could not manufacture ourselves, and at the
same time admit free of duty goods and products of the United
States, nearly all of which we manufactured or raised in the
country.
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Some of the advocates of Free Trade said the United States
would eventually grant us Reciprocity, and in the meantime we
should not assume a hostile position in matters of the tariff. He
did not agree with them and quoted from the correspondence
relating to the Washington Treaty in support of his views. He
contended that free trade had proved a failure in England. At the
moment there was free access to the British market; other
nations had imposed a higher tariff than before, yet in face of
this, statesmen in England had stated that the United States
would see the advantage of admitting Canadian products and
establishing principles of free trade.

The American members of the High Commission had come to
the conclusion that the free admission of the products of the
country was of greater advantage to us than our fisheries and the
navigation of the St. Lawrence were to them. He was not
surprised that they had come to that conclusion. The last Trade
Returns of the United States that he had consulted—those for
1869—he had found that we had sent to the American market
products of Canada to the extent of $30,000,000 on
$25,000,000, of which duty equal to 20 per cent had been paid,
and it was not to be wondered at that they should decline to
admit our products free. He quoted from the New York Tribune
which stated that the reason our people emigrated to the United
States was, that they could make more by farming there than
they could in Canada, owing to their protective duties, and said
that it was not surprising that our young men went there in such
numbers.

He contended that if we had protection it should not be
confined to the manufacturing interests, it should be general
(Hear, hear); let all be protected, but not one at the expense of
the other. The people he represented held this view, and he had
no doubt that at the next election they would consider it a vital
question. He hoped that the House would see the importance of
affording some protection to the farming interest, which was
composed of a very peaceable and industrious class of the
community, and that the question would not be viewed from a
local and selfish point of view, but in accordance with its
merits.

Mr. De COSMOS said he was not prepared to speak at
length as he did not anticipate the question would have come up
today. He might say, however, that the feeling of British
Columbia was a unit in favour of the protection of the
agricultural industry. The House and Government might think
that because British Columbia had accepted the Canadian tariff
she was not in favor of protection on agricultural interests, but
she merely accepted that tariff because she did not think Canada
would modify it to such an extent as [not] to protect the farming
interests and he made this explanation in order to show the
Government and the House how desirable it was to let the
matter go to a committee, so that there might be full enquiry as
to whether the farming products should not be protected. The
farmers of British Columbia were comparatively poor and the
country rugged and they could not compete with California
without protection.
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Mr. STREET said the House had already granted a Committee
to enquire into the best mode of encouraging the manufacturing
interests, and he did not think the agricultural interests should be
looked upon as in any way inferior. When the Committee had
reported, however, the House could discuss the matter much more
intelligently than they could at present. He did not think that the
view taken by some that the agricultural interests of the country
required no protection was correct, but they would discuss the
matter much better after receiving the report of the Committee
already established. It would then be for the House to decide what
should be done, and the Government could then state what
proposition they deemed it advisable to submit. He hoped the
Committee would be constituted.

Mr. O’CONNOR would rather have spoken after receiving the
report of the Committee, but could not allow the occasion to pass
after the remarks of the mover. The County of Essex felt more
sensibly than any other part of the country the want of protection
and the agricultural societies were unanimously in favour of such
protection.

Mr. MILLS said the matter had been taken up two years ago by
the Government for the purpose of establishing a well defined
national policy, and they then believed that a protective policy
would coerce the United States into granting more liberal
commercial terms. That policy had been reversed by the House, and
the matter had now fallen into the hands of the members for
Hamilton (Mr. Magill) and Leeds North and Grenville North (Mr.
Jones). If those gentlemen were in favour of protection they ought
to oppose all extension of public works, they ought to oppose the
construction of the Pacific Railway and the enlargement of canals,
because all those works tended to facilitate the intercourse between
different countries. So long as Canada produced more than she
required for her own consumption, the price would be regulated by
foreign markets in spite of protection.

Mr. BODWELL did not propose to enter at length into the
question of tariffs, but he could not allow the statements of the hon.
member for Leeds North and Grenville North (Mr. Jones) to go
unchallenged. It had been urged by the gentleman from British
Columbia (Mr. De Cosmos) that the farmers of British Columbia
desired a protective tariff upon agricultural products, but gentlemen
must bear in mind that we had to look at the interests of the country
at large. It would not do to press the interests of one section to the
prejudice of other sections of the whole Dominion.

He would bear in mind that, while British Columbia and Ontario
had a surplus of the products of the farm, their sister provinces,
Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, had to buy their bread; and even
if it could be shown (which it could not) that Ontario and British
Columbia would be benefitted by a high tariff upon agricultural
products, a great injustice would be inflicted upon Nova Scotia and
New Brunswick.

The member for Leeds (Mr. Jones) had produced statistics to
controvert the arguments of his friend from Waterloo South (Mr.
Young), but he must see that while we, in common with the United
States, exported a large surplus of grain to Europe, our markets
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must be controlled by those markets; and while he quoted our
importation of wheat at a value of $671,760, he forgot to mention
that we for the same period exported $1,981,917, showing a balance
of exportation over importation in the article of wheat alone of
$1,310,157.

The facts were that while we imported a quantity of inferior
wheat from the Western States for milling purposes, it only had the
effect of displacing that much of our own superior wheat, which we
exported at a large profit, thus affording a cheaper living to the
poorer classes, supplying them with a cheaper, though a
wholesome, bread. Again, if he (Mr. Jones) would refer to the trade
and navigation returns laid before the House the other day, he
would see that we exported of agricultural products, and animals
and their products, a value of $22,436,071, being nearly four times
as much as we imported of the same articles. The quotation of these
articles alone was sufficient to show the futility of the hon.
gentleman’s arguments.

This whole agitation had originated with a few manufacturers
who desired to obtain wealth at the expense of the many, and their
specious arguments had succeeded in obtaining signatures to their
petitions amongst the farming community, to a considerable extent,
he admitted: the whole object being to fasten upon the country a
system of tariffs at once prejudicial to the best interests of the
country, and oppressive to the very class which had signed the
petition, for it (the agricultural class) at the present moment was as
prosperous as ever it had been, and no complaints had come up
from it, and the farmers neither asked for nor required protection.
Even if the scheme advocated could afford such protection, which
he (Mr. Bodwell) denied, all they asked was a fair field and no
favour.

The gentlemen who were moving in this matter boasted that they
represented farming communities. Well, he would not say, as the
member for Essex (Mr. O’Connor) had, that he represented the
finest agricultural county in the Dominion, but he had the honour to
represent a constituency which Mr. Brown when in England had
declared to be the “‘garden of Canada,”’ and he (Mr. Bodwell)
thought he could speak with some authority upon the subject; and
he felt certain, from experience of the general policy of free trade to
which he adhered, but which he would not now discuss, there was
nothing to be gained to the farmer by the imposition of duties upon
agriculture.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS called the attention of the mover
to the fact that his motion was very different from what it had been
when moved on a previous occasion. As to the appointment of the
Committee for inquiry there could be no objection, but he objected
to that part of the motion empowering the Committee to
recommend any action in the matter.

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) agreed to
have that part of his motion objected to struck out, leaving it a
simple motion for the appointment of a committee of inquiry.

Mr. FERGUSON thought that the Committee would be of no
possible use unless it could make recommendations. A deputation
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had waited on the Minister of Finance two years ago on the same
matter, and he had then accepted their recommendation and
provided the protection now sought, and he charged the member for
Hamilton (Mr. Magill) and others who had been connected with the
deputation with having entirely changed their minds in the interval.
The more protection was given to the manufacturers the more the
farmers suffered, and if this was to continue—why, the sooner the
farmers left the country the better for them.

He thought the alteration made on the suggestion of the Finance
Minister destroyed the whole utility of the motion, and he would
much rather that the whole matter should drop and that a direct
motion should be introduced on which there could be a direct vote
so that the country might see the action of her representatives. At
present America could at any time send into Canada a quantity of
grain sufficient to almost ruin Canadian farmers. He hoped the
member for Leeds North and Grenville North (Mr. Jones) would
withdraw his motion altogether.

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) then requested
to be allowed to withdraw his motion.

Mr. STEPHENSON hoped the motion would not be withdrawn.
He thought it as necessary to protect the farmers’ interests as those
of manufacturers, and the two should go hand in hand.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD explained that the hon.
member for Hamilton (Mr. Magill) had moved for a Committee to
enquire into the extent and condition of the manufacturing interests
of the Dominion, and the hon. member for Leeds North and
Grenville North (Mr. Jones) had moved in amendment that after the
word ‘‘manufacturing’’ the words “‘and agriculture’” be added.
That amendment having been withdrawn his hon. friend now
moved that a Special Committee should be appointed to inquire into
the agricultural interests separately. The Minister of Finance (Hon.
Sir Francis Hincks) had called attention to the last part of the
motion of the hon. member for Leeds North and Grenville North in
order to point out the difference between the two motions and guard
against authority being given to any Committee to put on a tariff
which could only be done by Government. The Committee now
moved for would have precisely the same scope as that to inquire
into the manufacturing interests.

Mr. FERGUSON asked if the Committee could recommend the
best remedy for protecting the farmers.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD replied that they could do
anything short of reporting in favor of specific duties.

Mr. FERGUSON asked if they could report that duty would be
the best mode of redress.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD would not tell the
Committee what they should he would not hesitate to make any
suggestions that might occur to him.
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Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) after the
explanation of the Hon. Minister of Justice, asked that his motion
might be allowed to stand. Motion carried.

* * *

DEMANDS AGAINST VESSELS

Mr. KIRKPATRICK then moved the House into Committee of
the Whole to consider a resolution declaring it expedient to make
further provision for the collection of demands against vessels
navigating certain lakes and inland waters of Canada.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON had no objection to his hon. friend taking
this preliminary step to introduce his Bill from its title: he (Hon.
Mr. Holton) knew it to be an old friend of his of years ago, but he
was willing to let his hon. friend show whether he had made any
amendments, and therefore he should make no objection to the
stage made today.

After considerable discussion as to whether the resolutions
should be considered in Committee of the Whole,

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he thought the proper
time for the resolution to be discussed was in Committee of the
Whole, in order that the House might go more fully into the matter
than with the restraint of the Speaker in the chair.

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) doubted whether the matter was
one for Legislation by the Dominion or the Provinces, and
mentioned such doubt in order that he might not be precluded
hereafter from taking up the question as a matter which should go
before each separate Legislature.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: As a matter of course, the
hon. gentleman had to make out a statement in committee for leave
to bring in a bill.

The House then went into committee, Mr. SCATCHERD in the
chair.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK introduced his resolution, seconded by
Mr. STREET: “That it is expedient to make further provision for
the collection of demands against vessels navigating certain lakes
and inland waters of Canada, for seamen’s wages and debts
contracted for necessary provisions supplied, repairs made, and
services rendered to such vessels by making the same a preferential
lien on them.”

He believed that in the Province of Quebec there is recourse
against a vessel itself for demands. We have no Admiralty Court,
but the marine trade on our inland lakes should be fostered and
protected. The hon. member for Chéateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton)
had said it was no new piece of legislation, that there had been bill
after bill brought into the Canadian Parliament. He (Mr.
Kirkpatrick) agreed with the hon. gentleman, but would call to his
attention that in 1864 a Bill passed the second reading, was referred
to a Select Committee, reported with several amendments, and on
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the third reading, at the earnest solicitation of the Government of
the day, thrown out, because it was at such a late period of the
Session, and the Bill was lost on the third reading by only two
votes.

A large number of petitions had been addressed to the House in
favour of the principle involved in his resolution. He was daily and
hourly brought into contact with ship masters and others interested,
and he spoke with some knowledge of the trade. His proposition
was in favor of ship owners and shipbuilders, ship chandlers and
seamen. At present they were liable to foreign ship masters bringing
in their vessels for repairs and supplies, leaving in a great hurry,
and perhaps never again more than touching at their port, or if the
vessel should be an English one, it was frequently mortgaged to its
full value; and so the Canadian ship builders and ship chandlers
lose whatever may be due them.

He thought the Bill, when considered and amended, as it
probably would be, would give equal security to ship owners and
seamen. He quoted from the British North America Act to show
that the subject of the resolution was for Dominion legislation, and
not Provincial.

Hon. Mr. IRVINE sympathized with his hon. friend on the
principle of the Bill he wished to introduce, but he thought the
constitutional question suggested by the member for Peel (Hon. Mr.
Cameron) was an important subject, and if the Minister of Justice
(Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) was not prepared to give an opinion
at once the matter should be postponed.

Hon. Mr. SMITH (Westmorland) thought the question
deserved great consideration, and would ask the hon. mover (Mr.
Kirkpatrick) if there were any means by which seamen could
enforce their wages against a ship. By the English law a seaman has
a lien on a ship, but he can only enforce that lien through the Court
of Vice Admiralty, and there is a similar lien for repairs provided
the owner does not reside in England.

Mr. HARRISON said there were two questions involved. One
of policy and one of power, and if there were doubts as to their
power of legislating on the subject there was no object in doing so.
He moved the adjournment of the debate.

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) moved that the Committee should
be allowed to rise and report progress, and ask leave to sit again.
—Carried.

AFTER RECESS

The SPEAKER took the chair at 7.50 p.m.

Mr. WORKMAN moved to introduce a Bill to incorporate the
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Exchange Bank of Canada. The Bill was referred to the Committee
on Banking and Commerce.

LARCENY OF STAMPS

On the motion for the third Reading of An Act for the avoidance
of doubts respecting Larceny of Stamps,

Mr. JONES (Halifax) urged that the Government should abolish
the Stamp Act. His own opinion was that it should be abolished and
he at the same time expressed the opinion of the mercantile
community of Halifax. Such a tax had only been resorted to by
countries under the necessity of raising a large revenue, and he
hoped the Government would accede to the well understood wish of
the country in the matter and abolish the duty.

Hon. Mr. MORRIS explained that the remarks of the member
for Halifax (Mr. Jones) had no relation to the Bill before the House.
The object was to meet a difficulty which had occurred and had
already been explained to the House.

The Bill was then read a third time.

INSOLVENCY LAWS

The adjourned debate on the second reading of Mr. Colby’s Bill,
for the repeal of the Insolvency Laws was resumed:

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) thought the Bill should be referred
to the Committee on Banking and Commerce before the House was
committed to its principle. When the present Law had been devised
it had received the greatest possible consideration, and the
Government and the House had used every effort to make the Bill
as nearly perfect as possible. The law had now been in operation for
some time, and certain difficulties had arisen, but if proper
amendments were made, the country would not desire its abolition.
It ought to be considered what the position would be if the whole
law were repealed without anything being substituted. He thought
the Government ought to express their views on a matter of such
great importance.

He moved that the bill be not now read a second time but that it
be referred to the Committee on Banking and Commerce, in order
that they might report thereon. If after the matter had been
considered by the Committee it should be found that the interests of
the country required its repeal, it could then be done. There were,
no doubt, many objections, one of which was the system of
voluntary assignments, and then again there ought to be a greater
length of time between the claiming and granting of certificates,
and, there should be an absolute refusal in any case where the
expenditure had been reckless. So long as a system of credit existed
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there must be insolvent laws and any one who desired to repeal
those laws entirely ought to be prepared to repeal credit also. The
experience of old countries should be taken into account, and a
measure framed which would avoid the objections and yet meet the
necessities of the matter.

On Hon. Mr. HOLTON suggesting that the motion was scarcely
in order, it was altered as follows: “That the Bill be not now read a
second time, but that the Committee on Banking and Commerce be
instructed to inquire into the subject of the Insolvency Law and
report thereon to the House by Bill or otherwise.”

Hon. Mr. BLAKE thought the proposition would simply defeat
the Bill by preventing it from coming before the House again this
Session; but perhaps that was the object of the hon. gentleman. He
believed that the Insolvency Law was a good thing, and he was
prepared to sustain that opinion. If government determined not to
repeal the law he should support them. The matter had now been
before the House two sessions, and the member for Stanstead (Mr.
Colby) had procured a very large vote in favor of his views, and
had stated his intention of pressing the matter this Session, and the
question now was not whether there should be amendments, but
whether there should be an Insolvency Law or not—and it would be
better to get the sense of the House on that question.

Some gentlemen seemed to think that there should be an
insolvency law from time to time, as particular crises arose. He
could conceive nothing more unfortunate than such a state of
things, nothing more unfortunate than that the laws regulating the
relation of debtor and creditor should not be permanent. There
should rather be a permanent law on such a footing that it should do
justice in times of crises and not injustice in ordinary seasons.
Although the machinery of the present law might be clumsy, it had
the merit of putting the estate very considerably into the hands of
the creditors, and the real difficulty was that the creditors having
the estate in their hands did not take proper care in the management.

He would call the attention of the House to the difficulties which
would result from the entire repeal of the laws. If he rightly
understood the law in Quebec there was a quasi-Insolvent law
under which goods sold under executions ensured to the benefit of
all the creditors. This gave to the people of Quebec a great many of
the benefits without the evils of an Insolvent law.

This however was not the case in Ontario, nor he believed was it
the case in Nova Scotia or New Brunswick. There the law was of
that unjust character that the first execution creditor swept away the
whole property. This was a most unjust and calamitous principle,
and yet it would be the law if the present Act were repealed. With
reference to the power given to creditors by the Insolvent law, of
handing over the assets to an assignee, and to the consequences of
that, the discharge of the debtor it had always seemed to him, that
the discharge of an honest debtor was a wholesome provision which
might be defended upon general principles. He believed the interest
of both debtor and creditor would be best served by a careful
wording and working of the law, but the former was of no use
without the latter; but while the creditors had ample control of the
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whole matter, they had themselves to blame if the results of the
administration of the estate were not satisfactory.

He believed it would be most unfortunate that the law should be
repealed and re-enacted in times of crises, and he only opposed the
reference of the matter to a Committee, because he thought the
House ought to come to a direct decision.

Hon. Mr. IRVINE thought it was much to be regretted that a
matter of such great importance should be discussed in so thin a
House, and especially in the absence of the first law officer of the
Crown, and also that the views of the Government should be
expressed in the matter. He thought they were entitled to know
what course the Government was prepared to take, if the majority
of the House decided to repeal the laws.

He had no hesitation in saying he was entirely opposed to the
repeal, and if he supported the motion of the hon. member for Peel
(Hon. Mr. Cameron), it was not because he differed from the views
of the hon. member for Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake), but
because he felt that there was in the minds of a great number of the
members of the House very considerable dissatisfaction with the
working of the law. Because there were objections in detail,
however, he did not think there should be an entire abrogation of
the system, nevertheless, it was most desirable that the first
opportunity should be taken to remove those objections.

He believed an insolvent law to be absolutely necessary. They
had heard of the necessity for it in Ontario, and to him it was almost
inconceivable how such a law as that allowing the first execution
creditor to absorb the whole estate could have remained unrepealed
so long. In the interest of the creditor it was absolutely necessary
that there should be an insolvency system, and though in Quebec
there was no preferential right in the first creditor, they had no
means of collecting debts due to an insolvent, and devoting them to
the benefit of creditors without an assignment.

Another great reason why the law should be continued was that
without it, it would be impossible to punish the frauds which were
constantly practiced. It might be remembered that when the
measure was first brought up, many urged upon the House the
passing of more stringent measures for punishing fraudulent
debtors, but without success, and he believed the want of those
measures had been the cause of very much of the discontent
respecting the Act. He held also that where a debtor had been
unfortunate, but where there had been no frauds, he was entitled to
be discharged. It might be said that where the debtor was honest,
the creditors would never refuse his discharge, but he could not
agree with that view, for there might be dishonest creditors and
those who had had to deal with these matters knew well that it was
common for creditors to try to obtain advantages over each other.
He held there ought to be some independent tribunal which should
have the right to discharge the honest debtor.

From what had been said he thought it must be plain to all that a
repeal of the law without any provision for winding up estates
already insolvent would be almost impossible, and he believed that
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in a country such as this where credit existed to so great an extent,
and where cases of insolvency were so frequent, some measure was
absolutely necessary.

Mr. WORKMAN agreed with the hon. gentleman who had just
sat down that on such an important matter the Government ought to
have indicated their policy. It is a question which affects so greatly
the interests of the whole mercantile community that it ought to
receive from them a decided expression of opinion.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: We have not had a chance.

Mr. WORKMAN had a good deal of experience in the working
of the law. Since the amendments of 1869 the Act had been better
understood. When a failure took place an assignment was made,
and the creditors met and took charge of the estate, and the matter
was managed with a great deal more economy and dispatch than
under any other system. The Boards of Trade of the Dominion and
of Montreal had petitioned against the repeal of the law, and their
views ought to receive consideration, as they represent the views of
the mercantile community.

We were told that bad debts were much more prevalent than
before the Act was passed. That had not been his experience, and he
might safely say that the percentage of bad debts was not more than
one-half of what it was before the law came into force. The amount
recovered, also, was greater by from 25 to 50 per cent than
formerly. Then an insolvent was independent of his creditors and
could make any settlement he pleased and fraud was the result. This
could not occur now as the creditors had the power of taking
possession of the estate themselves, and sifting it thoroughly.

We were told by the mover of the present Bill that the law tends
to promote immorality. He believed that there was less
demoralization of commercial credit than there was before the law
came into force. He knew there were some instances where men
attempted to defraud their creditors but we had every means of
detecting and punishing them. There were defects in the Bill which
the Committee might remedy. There was no satisfactory power to
the Judge for the punishment of really dishonest debtors. He had
never found that where an honest statement was made the greatest
consideration and kindness had not been shown and a discharge
given. Therefore, debtors had nothing to fear from any increased
severity in the law.

It had been alleged that the expenses under the Act were so great
that they swallowed up the estate. This had not been his experience.
The law costs were not, in his opinion, one-tenth as great as before.
He had merely stated his experience as a merchant and so hoped
that the law would be continued on the statute book.

Mr. SCATCHERD said the member for Montreal Centre (Mr.
Workman) had spoken under the authority of the Board of Trade of
Montreal, and he (Mr. Scatcherd) agreed that that gentleman could
from their standpoint, and from his standpoint as a merchant, speak
in favor of the law. They could look with indifference at the loss
they had caused in the rural districts by selling off the goods of an
insolvent at so cheap a rate that the buyers could still undersell
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honest and solvent dealers, thus causing their stock to be left on
their hands to the injury of trade.

He contended that the Insolvency Law had been in force long
enough. He believed that it opened the way to fraud and that it was
a matter of calculation with a man whether he should not take the
benefit of the Act rather than pay his debt, and he had never known
a man to be punished for fraudulent practices under the Law. He
thought it would tend to check such frauds if his debts were allowed
to hang over him, and a discharge refused. He hoped the law would
be repealed.

Mr. FERGUSON was not surprised at the view taken by the
member for Montreal Centre (Mr. Workman). The Law no doubt
suited merchants and manufacturers, as they have the advantage
over all other creditors, as they took good care to get the best
security for their goods. If this Bill should be continued he thought
a clause ought to be inserted, providing that in the investigation of
an estate the whole of the securities should be taken into account,
and all creditors equally dealt with. He believed that there was a
great deal of fraud owing to the existence of this law, and the
honest dealers in the country suffered in consequence. He had
stated when the Bill came before the Legislature in 1861 that it was
for the purpose of allowing men to avoid the payment of their
honest debts.

He did not believe that any amendments would prove of
service—the only remedy was to dispose of it at once and for ever.
It robbed the public and disgraced those who had anything to do
with it, and he hoped it would be struck off the statute book. He had
confidence in the skill of the Ministers of Justice and Finance, and
was quite sure that if the House declared the law a nuisance and an
enemy to the country at large, they would before the session
terminated, be prepared to bring down a Bill acceptable to all.

Hon. Mr. MORRIS did not rise to protract the debate, though he
thought the course suggested by the member for Peel (Hon. Mr.
Cameron) the correct one. When the bill was passed the best
commercial and legal talent in the House was engaged in its
preparation, and it would therefore be extremely impolitic in the
present state of the House, when so many members were absent, to
ask the House to pronounce an opinion upon so grave and important
a question. One reason for the absence of so many members arose
from the fact that a great orator (Mr. Punshon) was lecturing in the
city, and it was not to be wondered at that they had been tempted
away from their seats. He would suggest that the debate should be
postponed and that it should be made a special order of the day for
some day next week. The House would then be full and the subject
would receive the consideration which its importance demands.

Mr. COLBY suggested that it should be made a special order for
an earlier day, if possible, tomorrow. (Cries of “no, no, go on’’.)

Mr. RYAN (Montreal West) said that when the matter was
before the House last year he had voted in favor of the repeal of the
law but he had since changed his opinion. He did not find that any
petitions had been presented asking for the repeal, but on the
contrary the Board of Trade of Montreal and the Dominion were in
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favor of its continuance with amendments and had forwarded
petitions to that effect.

The member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby) had alluded to the
petition of the Montreal Board of Trade and had tried to make the
House believe that that Board did not represent the opinions of the
commercial community of the city. He differed from him entirely.
In Toronto also the Board of Trade had called a special meeting to
discuss the question, and there was but one opinion, that they did
not consider it desirable that the law should be repealed although
amendments were necessary. In view of these facts he felt justified
in changing his vote on the question and out of deference to those
Boards he had much pleasure in supporting the motion of the hon.
member for Peel.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron South) regretted that the Government
had not pronounced their opinion on the question. He had listened
to the arguments of the three legal gentlemen who had spoken, and
though they all admitted that amendments were necessary, they
differed in their views as to what those amendments should be, and
this only confirmed his belief that the only course was an entire
repeal of the Law.

The Act of 1864 might have served a good purpose but he
contended that no Insolvency Law should have a permanent place
on the Statute Book, as it was only intended to meet exceptional
cases when men through no fault of their own became insolvent,
and in cases of that kind it might be judicious to provide some
measure of relief. He believed the circumstances that had made
necessary the Law of 1864 had ceased to exist. He thought at the
time of the passing of the Act of 1869 that it would have worked
well, and that the provision for the punishment of fraudulent
debtors would have given general satisfaction, but after 4 years’
experience he considered it a total failure. The machinery was
complicated, troublesome and expensive, and the creditors instead
of deriving the benefit, found the estate absorbed between Sheriffs,
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Assignees, Inspectors, and other officials, called into existence by
the law. The objection of the Solicitor General of Quebec, that there
was no sufficient tribunal for the trial of insolvent cases was well
founded, and it was one of the practical difficulties met with in
Western Canada.

Viewing the matter from every standpoint and looking at its
working in the country, he was prepared to announce that the Bill
was exceedingly derogatory to the commercial morality of the
country. It was a scandal to the statute book, and he should vote for
its repeal. If circumstances should arise and difficulties present
themselves requiring a re-enactment of the law, the Legislature was
always in existence to deal with the question. They heard on all
sides that the country was prosperous, and such being the case,
there was no present necessity for the law.

He should vote against the motion of the hon. member for Peel
(Hon. Mr. Cameron), and would like a fair vote of the House on the
question. If the House did not declare against the continuance of the
law, he did not believe that many members who should vote in
favour of that continuance would return after the elections.

Mr. ROSS (Dundas) said the effect of the insolvency Law had
been to demoralize an important class of the community—the retail
dealer. He thought it had been the means of inducing many men
who had good intentions to do business honestly, to involve
themselves, and then take advantage of the Law. If any measure
should be introduced to meet the circumstances he would support it,
but should not support his hon. friend from Stanstead (Mr. Colby).

Hon. Mr. SMITH (Westmorland) hoped a division would not
be taken tonight, as many members were out of their seats. He
therefore moved, seconded by Mr. YOUNG, that the debate be
adjourned.—Carried.

The House adjourned at 10 o’clock.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, April 25, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE BUSINESS

A number of petitions were presented and read.

The Committee on Privileges and Elections Report relative to the
Marquette (Manitoba) election was read. It was the opinion of the
Committee that, there being an equal number of votes, both Mr.
Angus C. McKay and Mr. James S. Lynch should have been
returned as elected. The Committee had adjourned until the
mOorrow.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD submitted further papers
respecting the Fisheries question and the appointment of the Joint
High Commission. He also stated that the Report on the Fisheries
was of such a nature that it could not be submitted without
prejudice to the public service. The Government extremely
regretted that they could not bring down the papers; but in doing so
there might be cause of embarrassment between the Imperial and
Dominion Governments, which he (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald)
should regret.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER submitted the report of the Department of
Marine and Fisheries.

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) moved that the Clerk of the
Crown in Chancery be ordered to attend at the Bar of the House to
make, in accordance with the suggestion of the Committee, the
election return of Marquette (Manitoba) a double return.

[Mr. Lynch momentarily took his seat and withdrew.]

* * *

QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS

Mr. RYAN (Montreal West): Whether the Government has
taken any steps to have the Imperial Copyright Act repealed; if not,
whether they intend to take such action as to have the same
repealed, as it bears most unjustly upon the inhabitants of the
Dominion?

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: The Government had strongly
remonstrated against the Imperial Copyright Act, but had not taken
any steps to obtain its repeal, although the most active measures,
otherwise, had been taken to obtain a change. Lord Macaulay,
sensible of the injustice of the act towards the colonies, had urged
its repeal and there were hopes that we should ultimately succeed.

Hon. Mr. McKEAGNEY: Whether it be the intention of
Government to make provision in the Estimates for cutting a canal
through the portage which separates the waters of the East Bay,
Bras d’Or Lake from those of Sydney Harbor, or to take any steps
for the purpose of accomplishing said work, which taken in
connection with St. Peter’s Canal would be of vast importance to
trade and navigation generally?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said that the engineer appointed to
examine the St. Peter’s Canal would give his attention to this matter
also.

Hon. Mr. McKEAGNEY: Whether it is the intention of
Government to make provision for the construction of a Marine
Hospital at the port of Sydney, Cape Breton, now so urgently
required by the increasing trade and shipping in that locality?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: The Government had provided in the
Estimates for a Marine Hospital at Sydney, Cape Breton.

Hon. Mr. McKEAGNEY: Whether it be the intention of the
Government to make provision in the Estimates for the construction
of a Lighthouse at Gabarus Harbour, Cape Breton, now so much
required for the purpose of protecting the large interest engaged in
navigation and shipping along the southern coast of Cape Breton?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: It is not the intention of the Government to
do so.

Mr. FOURNIER: Whether it is the intention of the Government
to complete the lot of land necessary for the construction of the Post
Office now in course of erection in Quebec, by purchasing from the
Hon. Henry Black, his property which adjoins the said Post Office?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: The matter is under the consideration of
the Government.

Mr. STEPHENSON: Whether it is the intention of the
Government in view of the increased revenue of the Dominion, to
introduce a measure to totally abolish or further reduce the rates of
postage on newspapers printed and circulated within the Dominion
of Canada?
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Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: It is not. The Post Office
expenditure is largely in excess of the revenue.

Mr. DELORME (Saint-Hyacinthe): Whether it is the intention
of the Government to bring down a measure to facilitate the
incorporation of the different Boards of Trade of the Dominion,
now applying, or which may hereafter apply for an Act of
Incorporation?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: It is not. Any Board of
Trade can obtain an Act of Incorporation without difficulty.

Mr. THOMPSON (Cariboo): Whether it is the intention of the
Government to assimilate, during the present year, the postal
arrangements in British Columbia to those in the other Provinces,
by extending the Money Order System to that Province where Post
Office Orders are now only issued on Great Britain?

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said it was the intention of the
Postmaster General to send a Post Office Inspector to British
Columbia, and on his report action would be taken.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON in moving for a Return of all officers
pensioned since the 1st of July last, complained of the manner in
which the Act had been put in force in New Brunswick. An old man
who had been appointed to an office in his District had received a
pension of $400 after four years’ service, and a brother of the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries (Hon. Senator Mitchell) had been
appointed in his place.

He (Hon. Mr. Hutchison) complained of the manner in which the
patronage was dispensed in that Province. Nothing could be done
without the intervention of the Minister of Marine, and whenever he
sought information in any of the Departments he was always met
with the answer, ““‘Go to the Minister of Marine’’. (Laughter.) As
there was another motion on the paper with regard to the
Superannuation Act he would allow his to drop, reserving further
remarks until the other motion came up.

* * %

GRENVILLE CANAL

Mr. METCALFE in moving for copies of tenders sent in for
repairing or enlarging the Grenville Canal, remarked that it had
been said that there was some irregularity in the letting of the
contract. It had been usual with parties, many of whom knew little
or nothing about the construction of works, to give in several
Tenders under different names for the same contract, and if it
turned out that there were lower tenders the parties were bought off
in some way, and the contract secured. In England, where a
contractor was known to be interested in several Tenders, the whole
were thrown out, and he thought the same system should be
adopted here. The motion was carried.
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Mr. McDOUGALL (Renfrew South) moved for copies of
Instructions, Correspondence, &c., respecting certain divisions of
the Canadian Pacific Railway Survey. He stated, with reference to
the Divisions in his part of the country, that there had been great
mismanagement and unnecessary expense, and thought that the
country should know who had been the cause of such
mismanagement. In the Ottawa Valley it was well known that the
laboring men, axemen, &c., who had been engaged were unfit for
the service and the Commissariat had been neglected. When the
men had gone about 100 miles of their journey they had been
obliged to wait for nearly a month so that they might get the
provisions absolutely necessary for them, and when they did arrive
it was found that a large amount was useless. For instance, three
barrels of flour to 100 barrels of sugar had been sent, and 30 yards
of sticking plaster for forty men. (Laughter.)

He alluded to the dismissal of the Engineer on Division C, and
thought that the result of the investigation into his case should be
laid before the country. He presumed that that gentleman had no
other means of supporting himself by his professional labor, and as
stains might now attach to him, it was only right that the report
should be before the House, in order that he might be cleared, if not
guilty of neglect.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said there was no objection to the
motion. In answer to the remarks of the hon. gentleman, he would
say that in those surveys, as well as in all others of such an extent,
some mismanagement would occur; but taking the whole extent of
the survey, everything had been done that could be done. A proper
survey had been made within the time fixed by the Act. The hon.
gentleman might have been wrongly informed as to the
mismanagement; but, at all events, the 30 yards of sticking plaster
would not amount to much. The papers would be brought down.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE desired to ask the Minister of Public
Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin) whether he intended to place any
general report of the progress of this survey on the table before
taking any action with regard to the Pacific Railway. He thought it
important that the House should have the information before going
into the discussion of the subject.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN replied that it was the intention of the
Government to lay the report before the House as soon as possible.

* * *

GAUGES OF INTERCOLONIAL RAILWAY

Mr. BODWELL in moving that the House go into committee to
consider a Resolution declaring it desirable to adopt the 4 feet 8 1/2
inch gauge in the construction of the Intercolonial Railway, said
that he did not make the motion from any feeling of hostility to the
enterprise, but in the interests of the country. He did not purpose to
discuss the subject of the location of the road, or refer to the
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unsurpassed folly in selecting the North Shore route, but as the road
was to be built, he thought it should be completed in the most
satisfactory manner possible.

It would be remembered that when the question of the gauge of
the Intercolonial Railway was brought before the House on a
former occasion, a large number of members were in favour of five
feet six inches, in preference to four feet eight and a half inches, but
he believed that after careful consideration a majority of the House
would now come to the conclusion that in the interests of the
country it would be better to adopt the narrow gauge. The Railways
in the United States were nearly all built with a gauge of four feet
eight and a half inches. The Great Western Railway, and many
other Railways in Canada, had seen fit to adopt a narrow gauge, and
the Government had determined, as announced last Session, to
construct the Pacific Railway on that principle.

When Railways confined their rolling stock to their own roads as
formerly, it did not matter so much, but now it was quite common
to allow the rolling stock of one road to pass over another, in order
to save the necessity of breaking bulk. He thought it desirable that
our roads should be so constructed that we might take advantage of
the connection which we expect to have with other Railways. If the
dreams of some were ever to be realized, that not only local traffic,
but the trade of China and other places of Europe, would follow our
route from the Pacific to the Atlantic, it was most desirable that the
Intercolonial road should be constructed, so that freight might go
through without breaking bulk.

The argument would be used that the Grand Trunk Railway was
built on the five feet six inch gauge, and that that would be an
obstruction. But at the last meeting of the Grand Trunk
Shareholders the question was brought up and the remarks of the
President of that Railway went very strongly in favor of changing
the gauge so as to correspond with other railways on this continent.

The only difficulty to prevent it would be the large expense. It
might be said that a change on the Intercolonial Railway in the
present state of the work would involve an increased expenditure,
but he apprehended that the additional expense would be more than
counterbalanced by the saving that would be effected in
constructing the remainder of the road for a narrow gauge. Viewing
the matter in this light he thought it desirable that a movement
should be made now, in the infancy of the work, to build the
railway on the proper gauge. He hinted that in considering this
question the House would set aside every consideration except that
of the best interests of the country.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said that the hon. mover of the motion
had not, in his opinion, stated any good reason why this change
should take place. He considers a change of gauge necessary
because the general gauge of railways on this continent is 4 ft. 8 1/2
inches. If we had to build anew our railways he (Hon. Mr.
Langevin) could agree with him that we should adopt the general
gauge of the continent. But the great railway of the country, the
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Grand Trunk Railway, has a gauge of 5 ft. 6 in., and the hon.
gentleman had not shown us that railway company is ready to
change the gauge of that railway, or that they have the means of
doing so. He knows that the expense involved in that change would
be very great, and he knows fully, and the country knows, that the
Grand Trunk are not disposed now to make the change, and have
not the means at their disposal.

If Parliament were to adopt the suggestion of the hon. member,
what would be the consequence? We should have the Grand Trunk,
the great highway of Canada, with a gauge of 5 feet 6, and the
Intercolonial 4 feet 8 1/2. What advantage would be found in a
change of that kind? It would cause great delay and endless trouble
and annoyance at Riviére du Loup, where passengers would have to
change, and freight to be transhipped. He (Hon. Mr. Langevin) did
not see any advantage in such a change. The hon. gentleman had
forgotten that all the railways in the Lower Provinces running in
connection with the Intercolonial had the broad gauge, and that
therefore the result of the change proposed would be to compel a
change of passengers and freight at Moncton, Windsor, and Truro.
The Windsor and Annapolis Railway, also a connection of the
Intercolonial, had the broad gauge, and the members from the
Lower Provinces knew that that railway was not in a position to
change its gauge. The European and North American Railway,
running from Shediac to St. John, would have to be cut in two, as
that portion of it between Moncton and Truro would form part of
the Intercolonial.

The hon. gentleman would say that the Government would put a
third rail on that portion of the road, and also from Truro to Halifax;
but he must remember that such a change would cost about
$450,000, and he should reflect on this. It was expected by the 1st
September next the line from Halifax to St. John would be
completed—that is to say, that the Intercolonial from Truro to
Amherst would be in working order. But if the motion of the hon.
gentleman prevailed all the work on that portion of the line,
between Truro and Amherst would have to be stopped, because we
should require new cars and engines for ballasting the line, those
now in use being broad gauge. Besides, it must be remembered that
a large quantity of the rolling stock for the line is now being
completed, and that some of it, in fact, has been delivered already.
He (Hon. Mr. Langevin) was informed that the change of gauge of
those railways in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, and the rolling
stock, would cost over a million of dollars.

It had not been shown that a gauge of 5 feet 3 would be better
than 4 feet 8 1/2. Those who were obliged to give their attention to
matters of this kind know that it was more by accident than
otherwise that the gauge was fixed at 4 feet 8 1/2; and engineers say
that their experience has convinced them that if a gauge had to be
selected for a railway today, they would not select 5 feet 6 or 4 feet
8 1/2, but probably 5 feet 3.

Under these circumstances, and taking into consideration the
following facts that all our railways in the Lower Provinces, the
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Grand Trunk Railway, and the connections with the Intercolonial
Railway were all on the broad gauge, that the cost of changing the
gauge of our railways in the Maritime Provinces would incur an
expenditure of over a million dollars, that the Intercolonial would
be delayed at least a year, and that it would cost a large sum of
money to the country, he did not think that it was in the interests of
the Dominion to make the proposed change. The time for fixing the
gauge was when the Act authorizing the construction of the railway
was passed. That Act fixed the gauge at 5 feet 6, and the
Government have carried out that provision. To change how would
cost so much money that the House should pause before agreeing to
the motion of the hon. gentleman.

Mr. SHANLY said he had always been in favour of the four feet
eight and a half gauge. He thought that when the matter was before
the House last year the Government had a good opportunity of
assisting the broad gauge lines of Western Canada to change by
taking their rolling stock, which was a matter of very great
consequence. If, before contracts had been given for the
construction of rolling stock for the Intercolonial, the Government
had entered into negotiations with the Grand Trunk and other broad
gauge lines, they could have enabled those lines to bring their
gauge down to the narrow, which must come about at some time or
other.

He did not advocate the narrow gauge for its mechanical merits,
but simply because it was the gauge of the continent, and he
believed the loss sustained during the last 14 years by broad gauge
line was much greater in amount than would be the whole cost of
changing the gauge of these lines.

But although he held this opinion he believed that to change the
gauge of the Intercolonial now, after immense contracts had been
entered into, would only increase the blunder. In years to come
when the rolling stock should be worn out, there would be another
opportunity of buying up the present rolling stock of the wide gauge
lines of the West and also enable them to change to the narrow, as
without such aid as this it would be impossible for the Grand Trunk
and other lines to change.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that although the remarks of the
member for Grenville South (Mr. Shanly) had the greatest weight
he thought they contained one fallacy. That member seemed to
contemplate that all the rolling stock would wear out on one
particular day, whereas there would be constant wearing out, and
consequently there would have to be constant replacement.

Mr. SHANLY said what he had intended was, that if last year
the government had decided to have no new stock for the
Intercolonial, but to purchase that of the Western broad gauge lines,
those lines could have changed their gauge, but that with immense
contracts for new stock in hand, he did not think it advisable that
the gauge should be changed.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that though there might be
something in that, the question now resolved itself into this. The

April 25, 1872

hon. member contemplated as an inevitable necessity of the
continental system the abrogation of the broad, and the adoption of
the narrow gauge, though it might be a question of time, but would
it not be better to face the necessity now? The question was not a
political one, but should be discussed carefully and on its merits.

Not one fourth part of the necessary rolling stock which would be
necessary was yet constructed, and therefore though a large amount
had been expended, would it not be better to stop further
expenditure until the matter was definitely settled. As to the
difficulty alluded to by the Minister of Public Works (Hon. Mr.
Langevin) that a narrow gauge would necessitate a trans-shipment
at Windsor, that was a matter of no weight, for there was already
the same difficulty on the Grand Trunk. Everyone knew the
immense advantage derived from the New York Central, the Great
Western, the Michigan Central and other lines, having a uniform
gauge, the result of which was that cars from Hamilton could be
seen west of St. Paul.

He had understood the Minister of Public Works to intimate that
the Pacific Railway would be built on the narrow gauge. That road
would have to connect with roads in Ontario and Quebec, and must,
to form a great trans-continental line, have some Atlantic terminus,
which could not be done unless the gauge of the Intercolonial were
changed. There was a project to build a road from Quebec to
Ottawa, to join ultimately the Pacific, and that road would doubtless
be on the narrow gauge. It was intended also to construct a bridge
over the St. Lawrence at Quebec, and with this accomplished there
would only be some 140 miles of the Grand Trunk before the
Intercolonial was reached at Riviere du Loup, and with this distance
changed to the narrow gauge they would have, if the resolution
were carried out, a continuous narrow gauge line from east to west.

As to changing the Government roads in the Maritime Provinces
he thought the sum of $1,000,000 named by the Minister of Public
Works as necessary for that purpose must be a great exaggeration.
The only difficulty in the matter seemed to be the interposition of
the Grand Trunk, and the fact of that line not being in a financial
position to change its gauge. He believed overtures had been made
to the Government to assist them to effect that change, but in the
present state of the indebtedness of that line to the country, the
country would scarcely be disposed to lend the money required for
a change of gauge. He thought it questionable whether it was not,
after all, the wisest course to adopt that measure at once which the
member for Grenville South (Mr. Shanly), the highest authority in
the House, considered an inevitable necessity at an early day.

Mr. SHANLY had not heard what the Minister of Public Works
had said of the cost of changing the gauge of the lines in the Lower
Provinces but thought $1,000,000 might very easily be used in such
a work.

Mr. WORKMAN said it might be considered presumption in
him to speak after the member for Grenville South (Mr. Shanly),
but he had given great consideration to the matter. He was
decidedly in favor of the narrow gauge principle. He mentioned the
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Great Western, the Ohio and Mississippi, and the Erie Railways, as
instances of the great good resulting from the broad gauge having
been changed. It was almost universally admitted that the narrow
gauge would have to be ultimately adopted, and therefore the
sooner it was done the better.

He had listened with great attention to the Minister of Public
Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin), who had made out a very good case
and had almost convinced him, but still he thought it would be best
to meet the matter at once. He had heard that what rolling stock had
been constructed, had been done in such a way that it could be
adapted to the narrow gauge with very little expense, and if such
was the case a great difficulty would be removed. He believed on
good authority that the great weight of the cars and locomotive used
on the Grand Trunk occasioned immense wear and tear, and he
believed the delays and accidents now so frequent would be to a
great extent avoided under a narrow gauge system.

He trusted the question would receive the careful consideration
of the House, and though serious expenditure might be involved,
yet he understood only some twenty miles of line had yet been laid.
If the line were to form a part in a continuous system from Halifax
to Vancouver Island, the gauge must be narrow.

Mr. MAGILL said that the narrow gauge had almost carried in
the House last Session, and the member for Grenville (Mr. Shanly)
now stated it to be the gauge of the continent, and this being so he
considered it would be much easier to change now when the road
was only partially constructed than when it should be completed.
He also referred to the Great Western as an argument in favor of
narrow gauge. He hoped the Government would not be frightened
at the expense, but would yield to the imperative desire of the
country. It was comparatively a small matter to use a narrow gauge.
The Grand Trunk would change theirs if they could, and the time
would arrive when they would do so. He hoped the motion would
pass.

Hon. Mr. HOWE admitted that the argument of the member for
Grenville (Mr. Shanly) in favor of narrow gauge was unanswerable,
and if there were no difficulties there would be no difference of
opinion, but a change in the gauge of the Intercolonial would be a
gross breach of faith and honor with the Maritime Provinces. In
those Provinces, the roads were broad gauge, and a different gauge
on the Intercolonial would deprive Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick of all benefit from that line.

Mr. BOLTON thought the importance of the matter justified a
full discussion. He had listened with great pleasure to the statement
of the Minister of Public Works (Hon. Mr. Langevin), whose
arguments were very strong and almost convincing,—but that hon.
gentleman had overlooked the value of the Railway connection
between Halifax and the United States. It was only a question of
time as to the broad gauge lines being narrowed, and before the
Intercolonial was complete there would be a narrow gauge line into
St. John. The broad gauge stock constructed for the Intercolonial
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could very well be used on the present broad gauge line, and he
should therefore support the motion on the ground of economy as
well as expediency.

Mr. STREET thought it unfortunate that the narrow gauge had
not been adopted in the first instances of Railway construction, but
he did not see how it would be possible with prudence to disturb the
gauge of the Intercolonial, considering the great difficulties in the
way of doing so. Contracts were already heavy, and the
Government would have to keep them no matter what advantage
there might be in a change,—then a very large expenditure would
be necessary to change the gauge of the roads in the Lower
Provinces, and he did not think they should be prepared to throw
upon the country the great burden of these expenses. The Grand
Trunk would have to form a portion of the communication, and
there was no reason to believe that that Company would change
their gauge, for their means would not admit of their doing so; and
certainly he did not think Parliament was prepared to help them to
do so. For these reasons he was not in favor of the motion.

Mr. WALSH said the question presented itself to his mind in
two aspects—convenience and economy. Most of the gentlemen
who had spoken had referred to the great advantage of lines
connecting with each other having a uniform gauge, and
consequently he thought the Intercolonial should be uniform in
gauge with those lines with which it connected. It connected at
every point with broad gauge lines, and therefore on the ground of
convenience it also should be broad. It had also been forcibly
pointed out that if the Intercolonial were broad gauge the Lower
Provinces would have a uniform gauge from east to west, whereas
otherwise there would have to be a breakage at each end of the
Intercolonial, and therefore, on the ground of convenience, the
broad gauge should be adhered to.

As to the question of economy the House would remember that
the contracts had been let out on the principle of lump sums, and
therefore, as the contractor would be entitled to that lump sum
whether a broad or narrow line were built, a change would not save
one dollar on the contracts. Then, again, a large number of platform
and box cars had been constructed which could not be changed, and
therefore a change would involve the loss of the whole cost of their
construction. As to locomotives, forty were under contract; but after
the vote of last year, instructions had been given that they should be
so built as to be capable of change when necessary. He considered,
under these circumstances, that they would not consult the
convenience of the trade and commerce of the country by changing
the gauge at the present time, while nothing would be saved in
constructing the line, but the additional cost of changing the stock
would be incurred.

Taking into account the character of the country through which
the line would pass, and the obstacles it would encounter in winter,
he could not admit that the narrow gauge would be the more
suitable. He referred to the fact that during the past winter the St.
Lawrence and Ottawa, a narrow gauge line, had often been blocked
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by snow, while the Brockville and Ottawa, a broad gauge, had
remained unobstructed, though he would not state that this was
altogether on account of the difference of gauge. He thought that
economy and convenience required that the old gauge should be
adhered to, though when the time came that the Grand Trunk
should change its gauge, the Intercolonial might be changed also.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) was very glad the
question was again before the House though he scarcely expected
the resolution would be confirmed. As to the broad gauge lines
encountering the winter season better than the narrow gauge lines
such an idea had proved to be purely imaginary. He thought the
matter should be thoroughly investigated as to which gauge was
best, and the House would then be better able to decide whether the
change should be made, and he would desire to have the matter
referred to a committee of the House which could examine
Engineers and Railway Managers, and ascertain the true facts of the
matter.

He thought the argument of the last speaker that a broad gauge
was more suitable to overcome the difficulties occasioned by snow,
was met by his admission that the gauge would ultimately have to
be narrow, for certainly time would not change the snow, and he
believed the narrow gauge was equally able to contend against
snow with the broad gauge for the increased breadth and
consequent resistance. To him the question seemed a large one,
involving a great outlay of money, and the public interest would be
served by a thorough examination.

As to the argument that the Grand Trunk, being a broad gauge,
required that the Intercolonial should be so also, he could not see its
force, for he apprehended each road would have to use its own
rolling stock and if so there might as well be a transfer from a broad
to a narrow gauge car as from one broad gauge car to another. As to
the cars already constructed he agreed with the suggestion that they
could be used on other Government broad gauge roads. The whole
question was one for investigation, calculation, and decision on
evidence, and the House was not in a position to decide the matter
now.

It would be very awkward if, in some years to come, it was found
that in the face of the whole experience of the railways of America
and Western Canada the House had continued a construction of a
gauge altogether inferior and more expensive. He had great
confidence in private railways and he hoped that the House would
not deal with the question on party grounds, and that Government
would not adhere to their previous decision if full enquiry should
result in a decision in favour of a narrow gauge.

Mr. BLANCHET said his individual opinion was in favour of
the narrow gauge, but he could not take the responsibility of
involving the country in so great an expense as was implied in a
change of gauge under present circumstances. Moreover he could
not admit that the narrow gauge was the gauge of the continent. The
railways of the Northern States had a wide gauge, and those of the
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Southern States had generally the same gauge.

It being six o’clock the House rose.

AFTER RECESS

The House resumed the adjourned debate on the proposed motion
of Mr. COLBY for the Second Reading of the Act to repeal the
Insolvency Laws, and the motion of the Hon. Mr. CAMERON
(Peel), in amendment thereto.

Mr. MAGILL said he was in favour of the repeal of the
Insolvency Law. After an experience in business, extending over a
period of thirty-one years, it was his candid opinion that the law
tended to demoralize honest traders and worked to the advantage of
the dishonest and fraudulent. Men should be made to feel the
responsibility of their obligations, and not to be allowed to fall back
upon the Insolvency Law. He thought that any man who could
show an honest record would be liberally dealt with by his
creditors. He was satisfied that every honest trader was in favor of
the repeal of the law, and he would hold every man responsible for
the obligations he entered into.

Mr. SCRIVER, from experience, had arrived at the conclusion
that the law in force had a great many imperfections. He had seen
many instances in which estates, when wound up, had not produced
the satisfactory results hoped for, but, at the same time, he thought
an insolvency law was necessary in order that creditors should be
protected. Should the law be repealed altogether, the fortunate
creditor who might happen to be on the spot would get the lion’s
share, and the others would have to take what they could get. The
hon. mover of the motion had in effect acknowledged that such a
measure was judicious and proper.

He would have preferred having the measure referred to a select
committee, in the belief that they would be more likely to get a
report than from a committee having so much business as that of
Banking and Commerce. He would prefer seeing the law amended
in some particulars, but would not support the motion of the
member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby).

Mr. YOUNG remembered something of the state of things
prevailing throughout Ontario before the present law, those were
the days of preferential assignment when a single creditor seized
the whole of the goods. He thought the motion was altogether too
sweeping; they should endeavor to correct the errors in the law, but
not reject the principle altogether.

One hon. gentleman had stated that cases of insolvency were
increasing rapidly, and where there were five hundred insolvents
before the passing of the law there are a thousand now, but the hon.
gentleman must have drawn on his imagination, as there were only
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three hundred insolvents gazetted last year, and for the quarter
ended 31st March last there were only 114 against 133 for the same
period last year. He attributed many of the failures, not only to
dishonesty on the part of debtors, but to the lax manner in which
importers conducted their business.

He thought the law had had the effect of restricting credit, and
causing more cash transactions. Unless an Insolvent could pay 50
cents in the dollar, he could not get a discharge for three years, and
if he could pay 75 cents in the dollar he could get his in one year so
that the tendency of the law was to induce a man to take advantage
of the Insolvency Court while his estate would give a dividend to
his creditors, instead of struggling alone until it was eaten up
altogether. The argument had generally been in favour of amending
the law instead of repealing it, and many members who last year
voted for the repeal would support the Bill this year. With one
exception, not a petition in favour of repeal had been laid on the
table.

He thought the Government should have stated their views, and
the side they intended to take in the matter. If the law was repealed,
the table would, in less than a year be flooded with petitions for its
re-enactment. It should be remembered that the measure expires
next year, and he could not see that anything would be gained by
putting an end to it this session. It should at least have a fair trial so
that they could see its effect. He trusted the Bill of the hon. member
for Stanstead (Mr. Colby) would not pass, but that it would be
referred to the Committee on Banking and Commerce, or other
means taken to introduce those amendments which time and
experience had shown to be necessary.

Mr. BELLEROSE considered a bankruptcy law necessary, but
the present law required many amendments, and he moved that the
debate be adjourned to the 9th May.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK thought the Insolvency Act as at present
encourages fraud. Wholesale merchants send out their agents who
force their wares on country dealers, thus overstocking them, the
result being in many cases a bankrupt stock, which does not trouble
the wholesale dealers very much, as he is sure of getting his stock,
while the honest and solvent trader is injured by the sale of the
bankrupt stock at reduced rates. He was perplexed as to how his
vote should be given, but on consideration he had arrived at the
conclusion that the present law was unacceptable to the country. He
should therefore vote for the motion of the hon. member for
Stanstead (Mr. Colby); but while he should vote for the Second
Reading, he did not wish it to be understood that he was opposed to
all insolvency laws.

Mr. McDONALD (Antigonish) did not hesitate to say that the
law, as it now stands, is superior in many respects to the English
law. Many who were opposed to it last year were in favor of it this
year. If the law was repealed every man whose solvency was
doubted would be pounced upon by his creditors, and in many cases
one creditor would get the whole of the estate.

He believed that every country desirous of promoting prosperity
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should have a bankruptcy law. The Bill had been in operation in
Nova Scotia during the past two years, and in the constituency he
represented there had not been one single case of bankruptcy, and
in no case which had come under his notice had it been shown that
the parties were guilty of fraud. He would vote against the motion
of the hon. member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby), but would vote for
any Bill that would amend the objectionable clauses of the present
law.

Mr. LANGLOIS explained the Lower Canada law in respect to
the winding up of insolvent estates. He feared that if the Bill was
referred to the Committee on Banking and Commerce no return
would be made this session. He hoped his hon. friend the member
for Laval (Mr. Bellerose) would withdraw his motion.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE did not intend to discuss the
particulars of the Bill further, but he thought that putting it off for a
fortnight was practically Kkilling it, and he would ask hon.
gentlemen who were opposed to the measure to take a vote upon it.
The sense of the House had been tested last session when a majority
gave an opinion in favor of the measure now before the House, and
he believed that if members voted according to their convictions the
same opinion would now prevail. The proposal of the hon. member
for Peel (Hon. Mr. Cameron) was simply to kill the bill, and it
would be much better to take a direct negative vote than to make an
amendment that said practically that the bill of the member for
Stanstead was one that ought not to pass.

Some legislation might be necessary either by this House or the
Local Legislature in order to give effect to some more equitable
mode of effecting the distribution of bankrupt estates. That question
would have to be met either here or there, but he did not think that a
sufficient reason for refusing to repeal the present bankruptcy laws.
That could be provided for when the difficulty arose.

He had watched the operation of the law for many years and had
come to the conclusion that it was not a beneficial law. Although
the Act expired of itself in a very short time, a general demand had
arisen for its immediate repeal, as it practically enriched the official
assignees at the expense of the creditors. This was the experience of
all but perhaps a few wholesale merchants, who have found the Act
conducive to their interests. He believed that an absolute injustice
was done to the majority of the people by its operation, and he
would assist to the utmost in his power in obtaining a repeal of the
Law.

He admitted that other measures would be necessary, and he was
prepared to give them an earnest consideration; but the amendments
made from time to time had simply resulted in making the Act more
expensive in its operation, and more difficult to understand. For
these reasons he hoped that all who were in favor of an alteration in
the law in the sense he had indicated would vote against the motion
of the member for Peel (Hon. Mr. Cameron), and the amendment of
the member for Laval (Mr. Bellerose).

Mr. COLBY was not insensible to the importance of the
question. He had approached the consideration of the question
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purely in the interests of the country; he had no personal interest in
the matter, except that interest which every hon. member should
take in a subject of this kind. Although he had been entrusted with
the management of the Bill, he had not taken advantage of thin
benches or surprise votes to press the matter. After all he had heard,
his convictions that the law was a bad one were not lessened, but
the principles which he had laid down in his opening remarks had
been in his opinion fully confirmed.

He had contended that an Insolvency Law should only be
temporary in its character, and this view had not been met in a
manner to induce him to change his opinion. He regretted that his
hon. friend from Brome (Mr. Carter), who agreed with him in his
general views on this question had not an opportunity of quoting
certain authorities on the nature of a Bankrupt Law as viewed in the
United States and in England, which would be found to bear out his
views.

Having quoted these authorities, the hon. gentleman proceeded to
say that his argument was, simply, that a bankruptcy law was
justifiable in certain conditions of trade, as a general amnesty was
justifiable after war, but that it should not be allowed to remain on
the statute book after the exigencies which required it had passed
away. The law had never worked well either in England or Canada.
The defect was not in the machinery, it was an inherent defect in
the law itself as adopted to the present condition of affairs. It was
conducive to fraud and the lowering of the standard of business
honour and integrity.

He had listened to the argument of those learned gentlemen, the
hon. members for Mégantic (Hon. Mr. Irvine), Durham West (Hon.
Mr. Blake) and Peel (Hon. Mr. Cameron), gentlemen of high legal
standing in the country, and he found that they all agreed that the
law was defective, but differed as to the nature of the amendments
required. But still they thought it should be allowed to remain on
the statute book. He contended that a law which did not apply to
non-traders as well as traders was not sound in principle, and he
would like to hear any advocate of this law say that he would be
willing to see it applied to non-traders. He did not believe with the
hon. members from Montreal (Messrs. Workman, Ryan, Hon. Sir
George-E. Cartier) that this law was a favorite law with the
commercial classes of the country. The merchants of Quebec,
Trois-Riviéres, and Saint-Hyacinthe, he believed, did not approve
of the law, and the great commercial cities of Ottawa, Kingston,
and Hamilton have already spoken or will speak against it. The
retail traders were all against it.

The member for one of the Wards in Montreal had read a letter
from a high authority in that city to the effect that the mercantile
community were in favor of the bankrupt law. He would take the
liberty of referring to a letter from the same correspondent to the
effect that the insolvency laws had been a failure and a hardship to
creditors, and that their losses since 1861 had been fully 50 per cent
more than they were previously. He read letters from Montreal as to
the action of the Board of Trade to show that it in no way
represented the feeling of Montreal, and questioned the grounds of
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the member for Montreal (Mr. Ryan) changing his vote, because of
the action of the Boards of Trade. He said he spoke earnestly
because he felt warmly that the law should not continue, but was
quite willing that there should be a law enacted as a substitute
which should properly meet the requirements of the country. He
was also prepared to endeavour to frame a law for the relief of the
honest debtor.

It was coolly proposed to send his Bill to a Committee, and the
result would be altogether different from that desire and he could
not consent to it. The Bill was not a new matter, there could be no
lack of time for consideration, and he would consent to nothing but
a straight division, and he would then and only then bow to the
decision of the House.

Mr. RYAN (Montreal West) desired to correct the statement of
the member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby) as to the views of the
merchants of Montreal. He quoted from a letter to show that
amendment, not repeal, was desired.

Mr. HOLMES had come to the conclusion that it was not in the
interest of the Dominion that there should be a bankruptcy law, or
any mode which enables the debtors to defraud creditors. As the
law now existed many innocent farmers were ruined by simply
becoming security for business men who afterwards became
bankrupt. The law should be repealed.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER in rising to state the views of
the Government on the question, congratulated the member for
Stanstead (Mr. Colby) on the way in which he had supported his
measure. Too great importance was attached to the existence or
non-existence of an insolvent law. That law was a temporary one,
and one ground of opposition taken to the measure for repeal by
the Government last year was that the law ought to have a fair trial
but the House had decided against them. That ground was stronger
now and he thought the feeling against the law had been somewhat
exaggerated by the member for Stanstead. The law would expire
next year. There were only some 100 insolvents yearly, and it was
therefore neither just nor right that the law should be repealed in its
last year, for Ontario, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick had no
other law on the subject, and very great inconvenience would ensue
to them.

He appealed to the members for Lower Canada that they should
be considerate towards the other Provinces in the matter. The law
was only beginning to be understood, and the obvious course was to
let the matter rest, and the Act could then expire in its natural
course. Another reason for this course was that they were on the eve
of a general election, in which this matter would have great weight
with the electors.

He had never been a warm advocate of a bankruptcy law, but one
who like him had come in contact with business men must have
found that there must necessarily be some bankrupt law. A great
amount of business was done on credit, and consequently there was
speculation, and perhaps recklessness, and there must be some
provision for honest bankrupts, so that he need not remain
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overwhelmed with debt all his days. They did not make it a
Government question, for though some were not in favor of a
bankruptcy law the majority were opposed to repealing it at the
present time and on the eve of a general election.

He again appealed to the members from Quebec not to leave
those of other Provinces liable to a system which allowed the first
creditor to absorb everything. Then let the matter rest for another
year. The position of the Government was the same as last year.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON could not allow a vote to be taken without
explaining his action. Last year he voted for the measure of the
member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby), because he believed the
commercial community to be averse to the continuance of the
Insolvent Law, but he now believed that the matured opinion was,
that the law should not be abruptly repealed but amended, and he
should therefore support its continuance.

Hon. Mr. HUNTINGTON voted last year against the repeal of
the Law, because he believed there was no sufficient opinion on the
question, but he now believed the universal opinion of the rural
districts was in favor of repeal, and he thought the matter affected
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them as much as it did the merchants. He believed there was a
necessity for a bankruptcy law, but that it should not be permanent.
He gave instances in which great wrong had resulted to the rural
population. For these and other reasons he should vote for the
repeal of the law.

Mr. HAGAR said he should support the repeal.

A division was then taken on Mr. BELLEROSE’S motion to
adjourn the debate, and resulted as follows: Yeas 55, Nays 80.

The division on Hon. Mr. CAMERON’S (Peel) amendment to
refer the matter to the Committee on Banking and Commerce,
resulted in the following vote: Yeas, 62; Nays, 76.

The motion for the Second Reading of MR. COLBY’S bill was
then put. the vote being: Yeas, 77; Nays, 62.

The Bill was then read a second time and was ordered to be
submitted to a Committee of the whole House on Monday.

The House adjourned at 10.50.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, April 29, 1872

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 3 p.m. and reporters were
admitted at 4 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

A number of petitions were received, among which were:

Hon. Mr. JOHN YOUNG, of the European and American
Telegraph Company, praying for an extension of their charter.

Mr. D.L. MACPHERSON and others, praying for an Act of
Incorporation for the Inter-oceanic Railway.

The petition of the Toronto Board of Trade, praying for the
abolition of stamps upon promissory note.

The petition of the Board of Trade of Toronto praying for the
repeal of the Insolvency Act.

And the petition of the Quebec Board of Trade, praying that the
Insolvency Act should not be repealed.

A message was received from His Excellency submitting the
correspondence between the Imperial Government and the
Governments of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia, relative to the
Washington Treaty, and especially the fisheries clauses in the
Treaty.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE inquired concerning Lord Tenterden’s
account of the Fenian business.

Hon. Mr. GRAY moved for leave to introduce a Bill to
incorporate the Thunder Bay Silver Mining Bank.

Mr. HARRISON moved to introduce a bill to amend the
Insolvent Act of 1869.

Mr. MERRITT moved for a Bill to incorporate the St.
Catharine’s Board of Trade.—Referred to the Committee on Private
Bills.

Hon. Mr. HOWE submitted a report of the proceedings of the
Indian Commissioners of Northumberland.

Mr. TREMBLAY moved for the introduction of the ballot
system in elections.

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) moved for the introduction of a
Bill for the incorporation of the Fort Garry and Lake Superior
Railway Company.

Mr. WALLACE (Vancouver Island): Whether it is the
intention of the Government to extend the Dominion system of
Weights and Measures to British Columbia; the Imperial system, at
present in force in that Province, being found very inconvenient to
trade, owing to the adoption of the Canadian tariff?

Hon. Mr. MORRIS: It is not the intention of the Government to
do so at present.

Mr. DELORME (Provencher): Whether measures had been
adopted to give to the half-breeds the grants of land provided by the
Manitoba Act; when and how distribution of such lands will be
made; whether the reserves designated in an official document
dated at Ottawa, 23rd May, 1870, will be respected?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: All the papers relative to
the subject will be brought down in the course of a few days, and
will speak for themselves.

Mr. BOURASSA: Whether it is the intention of the Government
to include in the estimates a sum to provide for the building of light
houses, and the placing of buoys, pronounced indispensable to the
navigation of the river Richelieu, between the town of Saint-Jean
and the frontier, as a consequence of the visit and examination
made in this locality last summer and autumn, by the Trinity House
Board, and the Deputy Minister of Marine and Fisheries?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: Provision has been made in the Estimates
for this service.

Mr. BEATY: Whether Detective O’Neil of the City of Ottawa is
in the employ and pay of the Government?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: Certainly not in the
employ of the Dominion Government.

Hon. Mr. McKEAGNEY: Whether it is true, as reported in the
daily papers, that Mr. Madden has been appointed Emigration
Agent from the Dominion of Canada to the North of Ireland?

Hon. Mr. POPE: As Captain Madden after a sojourn of some
months in the country, was returning to Ireland, he (Hon. Mr. Pope)
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had availed himself of his services as Immigration Agent.

* * *

INTERCOLONIAL RAILWAY

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North): Before
putting his motion would ask when the report of the Commissioners
would be brought before the House. He had seen a report in the
newspapers purporting to come from the Commissioners, but it did
not contain the information he desired.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said that the report was laid on the table
the other day, and he supposed it had gone to the Printing
Committee. If on examination the hon. gentleman found it did not
contain the particulars he required, he could then make his motion,
or if he wished he could make it now.

Mr. JONES (Leeds North and Grenville North) thereupon
moved for a statement of costs and charges connected with the
survey and management of the Intercolonial Railway, and said that
some members of the House had questioned him as to what he
meant by the ‘‘Commissariat Department.”” He referred to the last
report of the Commissioners which gave statement of salaries, &c,
paid on account of Commissariat Service at Ottawa, and thought the
Commissioners should explain.

Mr. WALSH explained that in the early progress of the work it
had been necessary to provide provisions for the staff on the line,
and the salary of the staff was fixed accordingly. Paymasters had
been appointed who purchased the supplies and paid the salaries,
but they were not stationed at Ottawa as the hon. gentleman
supposed they were upon the work paying the men and purchasing
the supplies since the beginning of last year; however that portion
of the service had been discontinued. As the work had progressed
the staff had been able to get provisions for themselves and their
salaries had been rearranged. There was now no commissariat. He
would take the opportunity of saying that the return about the
Miramichi Bridge would, he thought, be ready to be brought down
to-morrow.

Mr. ROSS (Wellington Centre) moved for a return of the
number of ploughs entered at the Port of Guelph. He desired the
information as he had been informed that some ploughs had been
entered free of duty?

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said the information would be furnished.

* * *
SCHOOL LAW IN NEW BRUNSWICK
Mr. RENAUD moved for correspondence, &c., relating to the

School Act passed by the Legislature of New Brunswick. In
supporting his motion, he complained of the action of the
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Legislature of that Province in reference to the School law they had
recently passed. He stated that this law was unfair in its operation,
so far as concerned the interests of Roman Catholics, because it
ignored their religious scruples, and also in its use of the French
language. He argued that the law was unconstitutional, and that the
Government had a right to interfere in the matter.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN complained very strongly of the injust
working of the present law in New Brunswick as compared with the
Act repealed. He said that when the Act now in operation was
before the New Brunswick Assembly the Roman Catholics
petitioned that it should at all events give them rights similar to
those enjoyed by the Protestant minority in Quebec, but they
petitioned in vain—and the only result was that the Act was made
to press more heavily upon them than it was first intended to do.
The Catholics there still believed that they had a remedy in
applying to the Dominion Government. He believed that the present
Act was unconstitutional, as it took away rights which were enjoyed
by the Catholics under the previous School law, which had no
provision that the schools should be non-sectarian, but on the
contrary provided that the children should be taught the principles
of Christianity, morality, and justice.

He then entered into an explanation of the old Act under which
Counties were divided into parishes which elected three Trustees
who, under the Education Board, appointed Teachers, who were
paid by the Province—so that in Catholic Districts Catholic
teachers were always appointed, and the children taught the
Catholic religion, not only orally, but by Catholic text books and
maintained that under the present system all this was possible. He
said that the old law not being applicable to all towns special grants
had hitherto been made for education in the towns, which were
renewed every year though the Legislature had power to suspend
them.

He maintained that under Confederation which professed to
protect the rights of all classes, the present law ought not to be
allowed to remain in force. He maintained that the law when
referred to the Dominion Government ought not to have been
treated as a legal question only, but as one of policy and justice. He
complained that the Catholics had petitioned the Dominion
Government most respectfully, feeling deeply the wrong they had
sustained, and it was not for months that they received any answer,
when they were informed that the law was to go into force. He said
that the local governments were quite competent to decide as to
whether their Legislation was constitutional, and it would be useless
to submit that question alone to the Dominion Government. When it
became known that the Act would not be disallowed the Local
Legislature had made it still more intolerable and hateful to the
Catholics by the regulations they framed under it. There could be no
doubt of the soundness of the policy of not interfering with the
Local Legislature where it could be avoided, but this was a case in
which the greatest excitement and dissatisfaction had been
occasioned throughout the whole Province, and he could imagine
no good or sound reason why the Act was not declared void.
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The greatest hatred and excitement prevailed at this moment
throughout the Province, and he appealed to the Roman Catholics
of Quebec and throughout the whole Dominion not to sit down
tamely and see their brethren in New Brunswick outraged, insulted,
and deprived of their just rights and privileges.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that on the general
question whether the Roman Catholics of New Brunswick should
have a Separate School Bill, and whether they should have a law
similar in spirit to that protecting the Roman Catholics of Ontario
and the Protestants of Quebec, that House could not decide, and, as
a House would have no voice or opinion. The individual members
of the House might have their individual views, but the matter was
one in which the House would take no action. Individually he was
very much at one with the hon. gentleman who had just spoken; and
during a long Parliamentary life he had shown himself consistently
a friend of Separate Schools, and was right glad when the Catholic
minority in his own Province secured for themselves a Separate
School system.

It was known to everyone that the question of education had
threatened Confederation at its very inception, and a proposition
that education should be left to the General Legislature of the
Dominion would have been enough to secure the repudiation of
Confederation by the people of Lower Canada, and it was therefore
expressly provided in the Act of Union that the question should be
entirely left to the different Provinces with the provision that
wherever there was a separate system in force that system should
not be interfered with, and that any denomination which had
secured at the time of the passing of the Act, or which might at any
time thereafter, by the Act of the Local Legislatures secure any
privilege, that privilege should not be affected by any Act of the
Local Legislature, and that if any attempt was made by that
Legislature to set aside such privilege it would be void, and the
Governor General was empowered to see that this was carried out.

In the matter of the Bill now in question the sole matter which
presented itself to the Government was whether according to “‘the
British North America Act, 1867,”” the Legislature of New
Brunswick had exceeded its powers. The hon. gentleman had
complimented the Dominion Government to a certain extent on the
absence from all interference in the action of the local legislatures
since Confederation. As the officer primarily responsible on such
subjects, he could only say that he had taken uniform care to
interfere in no way whatever with any Act passed by any of the
Provincial legislatures if they were within the scope of their
jurisdiction.

There were only two cases in his opinion in which the
Government of the Dominion was justified in advising the
disallowance of a Local Act. First, if the Act was unconstitutional,
and there had been an excess of jurisdiction and second, if it was
injurious to the interests of the whole Dominion. In the case of
measures not coming within either of those categories, the
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Government would be unwarranted in interfering with local
legislation.

In the present case there was not a doubt that the New Brunswick
Legislature had acted within its jurisdiction, and that the Act was
constitutionally legal and could not be impugned on that ground. It
was a general Common School Act not applying to any
denomination or alluding to, or affecting any denomination, and
was an amendment of a law of the like general nature for the
establishment of common or parish schools through the whole of
New Brunswick. Among his colleagues he was happy to reckon
men whose opinions as lawyers must be respected, and he had also
Roman Catholics whose religious sincerity and whose desire to
protect their religious privileges was beyond a doubt, and his
colleagues had been unanimous that there were no grounds to
interfere with the Act.

As to the second ground which he had mentioned, on which he
considered the Dominion Government would interfere, it could not
be held that the Act in any way prejudicially affected the whole
Dominion, because it was a law settling a Common School system
for the Province of New Brunswick alone. Whether that law was
good or bad, whether it was fair or unfair, was a matter for the
consideration of the representatives of the people of New
Brunswick, and he was further bound to say that, in his opinion, it
was not a wise discretion to agitate against the Act on the ground
that it repealed an Act which authorized a Separate School system.
The Catholics of New Brunswick might think that the old Act was
less objectionable than that now in force, but they also objected to
the old one and maintained it was not fair towards them. No
separate school system was provided by that Act, and the true
course for the New Brunswick Catholics was to follow the example
of those in Ontario and fight the matter out in the Local Legislature.

If the legislation was bad, if it bore on them unjustly, that
injustice pressed at the polls would force the Legislature to do
justice. They had in his opinion a just cause, for it was for the
interest of education that if a large body like the Catholics of New
Brunswick desired a separate school system they should have it, but
it could only be obtained by working for it. An important body like
that, holding the balance of power in New Brunswick could force
upon the Legislature a Separate School system. They might not do
it this Session, but they could afford to wait as the Catholics of
Ontario waited, and the moment a law was secured then they were
protected by the provisions of the Confederation Act, and no power
of the Local Legislature could ever deprive them of it. It would be a
wonderful mistake in the Catholics of New Brunswick, and they
would be throwing away their case if they upheld the Act lately
repealed as being sufficient for their purposes, but it was a matter
for them to decide, and it was not for Canada to dictate what the
Legislature of New Brunswick should do.

The Government of the Dominion could not act, and they would
have been guilty of a violent wrench of the Constitution if because
they might hold a different opinion, they should set up their own
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judgment against the solemn decision of a Province in a matter
entirely within the control of that Province. The constitution which
had hitherto worked so easily and so well could not survive the
wrench that would be given if the Dominion Government assumed
to dictate the policy or question the action of the Legislatures of the
different Provinces on subjects reserved by the British North
America Act to those Legislatures.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said his co-religionists in
New Brunswick would not doubt his sincerity in upholding their
interests. The only question which the Dominion Government had
to decide was whether the Act interfered with rights previously
enjoyed by Catholics in New Brunswick. The previous Acts had
never conferred the right of Separate Schools but there had merely
been a legislation from year to year. He regretted very much the
action of the Local Government but as the old Act granted no
Separate Schools to the Catholics, and no special rights he believed
the passing of the present Act would tend to set the matter right, for
if the Catholics worked and persevered, bearing in mind the
struggle through which the Ontario Catholics had struggled, and if
they went to work properly, not fanatically, but justly, they would
obtain the same right of Separate Schools that had been granted in
Ontario. Let the Catholics of New Brunswick use the argument how
in Quebec the great majority of Catholics had treated the Protestants
with such liberality and generosity, and let them persevere and they
would not fail to obtain their just rights.

Mr. BELLEROSE said it was understood when the Act of
Confederation was passed that the rights of minorities in the matter
of education would be preserved; but by the legislation of the Local
Legislature of New Brunswick this wise provision had been lost
sight of, and a sort of injustice had been perpetrated toward Roman
Catholics, against which he protested. He characterized the
proceedings of the Local Legislature as an outrage to his co-
religionists, and he would earnestly oppose them. In Quebec there
was liberality toward the Protestant community and he insisted
upon a similar liberality towards Roman Catholics in New
Brunswick. Under the old law the parishioners had the right to state
what amount of education they might have conferred upon their
children, but now they were wholly at the mercy of the Protestant
School Commissioners. There was, in truth, no law for Catholics in
New Brunswick as far as education was concerned. The law was
compulsory to the extent that all the moneys were sent into the
County Treasurer’s hands, the interests and wishes of Roman
Catholics being to that extent, at all events, completely lost sight of.
Some persons who laughed now while he was speaking of Roman
Catholic rights in New Brunswick, spoke themselves somewhat
energetically about the people’s rights in Manitoba. The Catholic
minority in New Brunswick may not have any rights in a legal point
of view, but, honestly considered, they had rights which they would
not readily cast aside. They had, or rather were entitled to privileges
which no Government could properly infringe upon.

It being 6 o’clock, the House then rose.
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AFTER RECESS

The debate on the motion of Mr. RENAUD for correspondence
relating to the School Act passed by the Legislature of New
Brunswick was resumed.

Mr. BELLEROSE resumed his remarks. He observed that the
Minister of Militia (Hon. Sir George-E. Cartier) had said that it
remained with the Catholics of New Brunswick to contend for their
rights; but he (Mr. Bellerose) held that the Catholics of that
province were not in so favourable a position to contend for their
rights as were the Catholics of Ontario. He observed for example
that by the British North America Act, 24 seats were reserved for
the representatives of the Maritime provinces but only two of these
were occupied by Catholics. He alleged that the Catholics of New
Brunswick had been deceived by means of the difference that was
made between the resolutions of the Quebec Conference and those
of Westminster. In conclusion, he protested against the want of
liberality in the Maritime Provinces, and said he would bring up the
matter at a favourable opportunity.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that while provisions
had been made in Ontario and Quebec for the protection of
minorities, no such provision had been made in New Brunswick.
During the discussion no suggestion had been made as to the rights
of Roman Catholics. The Roman Catholic Bishop of New
Brunswick had written letters in favor of Confederation, but in no
case was there a provision made for protection to the Roman
Catholics of New Brunswick. He contended that there should be
exactly the same privileges granted to Roman Catholics in New
Brunswick as there were in the Province of Quebec.

Hon. Mr. GRAY wished to correct a statement made by the
member for Laval (Mr. Bellerose), that the Roman Catholics of
New Brunswick had been deceived by that which took place at the
Conference at Quebec being changed by the proceedings at
Westminster. The practice of the Legislature of New Brunswick had
been to give, by an annual vote, a certain subsidy to each
denominational school, but there was no law by which that grant
was sustained, and it was not incumbent on the Legislature to give
it. The policy adopted at Quebec was confined to the two Provinces
where such a law did exist, but at Westminster it was proposed to
extend the same provision to New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, as
Ontario and Quebec. As a representative of the Province of New
Brunswick he declined to enter into the propriety of that Province
legislating on the subject under discussion, which he considered
was a matter exclusively for Local Legislation. The Roman
Catholics of that Province were a large and influential body, and it
was quite in the power of the Province to legislate as the interests of
her people might demand.

Mr. BELLEROSE said that the words “‘have by law’’ had been
added at Westminster, and it was to those words that he took
objection.
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Mr. COSTIGAN said that the member for Gloucester (Hon. Mr.
Anglin) had in his opinion honestly, fairly, and independently,
represented the views of the Roman Catholics of New Brunswick,
and he thought he might also say of a very large portion of the
Protestants. It was unfortunate when questions came before
Parliament which provoked religious discussions, but this question
did not necessarily do so. It was not a question of the Catholics
trying to overcome the Protestant influence, it was simply a right
that they felt entitled to that they tried to protect. It was a right that
they had long enjoyed and felt grieved that it was taken from them.
If their wishes had been carried out it would not have affected the
Protestants in any way. As to the constitutionality of the measure,
there was but one feeling throughout the Province and that was that
the act of the Local Legislature was in direct violation to the
Constitution.

It had been said that there was no law in New Brunswick by
which separate schools were in existence. He contended that such
laws had existed, under which Catholic schools were established
and maintained by annual vote of the Legislature, and similar grants
were voted for schools of all denominations. Under these laws
Catholics were in a position to establish schools and employ
Catholic teachers and could call upon the Government to pay their
teachers out of the public funds, and that right would now exist but
for the measure complained of. He could not understand how the
argument could be used that they enjoyed no privileges by law in
that country. It was true there was no law such as those in Ontario
and Quebec, specially providing for sectarian schools, but he
contended that under the law they had Catholic and French schools
which were kept up at the expense of the country.

The objection taken by the hon. member for Laval (Mr.
Bellerose) he understood to be that, while in the Quebec resolutions
the rights of Catholics in the different Provinces were guaranteed
(and it was not then believed that these rights should exist by virtue
of any law), the resolutions as altered at Westminster, provided that
where separate schools existed by law at the union their rights
should not be affected. As it was now contended that there was no
law recognizing Catholic schools in New Brunswick it would
almost seem those words had been put in for the purpose of
working against the Catholics of New Brunswick.

It had been said by the Minister of Justice (Hon. Sir John A.
Macdonald) that the Catholics of New Brunswick must from the
position they occupy in that Province, be able to exercise sufficient
influence on the legislation of the country to secure a Separate
School law, and he had cited the success of the Catholics in
Ontario. But it must be remembered that the minority in Upper
Canada had the influence of 60 or 65 Catholics from Lower Canada
to assist them. The Catholics of New Brunswick were not in such a
position.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER: The hon. gentleman will
recollect that the Catholics were in a minority in the Parliament of
Canada.
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Mr. COSTIGAN: No doubt that was correct, but the difference
was not so great as in New Brunswick, and they exercised more
influence in the Canadian Parliament than the Catholics of New
Brunswick can expect to exercise in their Legislature. He felt proud
to see that spirit of liberality and fair play which the Catholic
majority of Quebec displayed towards the Protestant minority in
that Province. He considered that the action of the Legislature of
New Brunswick was not in the interests of the country. It had
already interfered with immigration and had been the cause of
driving from his part of the country settlers both from the United
States and from Quebec. If there was any possibility of disallowing
the law—it should not, in the interests of the Province, have been
allowed to exist. Before sitting down he felt it his duty to express on
behalf of the Catholics of New Brunswick as well as himself his
gratification at the sympathy, aid and encouragement they had
received in the defence of their rights from liberal-minded
Protestants in the Province. (Applause.)

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN said that what the Catholics had asked for
was, that if the system of direct taxation was adopted, they should
have the same rights that Protestants had in Quebec. In applying to
the Dominion Government, they considered that as they were being
deprived of rights which they had enjoyed under the old law, that
Government might well interfere. He feared the Minister of Justice
(Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) and the Minister of Militia (Hon. Sir
George-E. Cartier) were mistaken in saying that the Catholics were
sure to succeed if they persevered; but they would never relinquish
the fight, however desperate the fight might be.

Mr. PICKARD was entirely opposed to denomination grants,
and was sorry to hear the Minister of Justice (Hon. Sir John A.
Macdonald) advise that the matter should be taken to the polls, for
it only caused ill feeling and hatred. He maintained that education
should be carried more than at present into the country districts. He
thought that if the whole people joined together to carry out the
spirit of the law, it would be much better than the present
opposition and hostility; and that the greatest good would be
effected by non-denominational schools. The matter ought to have
been left to New Brunswick, and not carried here.

Mr. COSTIGAN desired to repeat that in a mixed population
schools might be sustained acceptable to all parties, but that where
the population was entirely Catholic, they ought to have a Catholic
school.

Mr. JOLY said the Province of Quebec had set an example in
this matter which had been followed in Ontario and which he hoped
would be followed in New Brunswick. If it were possible to have
such a system of education as that proposed in New Brunswick, a
system where all parties could be educated together, it would be the
best system possible. But this was utterly impossible. Poor people,
struggling for their living, had not much time to devote to
education; however it ought to be endeavored to give them as much
education as possible. As a Protestant he thought it his duty to help
Catholics to have schools of their own as Protestants had.
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The motion was then carried.

SENATE

Mr. MILLS moved, seconded by Mr. GEOFFRION, and the
Question being proposed,

“That, in the opinion of this House, the present mode of
constituting the Senate is inconsistent with the Federal principle of
Government; and that our Constitution should be so amended as to
confer upon each Province, in some way, the power of appointing
the Senators which represent it.”’

He said that if the question of a nominated Chamber had been
submitted to the country at the time of Confederation, they would
have decided against it. It was simply a step in the direction of the
English House of Lords, and he maintained that such a House was
altogether unsuited to the circumstances of Canada. In England the
peers gained great experience in a Lower House, and by their action
there gained the confidence of the country. They represented a great
power in the country there. They possessed power which was not
conferred on the Senate here. In England each body, the Crown, the
Lords, and Commons was a check on the other, whereas in Canada
what power had the Commons over the Senate? The Government of
course raised their own friends to that Chamber, and so when there
should be a change of Government the Senate would not be in
harmony with the incoming administration.

There was no valid reason for the principle of nomination being
introduced into this second Chamber. The power of the Commons
lays in its representative character, and until the Senate is on the
same basis it would never be a great power. If a House was formed
of the representatives of one class only, it could never be an
influential body. He complained that a Senate, while nominated,
must necessarily be greatly one class. He stated the Legislative
Council while nominated, had little influence but that so soon as it
became elective, its character at once changed, and it very soon
included some of the ablest men of the country. He believed that a
nominated body must steadily degenerate. In a country like Canada
changes succeeded each most rapidly, villages became cities,
hamlets became towns, and in proportion as the country prospered
and progressed so it became necessary that a Legislative body
should not be long-lived.

The Senate at present had no hold on the popular sympathy, and
was no check on the Commons. The only benefit of a second
Chamber was to press on the other Chamber, the thought that their
action had to be submitted to another power, and so there was less
likelihood of the rights of a minority being overridden. Each
Province ought to have the control of its own appointments so that
they might be confident that the rights were upheld by both bodies.
The two modes in which only a Senate could properly be appointed
were first to divide the whole country into Electoral Districts for the
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Senate, or that the appointments should be made by the local
Governments. He did not think that reform should be delayed until
that reform was absolutely needed and thought the Constitution of
the Senate should be modified at an early day.

Mr. ROSS (Victoria) complained that such matters should be
allowed to occupy the time of the House.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he always listened with
pleasure to the remarks of the member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) but
in this instance he would have preferred that his speech had been
presented as an essay or review in one of the periodicals of the day.
The hon. member, however, had not exhausted the subject, and he
would suggest therefore that he should elaborate his address and
give it to them in a paper which could be read quietly in leisure
time.

Mr. MILLS: Will you act on it?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he would act on it if he
agreed with his hon. friend. The hon. member had said however that
the English constitution was a matter of slow development, and was
only altered when expedience showed that some portions of that
constitution acted prejudicially to the public interest. Then Canada
might take an example from that. Her constitution was one under
which the country was well governed, and prosperous, and against
which there was no complaint. No evil as yet had arisen from the
constitution of either Chamber or the balance of power between the
Executive and the Legislative. Why then not follow the example of
England, and work the system so long as no evil resulted? If it
should be found that the Upper Chamber was obstructive and that a
change was absolutely required for the well working of the
Commonwealth, it would then be open to move the resolution, but
at present he thought the House would certainly vote it down.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE was surprised the Premier appeared
undecided on this subject, and willing to consider it again; but
considering his antecedents, perhaps they should not wonder at his
want of fixed principles, on this as well as all other subjects. His
remark that it might in future be for the benefit of the
commonwealth to abolish the Upper Chamber altogether was not
one fit to be made, having regard to the constitution under which
we lived. He (Hon. Mr. Blake) believed the institution of an Upper
Chamber was essential to the federal system, and should be
regarded as absolutely sacred. It was to make it efficient that Mr.
Mills propounded his resolution.

The form we had, the substance we had not, because nobody
could deny that, however respectable the second Chamber might be
individually, its deliberations had not that influence on the country,
nor did it take that prominent part in its affairs, nor exercise that
control over general legislation that was expected, and which it was,
in his opinion, essential it should have. It owed a very great
proportion of whatever influence it possessed to that large number
of members, who represented the people through having been
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elected from among those who ran for the former Legislature of
Canada. The Senate would not exercise a wholesome influence on
public affairs until the provinces obtained power to elect a Senate.
When this power was obtained, the federal principle would then
come fairly into play, and a seat in that body would become an
object of more ambition than at present. The hon. member for
Victoria (Mr. Ross) had deprecated the introduction of that
question; but would the hon. gentleman have the House, called so
late as it had been called, to sit idle waiting for Government
measures? (Hear, hear.) There could be little doubt that, if Sir John
saw the opportunity, he would adopt the proposition of the hon.
member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills), and hold himself up as a saviour
of the country. (Hear, hear.)

Hon. Mr. HOWE said that the second Chamber had always been
nominated in all the provinces, and he asked whether the Senate
was not a body of intelligent and hon. men, discharging their duties
in an efficient and proper manner. No harm had yet resulted, and it
was certainly unnecessary to have a change. The reason of the
greater influence of the Commons was that it dealt with all money
matters.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that in the debates on
Confederation he had strongly supported a nomination principle for
the Upper Chamber, presuming that every Government would
endeavour to fill the Upper House with representative men, and he
believed that such a plan fairly carried out would be the best. The
experience of the past few years, however, had modified his
opinions, and whether the time for change had yet come or not, he
believed a change to be inevitable. Hon. gentlemen opposite could
not deny that the power of nomination to the Senate had been
abused, and that their supporters who could not retain their seats in
the Commons had been placed there, and this was one reason that
had induced him to modify his opinions. Where such an outrage
was possible, a remedy must be provided.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said he could not possibly
allow the remarks of the hon. member to pass without reply. He
denied the statement, that the Government had in any way acted
improperly in the matter of appointments to the Senate, and said
that they had used wise discretion in every appointment from the
time of the first election till the present moment. There was not a
single gentleman appointed who was not a credit to the Government
and to the Chamber. The Senate, as now constituted, was equal to
the Commons, or to the Senate of the United States in standing and
intellect, and would compare favorably with any similar body in the
world. When the hon. gentleman had used such language as that, an
outrage had been committed; he must have been ignorant of the
force and value of language, and he challenged the hon. gentleman
to mention one instance in which there had been any improper
appointment.

With regard to the Provinces of Upper Canada and Lower
Canada, a full selection was made without reference to political
principles. In the Province of Upper Canada a fair arrangement was
made between himself and the Hon. George Brown, then and now,
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the leader of the party of which the hon. gentleman (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) is a member, and although Mr. Brown retired from the
Government before the selection was made, he (Hon. Sir John A.
Macdonald) felt that still the arrangement made was obligatory, and
he asked his hon. friend from Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall)
and the present Lieutenant Governor of Ontario (W. P.
Howland)—the representatives of the Reform party in the
Government of the day—to sit down with him and select the
twenty-four men for the Senate. He (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald)
wrote a name, choosing from his own party, and they selected their
man, and the consequence was 12 Reformers and 12 Conservatives
were elected to sit in that Chamber, and no one knew better than his
hon. friend that it was a fair understanding that the claims of
members of the Legislative Council of old Canada to seats in the
Senate should be considered as vacancies might take place, and that
had been faithfully carried out.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: As vacancies had taken
place Legislative Councillors had been appointed, with one
exception. Mr. Walter McCrae, a Reformer, from personal and
family reasons, desired to get a seat on the Bench. He (Hon. Sir
John A. Macdonald) was exceedingly anxious to help him, because
he was a good lawyer, and a good man, and would be a credit to the
Bench. When he was offered a seat on the Bench he said he was
exceedingly anxious on his own and family account to take the
situation, but he was in the difficulty that the remaining member of
the old Legislative Council, who was at all likely to be selected to
fill the office, was of the Conservative stripe, and if he should give
up his seat it would be said that he had done so in order to allow
him (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) to appoint a Tory, when he
(Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) said he would have no objection to
naming a Reformer, and asked if the Hon. Frank Smith of Toronto,
would satisfy that category, and no one knew better than his
honorable friend from Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) that the
Hon. Frank Smith was a Reformer. He was glad to have the
opportunity of offering that gentleman a seat in the Senate as also of
paying a compliment to the Irish Catholics of Ontario by placing a
man of their class in the Senate, and he did not think the hon.
member for Lambton would say that the appointment had at all
damaged the dignity, usefulness or standing of that assembly.

Mr. JONES (Halifax) said that the appointments to the Senate,
from the Province of Nova Scotia were created by means which a
great majority of the people did not agree to, and but one of those
chosen enjoyed the confidence of the people. He held that the Local
Legislatures of the Provinces are the best Judges of, and should
select those who are to represent them in the Upper House. He
referred to the resolutions of the Maritime Provinces’ Repeal
Delegation, and the part the now Secretary of State for the
Provinces took therein.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS had not intended to address the
House on this subject, but allusion had been made to him, both by
the hon. gentleman who proposed the resolution (Mr. Mills) and the
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hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie). The hon.
gentleman had said that he had seen occasion to modify his
opinions on this matter, and he (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) might
also find occasion to modify his views.

He had referred to a Government of which he (Hon. Sir Francis
Hincks) was a member, bringing forward a scheme to make the
Legislative Council elective. It is perfectly well known that
members of a Government sometimes have to give way their own
opinions in order to carry on that Government. At the time the
Government of which he was a member was formed, it was
essentially necessary to the success of that Government that he
should support the gentleman who especially enjoyed the
confidence of the people of Lower Canada—he referred to the late
Judge Morin—who enjoyed the respect of every one who knew
him.

There was a very strong feeling in Lower Canada in favor of an
elective Legislative Council. Mr. Morin insisted that the principle
of an elective Legislative Council should be adopted, and it was
with the greatest reluctance that he (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) gave
way on that point. His old friend, Mr. Baldwin had opposed the
principle of an elective Legislative Council. He (Hon. Sir Francis
Hincks) had not so strong an opinion, and as other matters of
importance were carried out, and concessions made to the reformers
of Upper Canada, at that time, it was considered that the measure
for an elective Legislative Council should be brought forward. He
had always thought that there was great danger of collision where
there were two elective bodies. He hoped the hon. gentleman would
withdraw his motion. He was glad of this opportunity to explain his
action with a Government of which he was a member, and which
proposed to make the Legislative Council elective. At that time he
yielded his own opinions with reluctance, to opinions which were
then entertained by all his colleagues from Lower Canada.

Hon. Mr. HOWE: In reply to the hon. member for Halifax (Mr.
Jones), said that when that old manifesto was written he believed
every word of it, and he was of opinion that the larger number of
the representatives of the Province of Nova Scotia chosen at
Confederation did not at that time entertain the opinions of many of
the people. With regard to those gentlemen he had had influence in
appointing to the Senate, the first vacancy was offered to Mr.
William Stairs, brother-in-law of the hon. member for Halifax, one
of the wealthiest and most liberal-minded men in the Province. He
regretted that Mr. Stairs had not accepted, as he was chairman of
the Anti-Confederate League, and had the confidence of the people.
Mr. Northrup was next offered a seat in the Senate, and declined,
but subsequently accepted another vacancy. He presumed that Mr.
Northrup could have got a seat in Nova Scotia, where his father sat
for 30 years, and his family had fought the battle of liberal opinions
and responsible government, of civil and religious liberty in that
province, before the member for Halifax was known, or any one
supposed for a moment that his name would be classed with that of
John Northrup the elder. As to Mr. Northrup, the younger, he had
known the constituency he represented (Hants) to have been offered
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to him by influences which could not be resisted, and when he was
nominated to the Senate he held the metropolitan seat. Next came
Mr. McLellan, whose father for twenty years represented a
constituency of Nova Scotia, advocating all improvements and
reforms, and when the old man died, young McLellan inherited his
father’s position in part of his will. His hon. friend had said that he
could not be elected for Colchester, whereas, they had carried
Colchester; in spite of all his hon. friend could do.

Hon. Mr. TUPPER felt it is his duty to repel the unjust and
unfounded imputations cast by the hon. member for the County of
Halifax (Mr. Jones) upon a body of gentlemen than whom he was
bound to say their superiors did not sit in each branch of this
Legislature. The hon. gentleman had undertaken to say that
gentlemen who were recommended for the Senate by the
Government of which he (Hon. Mr. Tupper) had the honor to be the
head, obtained those positions in a manner undeserving the high
positions to which they were called. The hon. member knew that
when the leader of the liberal Opposition in the lower House in
Nova Scotia, following the dignified and exalted example which
had been set them by the two great parties in old Canada, joined
hands with him (Hon. Mr. Tupper) in endeavouring to accomplish
the great question of the union of the Provinces, he (Hon. Mr.
Tupper) adopted the same course in reference to the party with
which they were connected as the First Minister of the Crown had
stated he felt bound to adopt with regard to the great Liberal party
of Canada. When the Senate was chosen the first thing done was to
tender the twelve seats at the disposal of Nova Scotia to twelve
members of the Legislative Council.

He would ask the hon. member how he dared utter the imputation
in this House that he (Hon. Mr. Tupper) carried the union in the
Legislature of Nova Scotia by the corrupt means which he had
insinuated, while he was able to rise in his seat and say that of the
two-thirds majority that carried that measure in Nova Scotia in the
public assembly, not a man was offered a seat in the Senate, until
all the twelve seats had been tendered to the members of the
Legislative Council. Eight were accepted by those gentlemen, six of
these at the nomination of the Liberal party.

The hon. gentleman has stated that these men were unworthy of
the high position. Would he state to this House in the hearing of the
gentlemen in the Senate, that Sir Edward Kenny was unworthy of
his position? He (Sir Edward Kenny) was an Irish Roman Catholic
who by his industry, talent, and his manly conduct in every position
in life, had raised himself to the position of one of the first
merchants in the Province. He was a gentleman who commanded
the undivided respect and confidence of men of all classes. He had
filled the high and honourable position of President of the
Legislative Council, for a long series of years in Nova Scotia, and
when called to the Senate it was felt by all that no man in the length
and breadth of Nova Scotia was more deserving of high position.
John H. Anderson was another Senator who had done credit to
himself and country. After long and laborious service in the
Legislature, and having attained a position as one of the first
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merchants in the country, he went down to his grave honoured and
respected by all. He was another of the gentlemen upon whose
memory this disgraceful and uncalled for imputation is now cast by
the member for Halifax (Mr. Jones). The Hon. T. D. Archibald was
one of the foremost men in the country. A gentleman who dignified
the seat which he filled, who still had held not only a seat in the
Legislative Council, but who had been honored by the confidence
of a large majority of the people of the country, and had occupied
the position of an executive councillor. Mr. Weir had also passed
away. He was, as the hon. gentleman knew, one of the most
enterprising merchants that Nova Scotia ever had, and had
represented several constituencies in the Province. And yet this
gentleman who had received the confidence of county after county,
and who had been held in high estimation by all classes must also
have his memory vilified as far as it was in the power of the hon.
member for Halifax to do so. Mr. Miller was another. He was a
Roman Catholic gentleman, second to no man of his creed and class
in Nova Scotia in point of talent. He possessed the confidence of
the country, and the imputation that he purchased his seat in the
Senate by the support that he gave to Confederation was as
unfounded a statement as ever passed the mouth of man. He (Mr.
Miller), representing one of the constituencies of Nova Scotia, came
forward in the interests of his country, and avowed in a manly
manner that he was himself convinced that the great measure which
it is now known involved the prosperity of the whole Dominion was
worthy of his support, and he gave that support without the slightest
inducement of any kind.

Of all these gentlemen called to the Senate there was not one of
them but who had enjoyed the confidence of constituencies in Nova
Scotia, except Sir Edward Kenny, Mr. Dickey, and Mr. Archibald.
He would not pursue the subject any further, but would merely say
that the insinuations of the hon. member were entirely undeserved,
and unworthy of him and the occasion.

The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) had stated to the
House that in Canada where it had been tried, he would ask the
House if it had no significance that the men, not of one party, but of
all parties, who met together at the Quebec Conference, and who
had sat down and given full consideration to the best system for the
government of the Country—men who had tried the elective
system—should have resolved to go back to the nominative system.
The hon. gentleman said that the people would have condemned
that choice, but he gave no evidence. He knew that the men who
framed this scheme were sustained by popular sentiment in the
country at the elections which followed. The press of the country
was silent on this point, and with such evidence as this we had a
right to believe, until there was something more than a mere
philosophical expression of sentiment to the contrary, that the
system adopted was a wise one and in accordance with the wishes
of the people. The hon. gentleman had expressed fears that the
Senate would become too independent, and that as the Government
could not increase their number they would get beyond control, and
that the Government would not be able to get a majority in the
Senate. He (Hon. Mr. Tupper) thought that this result would be
more likely to follow the adoption of the elective system when there
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would be two bodies chosen by the people, with co-ordinate
powers, drawing their power from the people directly, and claiming
the same privilege in reference to the initiation of money votes. He
concurred with the hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie), that after the discussion which had taken place the
wisest course would be to withdraw the resolution, and not bring it
forward again until there was some indication that the public
sentiment of the country desired it. The people would shortly have
an opportunity of saying whether this important function of the
Crown had been entrusted to safe hands or not.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) asked what evidence
had been adduced to show that a change of constitution was desired
by the people. He thought that ought to be the first consideration.
He thought the constitution had been a success, and was not aware
that any part of the country desired a change. When the Quebec
convention had been held he had advocated an elective principle in
the Upper House, but the decision of the large majority of the
delegates was against that view, and in favour of the nominative
principle and the great advocate of that principle on that occasion
was the political leader of the Opposition (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie).
He was not disposed to make a change until the constitution had
had a fair trial and until it was shown that the Senate was an
obstruction, every man who wished well to his country would
uphold the constitution. The Federal principle should be restrained
and kept within proper bounds, and the Dominion House should
represent the whole country, standing together, passing laws for the
benefit of the whole country. He thought these theoretical questions
should not be raised while there were so many practical matters to
be dealt with.

Mr. MILLS was quite as sincere in his convictions and his
desire for the public good as anyone. He believed that though the
Quebec convention decided in favor of the nominative principle, the
people at large held a different opinion. It had been said that no
change should be made until the necessity arose, as was the case in
England. Canada and England, however, were in very different
cases, the constitution of Canada had not grown gradually and
naturally as that of England had, and he thought it was not wise to
wait for some calamity before making a change. Was there any
propriety in giving a Province a number of representatives in the
Senate to protect the interest of that Province and yet place the
appointment of those representatives in the hands of the
Government, which might be in antagonism with that Province?

Hon. gentlemen opposite had upheld the high standing of the
Senate and yet in the beginning they had been compelled to come to
the House of Commons for a Speaker. Why should the Speaker of
the Senate be appointed by the Crown, while the Commons
appointed their own Speaker? In the framing of the constitution,
that of England had been copied instead of being adapted to the
different circumstances of Canada. He referred to the Speech of the
member for Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall) at Hamilton
which had been stated to be in favor of annexation. He believed that
if ever there were a change it would be in the direction of a closer
change with the Mother Country, and that a state of independence
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under the circumstance would be the weakest possible position. If
the member for Lanark North could talk on such an agitating
subject, why should not he (Mr. Mills) advocate a constitutional
change which he believed would be of great benefit to the country?
He withdrew his resolution.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE referred to his statement respecting the
Government having outraged the Constitution, and he now desired
to state his reason for that remark, about which the Minister of
Justice (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald), not now in the House, had
taken him to task. He stated that two sessions ago the Government
had appointed Mr. McLennan to the Senate, so that he might retain
a salary of $3,000 as Intercolonial Railway Commissioner, and that
the Constitution was outraged and the privileges of the Senate
violated by the appointment. It was with great pain that the
occurrences of the last few years had compelled him to modify his
opinions. He referred to the speech of the hon. Mr. Dunkin at
Quebec, pointing to some other mode of appointments to the Senate
than that now in force and stated that he still believed the two
Houses should be constituted differently and only modified that
opinion because Government had not properly carried the theory
into practice. He maintained that so far from the people being
altogether in favour of the nominative principle, he had found, in
the course of his numerous meetings at the time of Confederation
that they were very generally opposed to it.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU referred to the statement of the member
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for Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall) and denied that there had
been any outrage in a simple appointment to the Senate.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that it was never intended that the
Senate should be for placemen.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU said there was no law to prevent the
appointment of place holders to the Senate. Referring to the elective
and nominative principles he said it was generally agreed at the
Convention that the rights of the people would be best protected by
having the Upper Chamber nominated. He did not think the hon.
member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had made out any
ground for the grave charge he had brought against the
Government.

The motion was then withdrawn.

COMMITTEE OF SUPPLY
Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS then moved the House into
Committee of Supply and several unopposed resolutions were
passed.

The House adjourned at 11.40 p.m.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, April 30, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE BUSINESS
Mr. MACFARLANE presented the report on Standing Orders.
Several petitions were presented and read.

Mr. MACFARLANE moved, seconded by Mr. BOWN, that
the time for receiving private bills should be extended to the 6th of
June, and petitions to the 16th of May.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU moved to introduce a Bill founded on
the petition of D.R. Archer for obtaining a patent with reference to
a knitting machine and loom.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE thought that the measure of the
Government, in the regard to patents would supersede any necessity
for this Bill.

Hon. Mr. POPE said he would introduce a Bill to amend the
Patent Act on Friday.

Mr. BOWN introduced a Bill to incorporate the North Western
Railway of Manitoba.

Mr. SHANLY moved for leave to bring a Bill for an Act to
incorporate the St. Lawrence International Bridge Company of
Manitoba.

Mr. SHANLY moved for leave to bring in a Bill for an Act to
incorporate the St. Lawrence International Bridge Company.

Mr. GRANT moved for leave to introduce a Bill to incorporate
the Canadian Pacific Railway Company.

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) moved for leave to introduce a Bill
to incorporate the Interoceanic Railway Company of Canada.
—Referred to Committee on Railway.

Mr. BOWN moved for leave to incorporate the Central Railway
Company of Manitoba.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER moved for leave to introduce
a bill to incorporate Montreal Grand Trunk and Lake Champlain
Railroad Co.

Mr. MAGILL moved for an Act to amend the Act incorporating
the Mutual Life Assurance Company of Canada.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK moved for an Act to incorporate the
Marine and Fire Insurance Company of Canada.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS presented two messages from His
Excellency, signed by himself—concerning Supplementary
Estimates.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS moved that these Messages of
His Excellency the Governor General, be referred to a Committee
of the Whole House.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD laid upon the table papers
relating to the seizure of the C.H. Horton.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN submitted papers relative to the
Miramichi bridge.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE stated that the papers relative to the St.
Clair Flats Canal had not yet been brought down.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD asked leave to introduce a
Bill to give effect to certain articles of the Washington Treaty.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE wanted some explanation.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD said that he was merely
moving to have the matter put upon the Orders of the Day.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said it would necessitate on the part of
the Opposition some action which would produce discussion.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD withdrew his motion.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS in moving the House into the
Committee of Ways and Means, said:

Mr. Speaker, | propose to follow on this occasion the course
suggested last year by the hon. member for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr.
Holton), and to make the financial statement, which it is my duty to
submit to the House, while you, sir, are in the chair, upon motion to
go into Committee, instead of following the former practice of
making that statement while the House is in Committee.
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As there are several new members in the House, whose presence
we all hail with satisfaction, | think it proper to state on the present
occasion, that owing to the time at which the fiscal year terminates,
it is necessary to take into consideration the revenue and
expenditure of three fiscal years, viz., the year which terminated on
the 30th June last, the year now coming near to a close, the results
of which can be calculated with tolerable accuracy, and the year for
the services of which we are able to ask the House for supplies.

I think I may also on this occasion, for the information
particularly of new members, make a few remarks with regard to
the state of the public debt. An hon. member for this House—
indeed, one of the new members—in course of conversation a few
days ago, was quite astonished to hear the small amount of the debt,
having been under the impression it was much larger. | told him
that in round numbers it amounted to about $80,000,000.

The last statement showed that on the 30th June last, the actual
net debt was $77,706,517, but as there were a number of assets,
some of which might not be worth par, | may be safer in speaking
of it as $80,000,000. I may observe, also, with reference to the debt,
that there is one feature of it which has caused every year an
increase of the grown debt without causing an increase of interest
payable on it. That increase arises from the non-settlement of the
debt of the old Province of Canada, which has rendered it necessary
to keep an open account with the Provinces of Quebec and Ontario,
so that an item of about seven and a half millions of dollars appears
on both sides—that is, as a debt and as an asset. It, however,
involves no charge of interest whatever.

The auditor’s report on the transactions of the last fiscal year and
the appendices, will, 1 hope, be found to present the actual position
of the debt and of the assets in a clearer manner than in former
years. The fact that the interest received on the assets is about 20
per cent on the interest paid, must be considered ample proof of
their value.

The statements regarding the capital expenditure since
Confederation must be considered most satisfactory. From them it
will appear that during the four years since Confederation there was
expended on the Intercolonial Railway, on the purchase of the
North West Territory and expenditure consequent thereon, for
which loans were specially authorized, $7,268,698; also against
Public Works chargeable against capital, by authority of
Parliament, $1,130,885. From this latter sum, however, an amount
was transferred to the Consolidated Fund Revenue account by my
direction, because exception was taken in the Committee of Public
Accounts, to some items as improper charges against capital.

These items amounted to $317,580.12, reducing the expenditure
on Public Works chargeable against capital, to $813,205, which,
added to $7,268,698 gives $8,081,903 as the expenditure on capital
account, while the total increase of debt since Confederation has
been only $1,977,776, so that $6,104,027.58 has been expended out
of our current revenue on important public works, and in the
acquisition of the North West Territory.
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I may add, though, that of that large amount, no less than
$3,640,248.19 was expended in the year 1870-71; the net debt has
decreased for the first time in the history of the country, by
$503,224. (Hear, hear.)

I may take the opportunity of calling attention to one item among
the assets which may possibly tend to relieve the mind of my hon.
friend from Lennox (Mr. Cartwright), who has on more than one
occasion, expressed apprehensions of embarrassment from our
large Savings Banks deposits, which | am happy to say now amount
in all the Provinces, to about four and a half millions.

There is held in London $1,362,666 in 5 per cent Canada bonds,
especially on Savings Bank account. As these bonds could be
turned into money at any moment and drawn against, and as they
are above 25 per cent of the aggregate Savings Bank deposits, |
should imagine that no alarm need be felt on that account.

I will now refer, and | hope for the last time, to the attacks made
on the Government on account of the policy of my predecessor (Sir
John Rose) with reference to the investment of the proceeds of the
first half of the Intercolonial Railway Loan. On the 1st of July,
1869, we held in Exchequer Bills $6,575,410.03, or in the other
words, the Consolidated Revenue was indebted that amount to the
Railway Commissioner. On 1st July, 1870, the Exchequer Bills
were reduced to $2,224,353, and on 1st July, 1871, there were no
Exchequer Bills, but on the contrary the Consolidated Fund was
largely in advance to the railway account.

Of course this amount is changing day after day, but always in
the direction of increased indebtedness to the Consolidated Fund.
The last statement | have had was up to the 16th of this month when
we had paid $8,612,492 on that account leaving only $1,120,841 of
the amount raised, being the half of the whole loan.

We have in deposit in the Bank of Montreal on Intercolonial
Railway account bearing interest, $4,500,000, so that the
Intercolonial Railway owes the Consolidated Fund $3,379,159.
Again we have in London $3,000,000, or to speak more correctly,
£600,000 sterling in Imperial Guaranteed Bonds and Canada 5 per
cents, half of each issued on North West account, which we can
place in the market at any moment that we please, and in addition to
these amounts we have about one million of dollars in Bank deposit
receipts bearing interest. | hold therefore that our financial position
is impregnable. (Hear, hear.)

I shall now proceed to the consideration of the accounts of the
year which terminated on 30th June, 1872. In the Estimates of last
year, as submitted by me, | anticipated an aggregate revenue of
$17,360,000. The actual result has been a revenue of
$19,335,560.81 or an excess of revenue of $1,975,560.81.

On the other hand, the actual expenditure has been only
$15,623,081.72, so that the aggregate surplus on the year is
$3,712,479.09. As | am well aware that | may reasonably expect
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criticism from the hon. gentlemen opposite, and have no desire to
shrink from it, 1 will anticipate the charge that my estimates of
revenue have turned out wholly unreliable.

| readily admit that such has been the case, but | have very high
authority, no less than that of the distinguished statesman who is
Chancellor of the Exchequer in England for maintaining that it
would be most unsafe for a Minister to make a mere speculative
estimate, and to ignore that furnished by officers whose special duty
it is to make themselves acquainted with facts.

The gentleman to whom | refer was placed in rather an
embarrassing position inasmuch as he had in a previous year made
too low an estimate of revenue by something like £2,000,000
sterling, and had, in order to meet the anticipated deficiency, put on
an income tax against the remonstrances of some gentlemen in the
House who told him his estimate was a great deal too low. It turned
out as they stated and next year he had to come down and admit
that the gentlemen who had criticized his estimates were more
correct than he was. He thus certainly found himself in an
embarrassing position, one much more embarrassing than | put
myself in, as last year when | stated my expectations of revenue the
hon. member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt) admitted that
they were reasonable and no exception was taken to them.

I will say, moreover, that erroneous calculations in estimates are
of far less importance in Canada than in England. In England, as we
all know, there is an enormous public debt of £750,000,000
sterling, which was contracted ages ago for the Defence of the
country, and handed down from generation to generation. Public
opinion in England has long since settled down against making any
attempt to reduce the capital of that debt.

It is considered that the people should not be taxed beyond the
amount necessary to pay the interest and the ordinary expenses of
Government. It is to be recollected that our debt is not contracted
for such purposes as the debt of England is contracted, but for
objects which will be more beneficial to the generations to follow
us (Hear, hear), than they are to us. If I had anticipated that the
result would have been as it has turned out, | would not have been
prepared to come forward under the circumstances to propose any
further reduction of taxation.

It will be recollected that last year we reduced taxation by the
abolition of the 5 per cent duty equal to about $500,000 and that
afterwards at the instance of the House, without doubt from the
pressure of the House, we had to take off other duties which might
be estimated at $300,000 making a reduction of taxation during that
year of no less than $800,000.

| desire to explain the chief items in which the revenue is in
excess. In order to do this satisfactorily, I must eliminate the
amounts received on account of new duties imposed in 1870. These
duties in the year ending 30th June, 1871, amounted to $640,778,
and deducting this amount from the aggregate revenue of
$11,843,655 we have a revenue of $11,202,877.
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Making the same deductions in 1870 we have a revenue of
$9,277,489.69. There were some alterations made in the Customs
tariff in 1870 that were not included in the reductions of 1871.
There was additional duty on wine, tobacco, cigars, rice, hops, and
one or two other articles, but they are not of great importance,
though it is not desirable to lose sight of them as they have added a
little to the revenue.

The excess of 1871 over 1870 was $1,925,387.35. It will be
obvious that considering the very great number of articles upon
which the revenue is raised, being chiefly on articles which came
under the 15 per cent duty, it would be perfectly impossible to go
into any minute detail with regard to those items. | will, however,
observe that out of this $1,925,387.35 there was a gain on nineteen
leading articles of $1,543,637.45. Then, if you compare 1871 with
1869, the excess on the 19 leading articles was $2,474,190. | will
state what these articles principally are:

Spirits gave in

1869 $810,019

1870 $901,547

1871 $1,024,287
Cigars gave in

1869 $37,126

1870 $55,372

1871 $108,115
Tea gave in

1869 $916,177

1870 $1,140,648

1871 $1,157,315
Wine gave in

1869 $129,178

1870 $170,547

1871 $195,181
Sugar cane juice and molasses in

1869 $1,476,531

1870 $1,846,774

1871 $1,933,154
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Cotton goods in

1869 $1,107,003

1870 $1,100,998

1871 $1,361,579
Woollens in

1869 $1,008,382

1870 $1,045,287

1871 $1,457,476
Iron and Hardware in

1869 $319,725

1870 $354,934

1871 $466,525
Silks and Satins in

1869 $158,568

1870 $192,185

1871 $305,995

I will not weary the House with further details, but under the 19
heads of revenue the collections were—

In 1869 $6,827,754
In 1870 $7,758,308
In 1871 $9,301,915

I may state that considerably more than one half of our customs
revenue is derived from 5 sources, viz., spirits, tea, sugar molasses,
cotton and woollen manufactures and that those articles gave—

In 1869 $5,318,114
In 1870 $6,035,256
In 1871 $6,933,382

As | said before, | readily admit that | would not have ventured to
anticipate such increases as these, or to have come down to this
House with an estimate calling upon them to vote money calculated
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upon such an increase.

With regard to the savings upon expenditure, it will be found
that, as usual, the principal saving is under the head of Public
Works. There is always great difficulty in estimating, with anything
like exactness the amount that can be expended in a year, and |
have no doubt that my hon. colleague, the Minister of Public Works
(Hon. Mr. Langevin), will endorse the statement made a few weeks
ago by the same distinguished statesman to whom | have before
referred, on this point.

When accounting for deficiency of expenditure, he said, ‘‘it was
chiefly due to buildings the expenditure on which is necessarily
very uncertain. A number of things prevent us going on with
buildings as fast as we expect, all sorts of obstacles must arise.”’

The charges on revenue were $165,000 less than the estimate,
and the Militia expenditure, $160,000. | need not go further into the
minor items, as they will all be found in detail in the Public
Accounts.

I now come to the consideration of the revenue for the current
year, and it is satisfactory to be able to state that notwithstanding
the reductions of last year, which we may assume at about
$800,000, the revenue will be in excess of the last, even making
allowance for British Columbia.

I estimated the Customs revenue at ten millions, which |
considered at the time a very full estimate. It will reach
$12,500,000. When | state that, notwithstanding the great increase
of 1871 over 1870, the increase in 1872 will be $220,000 in
woollens, $130,000 in cotton, $25,000 in wines, $75,000 in spirits,
it may be expected that when British Columbia is added, that we
have made a safe calculation.

The Inland Revenue will give $250,000 above the estimate; the
Public Works, $200,000; Post Office, $80,000; Stamps, $40,000;
Miscellaneous, $150,000; or in round numbers, $3,240,000 above
the estimate; giving an aggregate revenue for the current year of
$20,050,000. (Hear, hear.)

It is satisfactory to say that not only in the Customs and Excise,
but in all branches there has been an increase. In the statement
which was submitted to the House of the expenditure up to the
latest moment for which the return could be made, the 31st March
last, it will be found that there was an expenditure up to that time of
$11,620,695. The estimated expenditure to the close of the year is
not likely to exceed $4,874,838, giving $16,495,533 for the whole
year.

To this must be added the supplementary estimate for the current
year which | have laid on the table, which will amount to $438,999,
chargeable against Revenue, and $250,000 for the Pacific Survey.

I may observe that of the charges against revenue in the
statement sent down, the principal items are $35,000 for Indian
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annuities under recent treaties; $50,000 for losses in Manitoba;
$70,000 for Surveys, and $35,000 for the Manitoba Expeditionary
Force.

The aggregate expenditure for the current year is not likely to
exceed $17,040,604, and | therefore venture to anticipate a surplus
for the present year of $3,115,467. (Cheers.)

I now come to the consideration of the revenue for the coming
year, and it is satisfactory for one to be able to state that
notwithstanding the deductions of last year, which may be assumed
at about $800,000, the revenue will be rather in excess of the last,
even making allowance for British Columbia.

I need scarcely say | have consulted my colleagues the Ministers
of Customs (Hon. Mr. Tilley) and Inland Revenue (Hon. Mr.
Morris), who are at the head of the departments which furnish the
bulk of the revenue. | feel | am justified in estimating Customs at
$12,500,000; Inland Revenue at $4,625,000; Stamps at $200,000;
Post Office $700,000; Railroads, Telegraph lines and Manitoba
road $1,030,000; Canals and other works, $580,000; Miscellaneous,
$1,000,000; giving an aggregate revenue of $20,630,000.

I shall refer very briefly to the Estimates. The aggregate amount
is $29,675,460, but from this must be deducted the amount required
to meet reduction of debt, $92,234 and expenditure on proposed
public works, amounting in the aggregate to $10,042,734, leaving
estimates chargeable against Consolidated Revenue Fund
19,632,726 dollars.

I might, therefore, fairly contemplate a surplus next year of about
one million, were it not that my experience leads me to anticipate
Supplementary Estimates, which | hope, however, will not be
excessive.

I do not intend to comment at any length on the Estimates. | feel
assured that they will be scrutinized with great care by gentlemen
opposite. | do not wish to enter into details with respect to items,
because my hon. friends at the heads of departments, who have
brought forward estimates and are more particularly responsible for
them, will be prepared to vindicate them better than I can do; but at
the same time | would remind the House that for many years, when
the revenue was scarcely sufficient to meet the expenditure
absolutely necessary, a great part of the public service was literally
starved.

It is now a fitting time when our finances are in a more
prosperous condition, to come forward to erect those necessary
public buildings which in various parts of the Dominion are
absolutely essential. (Hear.)

The Public Works estimate may appear large by comparison of
the aggregate amount with former years, and it may be admitted
that if any difficulty should arise many buildings and works might
be postponed, but | hope and believe that the House will concur
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with the Government in thinking that when the revenue is sufficient
to meet the charges upon it, they ought to seize the opportunity of
erecting buildings very much required for the public service.

There is another point to which | wish to refer. In the estimates
for Public Works are included a number of items which, though
charged against the current revenue of the year, will produce an
income and entail no burden on the country, such as harbours and
other works. The lighthouse service is no doubt a heavy charge, but
it must be borne in mind, that every individual in the country is
interested in this service by which the navigation is improved. We
are competing for the trade of the Great West, and cannot succeed if
we neglect what is essential to success. The Gulf and River St.
Lawrence has had a bad name in days gone by. Insurance rates were
high, and freights, of course, high in proportion.

My hon. colleague the Minister of Fisheries (Hon. Senator
Mitchell), is thoroughly alive to the wants of the trade, and | can
state from my own knowledge that several of his proposed works
would have been in former estimates, but that we did not think it
right to increase that branch of the expenditure too much. The
Minister of Agriculture (Hon. Mr. Pope) has also made large
demands, but | believe there is no expenditure more likely to be
reproductive than that which is incurred for the promotion of
immigration. My hon. friend has entered into his work with zeal
and energy, and he will be able no doubt to account for the
expenditure in a manner satisfactory to the House. (Cheers.)

I feel that | would not discharge my duty on the present occasion
if | were to abstain altogether from entering into the subject of the
very large prospective demand for Public Works, and its bearing on
the public revenue and expenditure. It would be a dereliction of
duty in a Minister of Finance to abstain from all reference to a
contemplated expenditure of no less than forty million dollars,
involving an addition of fifty per cent to our debt.

I own, however, that | approach this subject with some hesitation
and reluctance, owing to my unwillingness to make any reference in
a financial statement to a question of the gravest political
importance, which has not yet been discussed in the House. | refer,
of course, to the Treaty of Washington, but especially to the
arrangement made with the Imperial Government for an Imperial
guarantee for a portion of our anticipated loan.

I shall endeavour as far as possible to avoid discussing those
branches of the question which have no bearing on Finance, but |
cannot, entertaining the views which | do, avoid submitting them
for the candid consideration of the House on this occasion.

It is now apparent to the House and the public, that Imperial and
Canadian Governments were not for many months in a state of
accord on the subject of the Treaty of Washington. | have no doubt
that we on this side have been charged in England with great
selfishness, with utter disregard of any interest but our own, while
on the other hand, we have been inclined to think the Imperial
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Government and the people of England generally have shown little
zeal in the defence of our rights.

I have always thought it exceedingly unfortunate that our fishery
disputes were mixed up with the settlement of important Imperial
questions, which were the principal object of the Washington
Treaty. (Cheers.) | am bound to say that I, with others, felt deep
regret when the First Minister was invited to sit on the Commission
at Washington. But whilst feeling that regret |1 had no doubt
whatever that it was absolutely impossible for him, in the interests
of the country to take any other course than to accept that position.
A refusal to serve would have been taking grave responsibility
while in accepting the position he ran the risk of giving
dissatisfaction to many of his countrymen.

I shall not dwell on this branch of the question. I want to
approach the financial branch of it. We are charged day after day
with selling our rights for a mess of pottage, (Cheers from the
Opposition), and no efforts have been spared to depreciate the value
of the concession which has been made to us. It ought not to be lost
sight of that England had a very considerable interest in the
settlement of this dispute about the fisheries and it is a mistake to
suppose it is exclusively a Canadian question. What would our
fisheries be worth without the protection of England, and we know
perfectly well that England had to employ a very considerable force
year after year for their protection and further that there has been
constant danger of collisions that might have led to very serious
consequences.

It is also well known that trespassers on our fishing grounds have
been taught by men of considerable political influence that they
have a perfect right to fish in our waters and that they ought to
enforce this right in any way possible. We cannot pretend to
maintain that England exceeded her strictly constitutional powers.
She made a treaty which required the ratification of Canada in all
points which affected Canadian interests and this Parliament is free
to accept or reject the arrangement which has been entered into.

What, however, should be constantly borne in mind is that by
rejecting the treaty Canada would have placed herself in
antagonism not to members of the present Government alone, but to
all leading statesmen in England. Prior to the question of
consequential damages arising, all parties in England had accepted
the treaty with satisfaction. Had we refused to recommend the
necessary legislation, what would have been our position? We
should have placed ourselves in the position of refusing to accept an
arrangement which England considered just, and we should have
thereby increased the irritation which has long existed amongst the
fishermen of the United States.

Under such circumstances, is it certain that English public
opinion would have sanctioned further protection of our fisheries?
And had England declined to send a naval force, would not there be
increased aggressions by United States fishermen? Can it be
possible that the opponents of the Treaty have considered the
possible consequences of a refusal to carry it out, especially as its
most prominent opponents are loud in their professions of
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attachment to British connection?

I own that from the time that the treaty was ratified | felt that
Canada was subjected to a pressure, which | deplored, but from
which there was no escape. It was, in the judgment of the
Government most desirable to avoid any misunderstanding with
England, but at the same time to state frankly and boldly our
grounds of complaint. We have been told of late that no question of
money should have been introduced into the discussion. | am at a
loss to know how the Fenian claims could have been settled without
pecuniary compensation in some way direct or indirect. (Hear.)

But it is now said that an Imperial guarantee is of little value. The
idea of asking money as a bribe was never thought of, but there was
a claim on some one for Fenian losses and the Imperial Government
recognized the fact that they had incurred a responsibility to Canada
on that account. True, the admission was very guarded, and it is
very doubtful whether any amount worth consideration could have
been obtained.

At all events the Dominion government had not the slightest
doubt that the best mode of settling these claims was by guarantee,
and they deemed it expedient to announce their intention of
proposing the measures necessary to give effect to the treaty
concurrently with the proposal for a guarantee.

Now it is with reference to the value of the guarantee not only in
itself, but also as a means of securing the construction of our great
public works, that | desire to speak. | wish, in the first place, to
endeavor to remove the misapprehension that prevails very
generally as to the reduction of the amount proposed by us. Justice
has not been done to England, simply because circumstances
wholly unforeseen prevented an arrangement that would have been
quite satisfactory.

It is possible that some may have thought that we would get the
four millions without any difficulty. For my own part | never
imagined we would get a guarantee of four millions in addition to
the fortification guarantee. | knew that one member of the Imperial
Parliament had given it as his opinion that the fortification
guarantee would, if Canada desired it, be transferred to Public
Works.

I do not know what others may have thought, some of my
colleagues may have thought that we would get the four millions
and the fortification loan also, and my hon. friend, the Secretary of
State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe), no doubt imagined that
we should get nothing at all. His dissatisfaction was very great, and
I own that | would have felt a great deal more dissatisfaction than |
ever have done, if | had imagined it possible that the proposition we
made would have received an unfavourable reply. Under the
circumstances we have no right to complain of the reply, no right
whatever.

With reference to the question of fortifications | may observe,
and | say it, because | know there are some that even yet suppose it
would be desirable to erect fortifications, that it makes no
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difference whatever whether the money is for public works or
fortifications. If the causes of misunderstanding between Great
Britain and the United States should happily be removed, as we all
hope they will be, there would be grave objections to the erection of
fortifications, just after the establishment of friendly relations. If at
any future time fortifications should be required, they would have
to be built with our own means. (Hear, hear.)

I have said that while the negotiations were going on,
circumstances occurred that rendered it simply impossible that
either on the one side or the other, the question of fortifications
should be touched. I believe that all parties in this House, as well as
throughout this Dominion, when this extraordinary demand for
consequential damages arose, sympathised entirely with Great
Britain. (Hear, hear.)

Well sir, as | am very sanguine, and every day makes me more
sanguine, that the clouds by which the horizon has been overcast
are disappearing, and that all the difficulty which has unfortunately
existed will disappear, | have no doubt whatever that we shall
eventually get the full amount we desire.

Now, sir, | come to the question of the value of this guarantee,
and my own opinions differ most widely from any that | have seen
in the public newspapers which ordinarily support the present
Government. | wish to give expression to my own convictions, and,
| say, without hesitation that | do not believe there is a loan
contractor in Europe or America who would not say that the
view | take is correct.

Sir, | say it is a complete fallacy to imagine that because at
the present time our five per cent debentures and stock are at
par, and occasionally over par, when we have had no issue of
those debentures for some years, and we ourselves have been
large customers in the market, buying them up for the sinking
fund, that if we put $40,000,000, 50 per cent of our debt into
the market we could obtain that amount at 5 per cent. We
could not do it, and | say unhesitatingly that if we attempted to
float a loan to that extent, we should do uncommonly well if
we obtained it at six per cent.

I ask what would be the state of English credit, great as it is,
if Great Britain asked a loan of something like £400,000,000
sterling, or half her present debt. Hon. gentlemen on the other
side must recollect that the customers for Canadian securities
are a very limited class, and a very different class from those
for English securities or United States securities, or the
securities of the Great European States.

But if we went into the market for $40,000,000, one half our
own, and the other half guaranteed by England, and with the
prestige that England sanctioned our great public
improvements, the advantage would be very great, so much so
that | am persuaded that under those circumstances we should
get our 5 per cent bonds floated at par, and therefore we
should be able to float half at 4 per cent, and the other half at
5 per cent, or equal to 4-1/2 on the whole amount. This would
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therefore make a difference of 1-1/2 per cent on the whole
amount of $40,000,000, equal to $600,000 a year.

I ask whether that is not a desirable arrangement, and
whether it is not infinitely better than negotiating a Bill for
Fenian claims, and encountering the danger of irritation on
both sides, which must arise in the settlement of disputed
claims. Well, sir, | admit that exception may be taken to this
calculation on the ground that | base my statement on getting
£4,000,000 but though my own opinion is strong on that point,
| maintain that even with the £2,500,000 we have made an
infinitely better arrangement than we could have done in any
other way.

According to my calculations | estimate that the total charge
incurred as interest on the new debt necessary to construct our
great public works, including 1/2 per cent for the sinking fund,
will be two million dollars. I must not lose sight of the fact,
however that the first estimate for the Pacific Railway was
$25,000,000 which was a mere approximate estimate based on
an assumed mileage, and that it may have to be increased to
$30,000,000, and taking that increase and the balance of the
Intercolonial Loan and other items into consideration, it is safe
to calculate that the whole amount of contemplated
expenditure will give an increased charge of three million
dollars.

It must, however, be borne in mind that the great
improvements of the public works and canals would
considerably increase the revenue from those sources. In
undertaking works of such considerable magnitude, it is
important to see what is the state of the increase of the
commerce of the country.

Now, sir, that increase is really wonderful. In 1869, our
total exports were $49,320,000, while in 1871 they were
$55,151,000. The aggregate of exports and imports in 1869
was $116,725,000; in 1871, $142,098,000, or an increase of
nearly 22 per cent. And when we come to the details of the
exports, we find them most satisfactory.

The produce of the mines has increased from $2,093,000 to
$3,221,000; of fish from $3,242,000 to $3,994,000; of produce
of the forest, from $19,838,000 to $22,352,000; of animals and
their products, from $8,769,000 to $12,582,000, the latter
chiefly owing to an enormous increase of exports of butter and
cheese.

There was a falling off in the exports of agricultural
products to the extent of nearly four millions as compared with
1870, and nearly two and a half millions as compared with
1869. This no doubt was to some extent caused by the wheat
and flour duties, as while American flour was admitted into
Canada free, it was largely consumed in Canada, thus setting a
corresponding portion of Canadian flour free to be exported,
but when a duty was imposed, the Canadian flour was more
largely consumed at home.
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Then the great increase in the produce of the forests from 19
to 22 millions must be borne in mind, for those branches of
industry were very large consumers indeed of the products of
the country, and so would tend to diminish the exports. The
enormous increase in the exports of butter and cheese seems to
indicate that the farmers are turning their attention more to
dairy farming than to raising wheat.

In offering an opinion however, on such subjects, | do it
with the greatest possible diffidence, and rather with a view to
elicit information from those much better informed that | can
pretend to be. It is very satisfactory to know that the exports
of our manufactures are increasing,—in two years there has
been an increase of 25 per cent. A large proportion of the
increase consists of sugar boxes which are exported to the
West Indies.

There is also another article which has made most
wonderful progress during the last two years, | refer to sewing
machines. Of these the value of exports were $170,000 in
1871; $116,000 in 1870; and only $60,000 in 1869. There was
therefore an enormous increase in the two years. There is but
one other branch of our export trade to which | shall refer,
those articles which are not the produce of the Dominion.
These have increased from $3,855,000 in 1869 to $9,853,005
in 1871. This is a most important fact, proving as it does the
rapid increase of the carrying trade of the St. Lawrence.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: What are the most important items of
the increase?

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: | have not charged my memory
with these items, but | imagine that iron was one very important
item, railway iron, | should say.

After the statements which | have made with respect to the
charges that may be anticipated upon the revenue, for public works,
in the course of my explanation, I think that all must admit that it
would be very dangerous to reduce the taxation, and we have no
measures in this direction to propose, excepting a proposition to be
made by the Hon. Minister of Agriculture (Hon. Mr. Pope) to take
off the capitation tax. This had amounted to under $40,000 last
year, and | have made allowance for it in my miscellaneous
estimate.

I am very far from saying that the tariff is a perfect one or that
changes might not be made in it with advantage to the mercantile
community, but | think that the present would be a most
inconvenient time to touch it. You must recollect that the Congress
of the United States is in the act of considering changes in their
tariff, and severe losses have been sustained by persons in trade
owing to the fact of their not knowing of the changes likely to be
made. | am told that the tea duties are to be repealed, but I really do
not know what to expect. Already the Senate and the House of
Representatives have passed bills to exempt tea from all duty.
Notwithstanding this it is still doubtful whether any Bill regarding
the tariff will pass this Session.
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| do not hesitate, however, to state that if the duties on tea are
taken off in the United States, we must make some readjustment of
our tariff, and in the face of the free importation of tea from the
United States, we should have to abandon a revenue of something
like a million, which we now derive from this source. Under these
circumstances we have thought it better not to meddle with the
tariff now, although there are several ameliorations in the interest of
our manufacturers that should be taken into consideration as early
as possible.

Last year | took occasion to inform this House that Canada had
risen in the scale of countries having commercial transactions with
Great Britain from the eleventh to the eighth place, and it now is
satisfactory to state that she has arrived at the sixth place, (Hear,
hear), and that with the exception of the Netherlands, there is no
country which takes so much of English goods, in proportion to her
population, as Canada. With regard to the Netherlands | have been
told that a considerable amount of her imports are re-exported.

But if we look to other countries in the highest rank we shall find
that Canada takes three times as much per capita as the United
States, four times as much as Germany, five times as much as
France, twenty times as much as British India, while China and
Russia, although the quantities are large, are quite insignificant
looking to their population.

Now, Sir, | hold that looking at the prosperity of this country, and
the vast increase which has taken place in commerce since the
Confederation, as indicated by the deposits in the savings banks, the
increase in railways, etc., it seems to me amazing that there should
be a single individual who would desire to change the condition of
the country. This is a subject which may be considered as irrelevant
to a financial statement, and | should not have alluded to it were it
not a fact that most of those persons who are dissatisfied with the
institutions of our country are so from dissatisfaction at our not
having the power to make commercial treaties. | know that the great
bulk of them are extreme protectionists, and the object which they
have in view is to endeavour to place our trade relations upon a
different basis; which it would be impossible to do so long as we
continue our present relations towards the Crown. There is an idea
that if we were independent we might enter into more intimate trade
relations upon a different basis; which it would be impossible to do
so long as we continue our present relations towards the Crown.
There is an idea that if we were independent we might enter into
more intimate trade relations with the United States, agree to a
Zollverein, by which the goods of each country should be protected
by a high tariff on foreign goods, and the complaint is that while we
continue in connection with England, we have no power to make
Treaties with foreign powers.

All | can say is that we have the power to get every reasonable
request that we can make urged with all the power of England; and
I need hardly say that that would give us far greater power than we
would have if we were independent. We could not expect that
England would consent to a tariff that would put the manufacturers
of England in a worse position in our market than the manufacturers
of the United States, and the knowledge of this fact has led some
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extreme protectionists to desire independence as the only means of
accomplishing their object.

It seems strange, however, that it has not occurred to those
persons that under the commercial treaty in existence between
England and the United States and which provides that the
manufacturers of England shall be admitted to the United States on
the same terms as those of the most favored nations, it would be
impossible for the United States to enter into such an arrangement
with an independent State, and if this country were independent it
would be necessary for her to enter into a commercial treaty with
Great Britain which would contain a similar clause. The object then
of the advocates of independence is unattainable by the means
which they contemplate, and few of them, I hope, are inclined to
recommend annexation, any agitation for which would, in my
humble judgment, be neither more nor less than an agitation for a
civil war.

I have now, Sir, completed my task, and | have to thank the
House for the attention with which they have listened to me. (Loud
cheers.)

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that the speech of the hon.
Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) necessarily called for
some comment from his side of the House. They would recollect
that last year the hon. gentleman had told them that the amount of
debt which it would be necessary to incur in order to carry out the
terms of the union with British Columbia would be $25,000,000.
He had increased it to $30,000,000 a few days ago and now he
stated $40,000,000 as the sum for which we should have to make
provision in the future.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said most unquestionably the
total estimate for the extension and enlargement of the canals was
$15,000,000.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that the estimate could scarcely
be considered at present, as there was no means of estimating its
correctness. He referred to the loan of our millions sterling upon the
Imperial guarantee, for which he (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks)
assumed to himself and colleagues credit. He endeavored to make
the House believe that Government had made on the whole a very
good bargain, and that by some means the Imperial Government
was to be coaxed into giving a guarantee for a million and a half
more—which, for the present, they had declined.

He hoped no Canadian Ministry would ever again go on a
begging expedition to the Imperial Government for any such
purpose. He looked almost with loathing and disgust upon the
course the Ministry had pursued, and upon the communications
between the two Governments on this subject with the utmost
possible humiliation. (Cheers.) Nothing had taken place in our
history which had filled his mind with so much humiliation as this
huckstering to obtain the small amount of money mentioned,—as a
conciliation, too, for yielding up the opposition the Government
pretended to have felt towards the Treaty. For some time they spoke
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in strong, he would not say most offensive, terms to the British
Government with regard to these claims, affecting our rights of
property, and the Fenian outrages.

In insisting that the Fenian claims should have been considered
in the Treaty of Washington in a different way from that observed,
he would never have made the slightest reference, or if so, only the
slightest, to money considerations; but he did feel humiliated as a
Briton and a Canadian that, while the Americans were forcing the
consideration of the Alabama claims on the British Government, we
had not pressed our claims against them for offensive outrages upon
our frontier people. He felt humiliated that the British and Canadian
Governments should have yielded so tamely to the rejection of this
as a legitimate subject for discussion and reparation, and for an
apology on the part of the United States. It seemed to our
Government as if the amount of money concerned was the chief
consideration; and now we were asked to rejoice at the arrangement
proposed by the Government, and to be submitted to the House in a
few days whereby we obtained the Imperial guarantee for two and a
half millions as payment for the loss incurred in the raids, and as
some equivalent for the surrender of our territorial rights to the
Fisheries.

Nothing had been said by the hon. gentleman as to the direct loss
the Treaty otherwise involved. They all knew there was another
claim this House would have to make good, which had not been
referred to; but the discussion upon the Treaty could scarcely be
said to be introduced today, although these remarks were
necessarily precipitated from us by the course of hon. gentlemen in
this matter.

He denied the accuracy of the Finance Minister’s figures as to the
value of the proposed guarantee. Assuming again by it, however,
we had this huckstering for the sake of saving at the very outside
about $120,000 a year. A humiliation had been imposed upon us
which he was quite sure the country would not submit to for twice
that amount. We were able to pay our way, and interest on our debt,
and to contract whatever debt we might require for national
improvements, even if the Imperial Government should decline to
aid us by guarantees. It was known they set their face against any;
and in going to them for a four million guarantee and receiving the
offer of one for two millions and a half, and seeing the hon.
gentleman opposite say, ‘‘Its a bargain’’ then come here and ask the
House to rejoice with the Government because they had succeeded
in extorting in this way this miserable pittance from the Imperial
Government,—he could not tell how much he felt humiliated over
the transaction. (Cheers and ironical cheers.) He would not for the
entire interest on our debt be placed in the wretched position in
which the celebrated statesman opposite, and Government of which
he was a member, had succeeded in placing the country.

The hon. gentleman who just sat down had referred to the mental
trouble occasioned him by the freaks of the Secretary of State for
the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe). His former colleague on this side
of the House also came in for a share of this denunciation, and the
Finance Minister had called on him, his colleague that was, and he
supposed his colleague that was to be again, to retract the opinion
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that some political change was necessary. He (Hon. Mr.
Mackenzie) agreed with the hon. Minister that there was no
necessity for the speeches delivered by those gentlemen; that in
their prosperous circumstances of the country it was extremely to
be regretted that a member of the Government and another
distinguished member of the House, should have given utterance to
views which would lead people abroad to the conclusion that
Canadians were dissatisfied with their political relations and looked
for an inevitable change as the only means of pleasing them in a
satisfactory position.

Naturally, he thought very much like the hon. member for
Bothwell (Mr. Mills) that any political change at present could only
mean one thing, annexation to the United States. He reasoned not
merely from a sentimental feeling of loyalty, but from high national
considerations; and while he and others might have a theory that the
republican form of government was the highest ideal of
government, still we were practically republican in all our ideas and
in our whole system of government. We enjoyed all its advantages,
without suffering any of its disadvantages. (Cheers.) His earnest
desire was that that condition should continue. If in course of years
it might become evident that a change in the direction of
independence would be desirable, no doubt it could be achieved
without the effusion of one drop of blood, or the disturbance of any
of our commercial relations. He agreed with the hon. gentleman
opposite, also as to the extreme folly of public men in this country
continuing to advance a system of commercial duties which would
practically be a declaration of independence, but almost of
offensive commercial warfare against England.

A zollverein, moreover, would involve an immediate commercial
relation with the United States that would practically be equivalent
to a political connection and to a declaration to the people of the
United Kingdom that we were determined to shut them out of our
markets unless they travelled through the United States.

The Canadian Board of Trade delegates to the St. Louis
convention took the right ground on that subject. Their speeches
had the ring of the true national Canadian feeling, which he hoped
made itself felt upon those who thought there was a class of
Canadian public men desirous of reaching that end in some way or
other. He would not discuss other points of the Treaty at present, or
till the Premier introduced his measure. Upon a subject of such
immense and material interests to the whole country a present
discussion would be premature; and, had it not been for the remarks
of the Finance Minister, he would not have touched upon the
subject.

He did not agree with the hon. gentleman’s course with regard to
the surplus. With one this year of nearly four millions, and one
anticipated for next year of three millions and a half, and a
prospective surplus of a million and a half for this year following,
he did not propose to effect any reduction of duties of articles
where some relief might naturally be looked for.

He regretted this, because the hon. gentleman could not say there
was any immediate expenditure of a serious kind to be apprehended
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in connection with the works mentioned, that would call on him to
provide so largely for interest on the coming debt. It would be time
enough when that debt was to be created, that we should provide for
the necessary interest. At present the surplus should be dealt with as
one involving a necessary reduction of taxation to a greater or less
extent. He admitted it would not be desirable, in view of financial
obligations of a serious nature, to effect reductions that would
obliterate entirely the surplus accruing this year and to accrue
during coming year; but it was wrong to continue a system of
taxation producing more than the country needed for its immediate
wants.

With these remarks and awaiting the production of the figures for
comments on the financial statement generally, he desired not to
add anything further at present.

Hon. Sir A.T. GALT whilst regretting the introduction of
extraneous matter into the Finance Minister’s speech, joined in his
congratulations upon the prosperous condition of the country.
Having regard to large projected expenditure upon public works, he
agreed it was well not to attempt at present any important fiscal
changes. He could regard the present condition of the revenue as
likely to continue permanently, although the projected outlay on
works of a productive character might assist the revenue materially
for some time to come. Still, the warnings of the past should make
them cautious as to the future. He deprecated the partial
introduction of the Treaty into this discussion. It was not fair to
expect the House to press an opinion as to a proportion of that
arrangement only.

He regretted the settlement of the Fenian claims was mixed up
with the agreement come to as to the action of Canada with respect
to the Treaty, as many persons whatever their feeling generally on
that subject, would feel much mortified if their consent was
attributed to money considerations. He did not see what the
Minister’s allusions to the opinions held by certain parties as to
possible political changes in Canada’s relation to the mother
country had to do with the financial statement. He did not think
those who entertained such views could be expected to regard
recent events with much favour, and thought we should have been
quite as well protected at Washington with a commissioner really
responsible to us as we had been by those under the authority of the
Imperial Government. He was not prepared to say our condition of
dependence should always continue; but, so long as it lasted, he
would do his duty as a loyal subject.

It might have been well if his (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt’s) resolutions
last year had been passed; but, if important sacrifices on our part
were required, let them be made. He demurred, however, to being
called a “*protectionist.”

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: 1 assure you, my hon. friend,
that he was not in my mind when | made that allusion.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: The Finance Minister was referring to the
Secretary for the Provinces, Hon. Mr. Howe. (Laughter.)
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Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: | referred specially to persons
who advocated a zollverein, and never imagined Hon. Sir A.T. Galt
was one of them.

Hon. Sir A.T. GALT remarked that that was not the place for
propounding merely speculative opinions. He did not often intrude
his views upon the House, and did not desire to do so on that
occasion.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) was sorry to hear the
observations of the hon. gentleman opposite in announcing the
policy to which the Government committed. He understood the hon.
gentleman to say that it was utterly impossible for the United States
to make arrangements with us for the introduction of commaodities
from that country on any better terms than from Great Britain. He
thought then there should be some arrangement between this
country and the United States for the interchange of certain articles
of manufacture, such as stoves, agricultural and other machinery
adopted to this country. We should be emancipated from such an
arrangement as the present, and negotiations should be entered into
with the Mother Country with a view to obtaining freedom in our
commercial arrangements.

Mr. JOLY quoted from the Washington Treaty correspondence
to show that the Government had not used every measure and
exertion possible to obtain a renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty.

AFTER RECESS

Hon. Mr. BLAKE referred to the remarks made by the Minister
of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) on the subject of the
Washington Treaty, regretted that the First Minister who had taken
part in the negotiations had not seen fit to explain the events
connected with the making of the Treaty, but should have left it to
the Minister of Finance to make a sort of apology for the
concession made on behalf of Canada.

In looking at the financial aspect of the Treaty, he would preface
his remarks by saying that he agreed with the hon. member for
Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) that it ought not to be a question of
money at all and he fully agreed with the Ministers of the Crown
when they told the Imperial Government that the principle of a
money payment was repugnant to the people of Canada. But if it
was to be treated as such—if we were to be told that a sufficient
price had been paid, then it became material that the figures of the
hon. gentleman should be correct.

He then entered into an examination of the figures to show that
there would be no such difference between the annual charge
payable under the guarantee, and that which would be paid if there
were no guarantee. In any case it must be remembered, whether we
borrowed under a guarantee or not, the country was pledged to
repay the loan and interest, and it must be paid.
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We had to consider also, that in carrying out the financial terms
of the Treaty it would be necessary for Parliament to take steps to
reimburse the Province of New Brunswick in the sum lost by reason
of the repeal of the export duty on lumber. When that was done, it
would be found to trench largely upon the profits from the
guarantee. He had been told that a reasonable compensation for this
loss would be $100,000. However that might be, there could be no
doubt that the people of New Brunswick would have to be dealt
with fairly, and it would involve a very considerable annual charge.
He maintained therefore that the real diminution would fall far short
of the amount claimed by the hon. gentleman opposite, so that the
rose-colored picture which the hon. gentleman had drawn this
afternoon upon view of which we were called upon to sell our
feelings and sacrifice our fisheries, was far from a truthful one.
(Hear, hear.)

Mr. CARTWRIGHT deprecated the mixing up of matters
connected with the Treaty in this discussion, the more so as the
financial statement made this afternoon was one which all members
ought to regard with great gratification. We were all aware that
fears had been entertained, when the Confederation scheme was
under discussion, that the financial arrangements were likely to be a
source of danger to the young nationality, and he, for one, was glad
to find that those apprehensions had been more or less frustrated by
the extraordinary expansion which had lately attended the
commerce and resources of the country. He considered that this was
not due to the Government alone, although he was willing to admit
that they were entitled to some credit, but that all who supported the
scheme of Confederation would also claim such credit. He thought
that the Finance Minister (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks), had understood
the extent of the liability which he was about to impose on this
country for the future.

The engagements likely to be assumed he stated at $3,000,000.
This represented about $60,000,000 of capital, but considering the
gigantic works that were about to be undertaken, he considered that
in naming three millions as the amount likely to be added to the
interest on our debt, the hon. gentleman had by no means estimated
the probable result. He would again remind the House that the
present remarkable expansion could not be expected to continue, as
periods of great prosperity were almost inevitably followed by
periods of depression, and he had condemned the financial
arrangements of the Finance Minister, not because they would
cause mischief at the moment, but that they did not make provision
for the future disasters which might overtake us. He contended the
large increase in the Customs and Excise during the last three years,
amounting to $6,000,000, was not likely to be maintained; it was
more likely to be diminished. He considered that it must be
attributed in a great measure to the state of things existing in the
adjacent Republic.

A very considerable portion of our revenue from woollens, silks,
satins, etc., was in consequence of the great demand for those
articles by Americans in the frontier towns, and he argued that there
were peculiar reasons connected with that fact calculated to cause
the revenue to increase more rapidly than it would under ordinary
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circumstances. As he had told that hon. gentleman on previous
occasions, if he had been in Canada during the years between
1857-58 and 1865-66, he would have known that in this country
above all others, periods of great prosperity are very apt to be
followed by periods of depression, and that it was not wise to judge
of the state of the public revenue by calculations which are made
during a time when we were really spending a large amount of our
capital.

Hon. Mr. MORRIS did not intend to speak at any great length,
but he wished to refer to one or two statements of the leader of the
Opposition (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie). It was gratifying to find that that
hon. gentleman took so encouraging a view of the position of the
country. It was refreshing to hear him stand up and declare that we
were in a position to pay our way. Everything was couleur de rose
from the point of observation today.

But it had not always been so, for the hon. gentleman was
overwhelmed last Session with alarm, and had attempted to excite
the public mind of the Dominion in regard to our financial
condition. He had stated that the proposed engagements respecting
the Pacific Railway would add to the burdens of the country one
hundred millions. Today, how the scene had changed. Today, when
the Government have informed the House that the British
Government are prepared to help us in carrying out great public
works he declares that we are too rich to accept such assistance.
(Hear, hear.)

The hon. gentleman last session threatened the House with an
increase of taxation, but this year when we are asking our people to
encourage these great undertakings and assist in developing the
resources of our country, he attacks the Government because they
are not prepared to recommend a reduction of taxation. He (Hon.
Mr. Morris) had been amused at reading a speech made by the hon.
gentleman before Parliament met last year in which he had pledged
himself that no matter what Government came into power there
would have to be an increase of at least five per cent in taxation. He
would quote the words he had then used. The speech was made at
London during a pilgrimage through the country and was as
follows: He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) would like to give those present
an honest and fair statement of the increase in our public debt, but
he would tell them frankly that it was impossible for any man to
take up the Public Accounts and ascertain the amount of that debt.
We knew the amount that bore interest in England. We knew the
amount of a certain kind of stock that carried interest in Canada; but
that was about all.

Our debentures of all kinds amounted to nearly 94 millions
afloat, but Government—knowing that there was an annual deficit,
knowing that if they pushed on taxation to the extent necessary to
meet the public requirements, they would be called to account—
sought to hide our indebtedness.

He ventured to say, and he knew he would be able to prove the
assertion when Parliament met, that if we were called on to pay all
our debts since 1867, we would have to impose a rate of five per
cent additional to our present taxation. Whatever Government came
into power, there was a serious financial difficulty before them, be
they what they may.
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That was the forecast of the hon. gentleman of the financial
condition of the Dominion, and he had heard the reply today. He
had heard that instead of there being a deficiency since
Confederation there had been a steady increase of our revenue, and
that now there was a large surplus in existence.

He had told the people there that it was impossible for any man
to form an opinion of what our debt was, intimating that the
Government tried to conceal the true state of the debt; but when he
came down to the House, he found out from the Public Accounts
for himself what the debt was. He (Hon. Mr. Morris) liked honesty
and fair play, but he would ask what sort of honesty it was that
represented matters in such a light as that.

The member for Waterloo South (Mr. Young) had also given
some attention to the financial position of the country. From a paper
published by that hon. gentleman on the resources of the Dominion,
it would appear that he had no difficulty in finding out the debt
from the accounts.

The member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had told the
people that so great was the embarrassment in our finances, that the
Government must come down and add five per cent to the taxation
of the country. But what was the result? Instead of adding five per
cent, no less a sum than $800,000 had been taken off last session,
and notwithstanding that, the Government met the House with a
large surplus, and with resources to justify them in undertaking the
large works necessary in the Dominion.

He (Hon. Mr. Morris) had thought it right to call the attention of
the House to the changed position of the hon. gentleman. Right glad
would he be if he found him in the future standing forward with
those who desire to consolidate this Dominion. Right glad would he
have been if instead of opposing every measure submitted to this
House he had endeavored to stand by the party who have the weal
and welfare of the Dominion heartily before them.

But this pleasure was denied him, for he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie)
had set his face against every effort to conciliate Nova Scotia. He
had resisted the terms for the admission of British Columbia, and
had opposed the construction of the Pacific Railway. He had
resisted in every case measures that had been proposed and which
time was proving to have been in the interests of the Dominion. He
(Hon. Mr. Morris) would like to see the hon. gentleman with his
great talents working with those who hope to make this Dominion
worthy of its position as a portion of the great British Empire.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said with reference to the
statement of his having unnecessarily introduced the Treaty of
Washington into his speech, that it must be admitted that under the
circumstances it was utterly impossible for him in making his
financial statement to avoid all reference to that Treaty, and with
reference to the charges of his having omitted to mention necessary
matters, he could only say that he had endeavored to confine
himself to the financial question as much as possible.
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As to the expression of regret of the hon. member for Sherbrooke
(Hon. Sir A.T. Galt) that his resolutions of last year had not carried,
that hon. gentleman must admit that they could not possibly have
influenced the proceedings at Washington. The Canadian
Government had no responsibility whatever in the matter of the
Washington Treaty, and he believed the First Minister would have
acted in the most dishonourable manner towards the Imperial
Government if he had joined the Commission with the deliberate
intention of not conforming to the instructions he received from the
English Government.

There had been a total misconception on this point—there could
not be two parties on the English side of the question, and the
leader of the Government had been in no way a Canadian
Commissioner. As far as the matter affected Canada, Parliament
had now full power to deal with it. He then referred to the remarks
of the member for Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall), on the
subject of the West Indies Commission. He was acquainted with the
sentiment of the people of British Guiana, and it was only just that
he should point out the absurdity of the propositions put forward by
some of the people of Canada. The great part of the revenue of
British Guiana was derived from duties on a few principal particles,
such as flour and salt, fish and others produced in Canada, while a
large proportion of the Canadian revenue was derived from duties
on sugar, which was produced in British Guiana, and it was there
impossible to carry out the suggestion that those articles
respectively should be admitted into the countries free, without
seriously affecting the revenue of both countries.

He would now refer to one or two remarks of the member for
Durham West (Hon. Mr. Blake), who had alleged that he (Hon. Sir
Francis Hincks) had admitted a discrepancy of views between
himself and his colleagues. There was no such discrepancy, for as
to the remarks of the hon. Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon.
Mr. Howe), which had so often been called in question, he believed
there was no more loyal a man in the House than that hon.
gentleman, and no one more attached to British connection. That
gentleman might have expressed his views strongly, but they tended
in an entirely different direction from independence or annexation.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON: He only improved the impossibility from
his point of view of continuing the connection.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: Nothing of the kind. There were
a number of persons who held opinions in regard to a
reorganization of the Empire, and who believed that better relations
might be established by which the colonies would have a larger
voice in the conduct of imperial affairs. He must admit that such
sentiments were largely entertained, but he did not believe they
could be carried out, and he believed that was the direction in which
the remarks of the Secretary of State for the Provinces had pointed.

The member for Lotbiniére (Mr. Joly) had seemed to imagine
that Canada could frame a commercial policy entirely irrespective
of the Imperial Government, and he (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) had
endeavored in his previous remarks to show how impossible such a
course was.
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As to the remarks of the member for Lennox (Mr. Cartwright) he
did not believe there was any danger of the evils he apprehended.
Of late there had not been any great extension, many public works
had been promoted, but there had been no large introduction of
foreign capital, and there were no indications of the danger against
which the hon. gentleman was so constantly warning them.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir
Francis Hincks) having repeated a proposition that the Prime
Minister went to deal with Canadian matters as an officer of the
Imperial Government, and with no responsibility to that House, he
must say that he held such a statement to be altogether absurd, and
in his judgment it was disrespectful to the House that such a grave
question should be introduced by a side wind in the Budget Speech.
He did not doubt that there had been a direct intention to draw out
the House, but it had not succeeded. He would not speak on the
matter until the question had been placed before the House by the
Prime Minister, but that hon. gentleman would not take the ground
of the Minister of Finance.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE rose to correct a misapprehension on the part
of the Finance Minister (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks). He (Hon. Mr.
Blake) meant to say that the present statement of the Finance
Minister, in reference to the Treaty, was at variance with what he
had stated on a previous occasion. At present, the Finance Minister
said he regretted that Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald was appointed a
Commissioner. Last year, he congratulated the House and country
on the appointment. (Hear, hear.)

Mr. YOUNG said he had no intention of addressing the House,
but for the reference of the Minister of Inland Revenue (Hon. Mr.
Morris) to him. That gentleman always addressed the House in a
tone of melancholy patriotism.

The hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had been
quite right in saying at London there had been deficits in 1867-68.
Sir John Rose claimed a surplus of $350,000, but deducting certain
items which should not have been in the revenue, there was really a
deficit.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS admitted that, deducting the
payment made by the Great Western Railway; there was a deficit
the following year of $39,000; and if the items of premium and
exchange were deducted, there was a deficit of $476,000.

The third Finance Minister, Sir Francis Hincks, showed that there
was likely to be a deficit of $340,000, and so put on additional
taxes. The five per cent increase, and the famous national policy
new duties, and the extraordinarily large importations which then
began caused by the enormous expenditure on public works, saved
the country from a deficit perhaps the third year. Great credit was
taken for the surplus, but the real cause, as he had said, was because
there had been an increase of from fifteen to twenty millions to the
imports for several years; but whilst those circumstances were
filling the treasury, the increased railway expenditure which
produced it was rapidly piling up the aggregate indebtedness of the
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country. Everyone was no doubt pleased that there was a surplus,
but it was not on account of the wisdom or economy of the
Government, whose administration had been characterized by
lavish expenditure. The expansion of revenue was abnormal, but yet
the Minister of Finance was branching out into the most prodigal
expenditure, which when his revenue fell off, he would not be able
to contract. This would land us in chronic deficiencies like those of
former years.

Hon. Sir John Rose stated the expenditure of the first year of
Confederation at $12,729,211, but last year the estimate was
$17,280,350, being an increase of four millions in ordinary
expenditure in four years. The Estimates for 1872-73 showed
another augmentation of about three millions; and if Sir Francis
Hincks went on increasing his outlay in this way, he would leave
the country in as bad a position as at his departure many years ago.
The public debt had been stated by the Finance Minister at eight
millions, but this did not include the debts of the different
Provinces.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: Hear, hear.

Mr. YOUNG said the finances had not yet felt the force of what
he considered the reckless undertakings of the Government. When
they added $20,000,000 for the Intercolonial Railway; $5,000,000
for fortifications; $15,000,000 for the canals, and $30,000,000 for
the Canadian Pacific Railway—nhe believed it would at least be fifty
millions, and besides the land grant—they would have a public debt
of $157,000,000. This would be found a great burden, and must
inevitably increase the taxation of the people.

The speaker then went on to show the increase in the expenditure
of the public departments since 1867-68, among which were the
following increases: Administration of Justice, $23,168; Civil
Government, $47,859; Ocean and river service, $89,527; Light
houses, etc., $159,710; Public Works, $639,589; Fisheries, $67,255;
Post Office, $198,668; Public Works Department, $204,758;
Excise, $50,624; Miscellaneous, $72,271.

Some increase of expenditure was unavoidable, but these figures
he considered showed that the Government was justly open to the
charge of extravagance. For the coming year there was also an
enlarged expenditure. The prodigal administration of the Finance
Minister (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) before leaving Canada led to
some six or seven years of deficits adding to over twenty million to
the public debt. He had come back at another period of Grand
Trunk Railway expenditure. His administration was characterized
by enormous outlays on public works and in other ways, similar to
those of the former period, and he (Mr. Young) hoped that similar
disastrous results would not follow when he left the country again.

Mr. WORKMAN had heard the financial statement with very
great satisfaction indeed. He had feared that the country was going
to be sunk in debt, but the fear had now been removed from his
mind. He was glad to hear there was to be no increased taxation, but
that the great public works could be carried out on the present
taxation, and he was satisfied with the position the Dominion was
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assuming before the world. The House and country ought to be
proud of the statement of the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis
Hincks), but he trusted the Government would be guarded in the
proposed large expenditure. A very great amount of borrowed
money was being introduced into the country and difficulties in
future years were very possible. He could not but approve however
of the proposed canal enlargement which was a matter of the very
greatest consequence.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said there was no doubt that the view of the
member for Montreal (Mr. Workman) would be very much
appreciated, and that every one would admit that the expenditure
should be kept within the means of the country. He maintained that
the actual increase of the revenue of the past years since
Confederation, taken in connection with what might fairly be
counted on in the future, fully justified the proposed expenditure,
stating that an increased population of a million during the next ten
years, would of itself place an increased revenue of four millions at
the disposal of the Government.

He believed that the amount named by the Finance Minister as
being gained by means of the Imperial guarantee was very much
below what would really result. He remembered how the hon.
gentleman, two years ago, pointed out the lamentable condition the
country was likely to be in and said some severe things, for which
he afterwards apologized, but tonight they had heard him speak of
the prosperity of the country, and our ability to carry on any
necessary works without the aid of an Imperial guarantee.

His hon. friend on the opposite side of the House had referred to
the increased expenditure of the Dominion, and stated that the
interest on the debt had increased $600,000 since 1867; but he had
not taken into consideration the debts of the provinces assumed by
the Dominion since that time. By referring to the comparative
statements published, it would be seen that the result was quite
different to that stated by his hon. friend.

The hon. gentleman complained of the expenditure of the Post
Office Department, Public Works and Railways. He would ask how
the postal accommodation between the provinces forming the
Dominion, particularly the North West and British Columbia, could
be improved without increasing the expenditure. A great many
miles had been added to the Government Railways, and the
increased amount in the Estimates now before the House was to
enable them to extend their railway accommodation, and the
revenue was in excess of the estimated expenditure.

With reference to the large increase in the expenditure of the
Civil Service, he had explained last year, that the engineers whose
salaries were previously charged against Public Works, had been
transferred to the Department of Public Works, and still that
department did not show any increase.

Similarly the Adjutant General’s Department had been
transferred to the Department of Militia, and yet the expenditure of
that Department was not so much as in 1867. Of the increases last
year $8,000 was the salary of the Lieut. governor of Manitoba, and
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$14,000 for Post offices in the cities of Montreal and Quebec and
other places, and by deducting those amounts, it would be seen that
there was no increase over the previous year. He would like his
hon. friend to point out the figures, and show where they could not
be justified; any increase would bear the most rigid investigation
and scrutiny.

The hon. gentleman had referred to the lighthouse service and the
increased cost thereof. He (Hon. Mr. Tilley) felt sure that there was
no service in the country which would be more cheerfully
sustained, and appropriations made for, than that which would light
our coasts and make navigation sure, thereby saving risk—and
reducing the rates of ocean freightage and insurance.

He was satisfied that the revenue and surplus for the next ten
years would be sufficient for the execution of the public works
foreshadowed by the Minister of Finance. Even if there should be a
reaction in the commercial prosperity of the country, the population
was increasing at the rate of two and a half per cent, and if the
revenue did not increase proportionately, there would still be more
than sufficient, with the surplus, to pay the interest on the liabilities
and supply the wants of the country.

He agreed with the hon. member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T.
Galt) that the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) was
quite right in not dealing with the surplus, as the country will be in
a better position to meet all liabilities promptly, and he could see no
fear whatever of difficulty arising out of the undertakings
mentioned by the Minister of Finance.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE spoke in the strongest language of the
Speech of the Hon. Minister of Inland Revenue (Hon. Mr. Morris),
and referred to the course which he (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had
pursued with regard to the subsidies to the various Provinces. He
did not look with serious apprehension to any great national
calamity, but the financial policy of the Minister of Finance was
calculated to bring on a commercial depression.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU explained the policy of the new-born
National Party (Parti national), of the Province of Quebec, and
showed that the hon. member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie)
had given that party a most severe rebuke, having denounced the
platform on which all their hopes are based.

The House then went into Committee of Ways and Means, Mr.
STREET in the Chair—Reported and asked leave to sit again.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved the second reading
of an Act to amend the law relating to the fraudulent marking of
merchandise. He explained that it was an adaptation of the English
Statute on the subject passed in 1862. The reason for the
introduction of the Law was that a failure of justice had occurred in
a late trial at Montreal where a person had been indicted under the
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Law as it now stands.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved the second reading
of the Bill, “*An Act to make provision for the continuation and
extension of the Geological Survey of Canada, and for the
maintenance of the Geological Museum.””

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE had observed in the Estimates, that in
addition to the increased expenditure for this service, there were
special votes for large amounts, and he moved to know whether
such was necessary. He thought the vote of $45,000 was intended to
cover all expenses.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: In the absence of the
Secretary of State for the Provinces (Hon. Mr. Howe), said the vote
was intended to cover all the expenses, but that he supposed the
additional sum asked for was an exceptional vote for British
Columbia.

An Act to correct a Clerical Error in the Act relating to Banks
and Banking, and to amend the said Act, was read a second time,
and referred to the Committee on Banking and Commerce.

An Act respecting the public debt and the raising of loans
authorized by Parliament was read a second time.

The House then went into Committee to consider the following
resolution which was adopted:

Resolved—That it is expedient to identify the Members of the
Privy Council, the Auditor General, and all other officers and
persons concerned in the issue of a Special Warrant by His
Excellency the Governor General, upon an Order in Council made
17th October, 1871, under the provisions of the 35th Section of the
Act 31 Vic., Cap. 5, for the advance of the sum of one hundred
thousand dollars to meet the expenditure on account of the
Expeditionary Force which was ordered to be sent to the Province
of Manitoba, or in the expenditure of $62,150.72 for the said
purpose out of the said sum of $100,000, detailed accounts of such
expenditure having been laid before Parliament, and all the
requirements of the Act aforesaid in the premises having been duly
complied with.

Also—

A resolution declaring it expedient to amend and consolidate, and
to extend to the whole Dominion of Canada, the Law respecting the
inspection of certain staple articles of Canadian produce, which was
adopted.

An Act to amend the Act regulating the issue of Dominion Notes,
was reported by the Committee.

The House adjourned at 10.30 p.m.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Wednesday, May 1st, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m. Several petitions were
read.

Prayers

APETITION BY TELEGRAPH

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE presented a petition, which he said
was scarcely regular, but he thought it was his duty, with the
consent of the House, to read it. The petition came from parties at
Fort Garry who thought they could present a petition by telegraph.
He had received it in the form of a telegram, and if the House had
no objection, he would read it in order to have the wishes of the
petitioners made known.

The following is the text:—
TO THE HONOURABLE THE HOUSE OF COMMONS, OTTAWA

Whereas we, who were imprisoned in 1869 and 1870, have received by telegraph
a list of the awards for losses made by Commissioner Johnson, and sanctioned by
the Privy Council;

Whereas, we deem these awards an outrage on all principles of equity;

Whereas some of us, who have lost our all and literally more than Dr. Schultz,
have been awarded two dollars per day for imprisonment, while he has been

recompensed at the rate of ten dollars per day;

Whereas it would seem that no system whatever has been followed in making the
awards;

Whereas, the list on the face of it bears evidence of the fact that certain personal
considerations entered largely into its concoction;

And whereas we believe that duplicity on the one hand, and culpable pliability on
the part of the Government on the other, have inflicted on us a grievous wrong:

We humbly beg your Honourable House, before voting the awards, to take steps
to make a fuller and more impartial investigation into our losses and claims. And

your petitioners will ever pray, &c

By Mr. FERGUSON —Petition of the Huron and Lake Erie
Canal Company.

Of the Toronto Corn Exchange praying for a line of steamers to

open up trade to Halifax in Nova Scotia.

By Mr. SHANLY —For a Railway to connect Ottawa with
Montreal.

Of the Chairman of the Board of Commerce, Greenock,
Scotland, &c., praying for certain measures to prevent the desertion
of seamen in Canada.

A Petition was read from Major Bernard, of Douglastown,
District of Gaspé, Province of Quebec, stating that he was literally
dead and praying for a pension. He (Major Bernard) had been
injured, was sorry to succumb, but necessity knew no law, his
shoulder had been dislocated, his ribs broken, and his memory
affected. He hoped he would not meet with the reply of ‘‘no
friends’” (Great laughter). He had lately lost two situations because
he was unable to keep them.

Mr. JONES (Halifax) introduced a Bill to assimilate the law of
Nova Scotia with those of other parts of the Dominion in respect to
interest.

Mr. WORKMAN moved, in the absence of Mr. Ryan, member
for Montreal West, for leave to introduce a Bill to incorporate the
Anticosti Company.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT moved for leave to introduce a Bill to
incorporate the Canada and Newfoundland Sealing and Fishing
Company.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN submitted a report relating to the
accident on the Windsor and Halifax Railway and other matters.

* * *

QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS

Mr. BENOIT: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
place funds at the disposal of the Honourable, the Minister of
Agriculture, for the purpose of causing to be held an exhibition of
cattle, agricultural and horticulture produce and objects of art
invention, &c., from all parts of the Dominion for the year 1872.

Hon. Mr. POPE: It is not the intention of the Government to do
S0.

Mr. BENOIT: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
make to the Boards or Councils of Agriculture in each Province, or to
Agricultural Societies, grants of money which will enable them to
promote the progress of Agriculture throughout the whole Dominion?
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Hon. Mr. POPE: It is not the intention of the Government,
although strongly sympathizing with everything calculated to
advance the progress of Agriculture, to do so.

Mr. CURRIER: When the Return to Address of 4th May, 1870,
for a return of the names, origin, creed, position, and pay of the
employees of the Dominion Government will be laid before the
House?

Hon. Mr. MORRIS: Either this week or beginning of next
week?

Mr. DELORME (Saint-Hyacinthe): Whether it is the intention
of the Government to take any steps towards preventing the
emigration of Canadians to the United States, by holding out such
material advantages as will induce Canadians to remain in their
own country?

And,—

Whether it is the intention of the Government to take more
effectual means to encourage Canadians who have emigrated to the
United States to return to Canada, and whether one of such
measures is to set apart out of the amount voted for immigration the
greater part of that sum for this purpose?

Hon. Mr. POPE: The Government were doing everything in
their power to induce emigrants from the United States and
everywhere else to come to Canada.

Mr. BOLTON: Whether, under Article Eighteen of the Treaty of
Washington, United States fishermen will be expected to be
governed, when fishing in Dominion waters, by municipal or other
regulations establishing close time for the protection of spawning
grounds, or other protective measures for the preservation of the
fisheries?

And,—

Whether, under the Twenty-first Article of the Treaty of
Washington, the fish and fish oil that are proposed to be admitted
free of duty into the United States are meant to be only what are
produced within the limits of the Dominion, or if fish caught by the
subjects of the Dominion outside of the three mile limit, be
considered the produce of the Dominion fisheries and admitted free
of duty?

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD would be obliged to his
hon. friend if he would postpone these questions until after the
discussion on the Washington Treaty. Postponed.

Mr. FOURNIER: Whether it is the intention of the Government
to take under its control the wharves built upon the St. Lawrence,
below Quebec, by means of loans from the Municipal Loan Fund,
and to relieve the Municipalities from the debt which they have
contracted in erecting the same?
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Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: The matter had engaged the attention of
the Government, but no decision had yet been arrived at.

Mr. LAWSON: Whether it is the intention of the Government to
place a sum in the Estimates of the current year for the purpose of
opening Big Creek (in the County of Norfolk), into the water of
Lake Erie, for a Harbour of Refuge, in accordance with the petition
to His Excellency the Governor General of R. Abbott and 200
others?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: It was the intention of the Government
to have the matter of opening up of Big Creek inquired into by a
competent engineer.

Mr. KEELER: Whether the lands of Presque Isle Peninsula and
High Bluff, in the Township of Brighton, are the property of the
Dominion, and if so, is it the intention either to sell or lease, with
right of cutting wood for fuel and fencing, to the present occupants
as prayed by their petition of recent date?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: These lands were obtained for lighthouse
purposes and it is not consistent with the public interest that any
part of them should be either sold or leased.

Mr. MASSON (Soulanges): Whether it is the intention of the
Government before commencing the works for the enlargement of
the Canals of the Dominion to have a thorough examination made
by competent Engineers of the north shore of the Coteau Rapids in
the Counties of Soulanges and Vaudreuil in order to ascertain if it
would not be less costly and more advantageous in a commercial
and strategic point of view to build a new canal to the north of the
said Rapids in preference to enlarging the existing Beauharnois
Canal, the building of which on the south shore of the said Rapids
has been the cause of so much outlay and damage to property;
outlay and damages, which if they continue, will with the addition
of the cost of enlargement, far exceed the cost of building a new
canal on the north shore of the Coteau Rapids?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: It will be taken into consideration by
the Government.

Mr. OLIVER moved for the correspondence relating to fees
charged by American officials on goods and produce passing
through the United States in bond. He stated that these charges were
so heavy that it was almost impossible to send goods either to
Europe or to the Maritime Provinces in bond, and it also operated
very much against shipments to the United States, while at the same
time the products of the United States passed through the Dominion
without any fee or charge. He thought some steps should be taken
by the Government to remedy the evil which was complained of in
all parts of the country.

Mr. De COSMOS said the question was one in which British
Columbia was specially interested, as they imported largely from
Great Britain via San Francisco and Panama. He understood that the
charges alluded to were very exorbitant. The pack trade along the
frontier was at times compelled to cross the border, when they had
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to crave indulgence and assistance from the Custom House officers,
often causing great expense. He hoped the Government would take
up the matter in order that the charges might be made as low as
possible. This was the more important in view of the large trade that
was expected between British Columbia and the Dominion.

Mr. GIBBS was glad that the subject had been brought before
the House as it was a very embarrassing one to the country. In
many instances the consular charges were so great that they
amounted to a large tax upon some articles, such as coarse grains.
He had no doubt that in the arrangements connected with the
Washington Treaty this matter had received attention.

Mr. CURRIER was also glad that the question had been brought
up, and hoped the Government would be induced to take steps to
remove the grievance. It applied more especially to the lumber trade
than to any other, as the charges imposed on each barge load of
lumber sent to the United States were enormous. He had not the
details before him, but they amounted to a heavy tax upon the trade.

Mr. WHITE (Halton) also represented the great inconvenience
caused to the lumber trade, between Georgian Bay and the United
States, in having to obtain the necessary consular certificate before
the lumber could be shipped.

Mr. WORKMAN would like to say a word for the merchants of
Montreal. (Hear, hear, and laughter.) The inconvenience and
annoyance had been very great. The present Consular Agent at
Montreal was not, however, so exacting as some of his
predecessors, and consequently there was not the same amount of
expense and trouble, but in view of the large trade which was
expected to spring up with British Columbia he thought the
Government should make an effort to remove the grievance.

Mr. MERRITT would call attention to another point. Canadian
vessels trading on Lake Michigan were obliged to call at the first
American port, and obtain a Consular certificate. The delay caused
by this was a great tax on the trade.

Mr. HARRISON would, as the hon. member for Montreal (Mr.
Workman) had done with regard to that city, say a word on behalf
of the merchants of Toronto. (Hear, hear.)) He thought that
something should be done to regulate these charges on goods in
bond and to bring them down to the lowest possible amount. At
present he believed there were no regulations on the subject, and it
was important, in view of the arrangements under the Washington
Treaty, that some correspondence should take place between the
Government of Canada and that of the United States, in order, if
possible, to do away with the grievance.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said that it was quite apparent that it would
be a very popular arrangement if the Government could succeed in
obtaining a relaxation of the charges imposed by the United States.
He might say that he was not very sanguine of success, because on
other points the Government had found it exceedingly difficult to
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obtain the desired concessions. The difficulties were not confined
solely to the charges made by the Government of the United States,
but included charges made by persons who gave their bonds
(Express companies, for instance), and became personally
responsible. The correspondence, if there was any, would be
brought down, and if the Government found they could accomplish
anything in the matter, they would certainly do so.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that whatever took place at
Washington last year on this subject should be known to the House.
He was sure that it could not have escaped the attention of our
Commissioner.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT moved the House into Committee of the
Whole to consider the following resolutions:

1. Resolved—That this House regrets to learn that Her Majesty’s
advisers have seen fit to assume the responsibility of withdrawing
the claims of the Dominion of Canada against the United States for
compensation on account of injuries arising from the Fenian raids.

2. Resolved—That this House cannot but feel that the proposal to
indemnify the people of Canada, whether directly or indirectly, at
the expense of the English taxpayer, for wrongs committed by
subjects of a foreign State, is impolitic, both in itself and as tending
to produce just dissatisfaction in the Mother country, and
furthermore that such a course of action is likely to operate as a
direct incentive to renewed outrages, inasmuch as it is notorious
that the above mentioned raids have arisen rather from feelings of
hostility to the Imperial Government as a whole, than from any
special animosity to the inhabitants of this Dominion.

3. Resolved—That taking into consideration the circumstances
under which these inroads were committed this House is
apprehensive that the refusal of the British Government to press
these claims is calculated to encourage the people and Government
of the United States, in the belief that the due discharge of their
international obligations towards the Dominion of Canada is a
matter of comparative indifference to Her Majesty’s Imperial
Cabinet.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD asked that the motion might
stand till Friday, when the Bill would be introduced and the whole
matter would be before the House.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT said that in consenting to the suggestion,
it was on the understanding only that if anything prevented his
motion being dealt with on Friday, he should take the earliest
opportunity afterwards of proceeding with it.

Mr. GODIN moved an Address for copies of petitions,
correspondence, &c., relative to the establishment of daily mail
service between certain places in the County of Joliette. —Carried.

Mr. CHIPMAN moved to refer the petition of the Nova
Scotia Electric Telegraph Company to the Standing Committee
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on Railways, Canals and Telegraphs.—Carried.

Mr. MILLS moved an Address for copies of all plans,
reports, specifications and, contracts relating to the
improvement of the navigation of the Rivers Thames and
Sydenham since 1867. He referred to discussions on the
subject a few years since, when Government had held that
small tributary streams were under control of the local
Government, but the Government afterwards divided the
streams of the country into classes, one class being under
control of the Dominion Government alone and another class
consisting of streams, among which were the Thames and
Sydenham, to be improved on condition that certain sums were
contributed by the Local Government. Obstacles had now
formed in the rivers in question and he desired to ascertain the
action of the Government.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said the mover had spoken of
correspondence but had not mentioned it in his motion.

Mr. MILLS had asked for what he wanted.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN was not prepared to give an
immediate answer in the matter, and desired the questions
asked might be put on the notice paper. He did not think the
plans, &c., were in his Department.

Mr. MILLS said the Government had had a money grant
and expended it and he could not understand how they could
have done so without plans and specifications.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said the Government had asked a vote,
and if they had done the work there must be some plans and
specifications.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE recollected that when the vote
was taken he had asked how the money was to be expended,
the amount being $2,400, and had been informed that the
Local Government would give a similar amount, and the
Dominion Government would then expend both sums.

Mr. STEPHENSON said that the Local Government having
refused to undertake the work, application had been made to
the Dominion Government, and the then Minister of Public
Works consented to put a sum in the Estimates provided a like
amount was made up from some local source. That amount had
been made up, and tenders were then advertised in Ontario,
but no one would undertake the work at the amount named.
Mr. Brown, however, afterwards consented to do as much as
possible for the amount granted, which was allowed to be
done, but there were no papers other than those he himself had
obtained from the Local Government.

As to the Sydenham a vote had been obtained last year and
the work was going on now. The member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) had stated that the obstruction in the Thames was as
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great as ever, thus conveying the idea that the money
expended upon removing it had been expended to no purpose,
and he had studiously avoided all mention of the fact
established by recent survey made by Mr. Molesworth, under
orders from Mr. McKellar, Commissioner of Public Works for
Ontario, that the water on the bar at the mouth of the river was
this year 2 feet 3 inches lower than during the period of
navigation last year. To fortify this statement, he (Mr.
Stephenson) had in his possession a copy of the survey made
by Mr. Molesworth, and also that gentleman’s report to the
Commissioner of Public Works, both of which had been kindly
supplied to him by Mr. McKellar on his personal application.

With reference to the statement that the Sydenham and
Thames were under the jurisdiction of the Dominion
Government, he (Mr. Stephenson) had contended all along that
they were under that jurisdiction, and it would probably be
remembered by the House that when the item of $2,400 had
come up for consideration last year, the hon. member for
Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had risen in his place, and
questioned the propriety of voting it. That hon. gentleman
presumed it had been put in the Estimates, in order to satisfy
the member for Kent (Mr. Stephenson), who was known, he
said, to be a servile supporter of the administration; but while
he did not question the necessity for the improvement at the
mouth of the River Thames, he held that if the Government
made an appropriation in that instance there were a hundred
other rivers in the country equally entitled to consideration.

However, notwithstanding these statements of the hon.
member for Lambton, the appropriation had been made, and
the wisdom of the Government in making it was fully verified
since by the great benefits that had accrued from this work of
improvement. (Hear, hear.)

The motion was then carried.

Mr. LAWSON moved an Address for a return of the names
of all persons who have been appointed by the Government of
Canada as agents or other employee of the Bureau of
Immigration since the I°* January, 1869: date of appointment,
place where stationed, amount of salary or other remuneration
paid each, and the instructions issued to such Agents or
employees.—Carried.

Mr. ROBITAILLE moved an Address for the
correspondence, &c., respecting Paspébiac harbor.—Carried.

Mr. PELLETIER moved an Address for the
correspondence respecting the seizure of merchandize by
Customs authorities belonging to Joseph Hamel et Freres,
Quebec.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said there would be no objection to bring
down all the papers. The seizure consisted of some articles of
jewellery which were found in a trunk of the junior member of the
firm, and which he had brought from England from friends and
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which were not reported at Portland.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN repeated the explanation in French; in
the course of which,

Hon. Mr. HOLTON objected—that the French translation
contained much more than had been said by the Minister of
Customs.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said his statement and that of the
Minister of Customs were substantially the same.

Motion carried.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON moved an Address for correspondence
respecting the conduct of Iroquois chiefs at Caughnawaga
[Kahnawake].—Carried.

Mr. STEPHENSON moved an Address for a statement of steam
fire engines imported into the Dominion during the years 1870 and
1871. He said that manufactures of fire engines had been
commenced in Canada, but Americans had used every effort to
break down the Canadian manufacture, by bringing engines to
Canada and selling them and offering them for sale at lower prices
than those at which they could be obtained at the place of
manufacture in the United States. More effectually to carry out their
designs antagonistic to Canada these Americans had represented
that parties purchasing engines from them would not be compelled
to pay duty and that if they did pay it the Government would allow
them a drawback. Now, he disbelieved that the Government had
acted so unfairly in the face of the tariff propositions they had
made, and he thought it necessary in order that the truth might be
known that these papers should be produced.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said he had no objection to the motion, and
the hon. gentleman would find when the papers came down that
they were entirely satisfactory.

The motion then carried.

Mr. FOURNIER moved an Address for the correspondence
relating to the non—payment to Charles Coté of the amount awarded
to him by the official arbitrators.—Carried.

Mr. JOLY moved the House into a Committee of the Whole to
consider the following resolution:

That considering the Superannuation Fund is raised entirely out of the
compulsory contribution taken from the salaries of public officers, it is just that the
whole of the Fund should be consecrated to the use and benefit of the said officers
by applying it, first to their personal relief, according to law, and (if any surplus be
left after payment of their superannuation allowances) to the relief of their widows
and orphans.

He thought he could satisfy the House that his motion was just
and fair. He referred to the returns that had recently been laid before
the House which showed that on the 31st March last there was a
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balance to the credit of the Superannuation Fund of $50,630, while
the amount required for the payments out of the Fund yearly was
$42,000, leaving a large balance not required. As that fund had
been raised by forced contributions from the salaries of public
officers, it was only fair that those public officers should reap the
benefit. The amount required for the payments would never exceed
the amount he had named $42,000. He had taken the trouble to
count the number of officers liable to contribute to the
Superannuation Fund, and it amounted to 1392. It appeared from
the return before the House, that there were 133 officers
superannuated or one in ten of the whole number. These however
formed the arrears of a great number of years, and, therefore,
Government would never be called upon to superannuate so large a
number again.

He then referred to the Estimates for the year ending June, 1863,
which stated the sum to be appropriated on account of
superannuation to be $41,300, leaving a balance of 8 or 9 thousand
dollars, and confirming his statement that the expenditure would
not increase. Under these circumstances he maintained that the
proper way to dispose of the annual balance would be to pension
widows and orphans of deceased public servants and he hoped the
Government would not object to let the House deal with the matter,
and that the House would sustain the view he had taken.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said the legislation on this subject
was experimental, and he had never been able to say definitely
whether the rate now paid on account of superannuation was the
exact rate that should be paid,—but, if it should prove that 4 per
cent was too high Government and Parliament would be quite ready
to reduce it. He entirely dissented from the opinion that it was
expedient to divert any portion of the fund to the relief of widows
and orphans. It was not the business of the Legislature to provide a
fund for that purpose.

Members of the Civil Service had the same power to provide for
their families by life insurance as any other class, and the object of
the Superannuation Fund was to enable the Government to insist
upon the retirement of any officer who might become incapable of
discharging his duty, with a proper provision for their support.
Individually he would have been exceedingly glad to have proposed
to provide for superannuation without a reduction of salaries, but he
considered it impossible to obtain the sanction of the House to a
change in the Revenue on account of Superannuation.

Mr. JOLY said his proposition was merely to apply the surplus
to the advantage of those who had raised the fund.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said he perfectly understood that,
but if the amount collected was too great the proper mode of relief
and that most acceptable to the public servants themselves would be
to reduce the rate. He considered however that the proposition was
premature, and hoped that after the House had discussed it, it would
be withdrawn.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON said a pension had been given to a
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person in his locality who had only been in the service 4 years and
had never contributed to the fund.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS was quite sure the hon.
gentleman was mistaken.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON said he was not mistaken. The person
had been put into the office when over 70 years of age, and was
paid a salary to the end of June, while his pension began on the
7th June. He also referred to an appointment of an immigration
agent, who, he stated, had never encouraged a single immigrant. He
attributed all this to the Minister of Marine and Fisheries (Hon.
Senator Mitchell), who, he said, had been sent down to oppose
both himself and Mr. Anglin in their elections, but who had
received a rebuke. He might come down again if he wished, but in
that case he would receive a stern rebuke. He agreed with the
member for Lotbiniere (Mr. Joly) that the number of officers
superannuated should never exceed one per cent of the entire
number, and that the widows and orphans ought to receive the
benefit of any surplus, or failing that, the rate ought to be reduced.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said the hon. gentleman had used
very strong language, practically imputing fraud to the
Government. He had stated that Government had placed on the
pension list a gentleman who had only been four years in office.
The fact was that that gentleman had only four years on salary, but
for some fifteen or sixteen years previously he had been in the
public service, but paid by fees.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Does the Finance Minister say that
the Superannuation Fund applies to gentlemen paid by fees?

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said he was mistaken in saying
fees, the gentleman was paid by commission, but at the time of
being pensioned was on salary.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said fees and commission were
practically the same, and any one receiving them had no claim to
superannuation.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said when he had stated that the
gentleman had not been paid after four years service, it was because
from his own knowledge of the working of his Department he knew
such a thing to be impossible. He had since learned that the person
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in question had been in the public service something like twenty
years, but that formerly his emoluments had been derived from
commissions, while at the time of superannuation he was on salary.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN denied that the gentleman in question could
be held to have been in the public service. He had merely been
employed to superintend the building of light-houses, for which
service it was customary to pay commissions, but that in fact he
was a shipbuilder.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that Confederation
provided that officers in the different Provinces employed in the
discharge of duties connected with the Dominion should become
officers of the Dominion, and their former services had to be taken
into account in matters of pension.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON said if he had used any
unparliamentary expressions he desired to withdraw them.

* * *

THE ““DANCING PARLIAMENT”’

It being six o’clock Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER moved
that the House adjourn.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON wished to know the reason for adjourning.
He asked that the time spent this evening in amusement be made up
to the public by the House sitting on Saturday.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said unfortunately the leader
of the Government was unwell, and had left the House; but before
leaving he intimated that the motion to adjourn was to be moved.
The Government would do all in their power to make up the lost
time in a manner satisfactory to the member for Chateauguay (Hon.
Mr. Holton). (Laughter.)

Mr. BODWELL objected to the motion for adjournment, and
said that this House would gain for itself the name of the *‘Dancing
Parliament.””

The motion for adjournment was then carried, and the House rose
at six o’clock.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, May 2, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU presented a petition from the Quebec
Board of Trade, ‘‘asking that logs might be permitted to float down
the Ottawa River without being rafted”’.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER moved to introduce an Act to
amend the Act relative to the Statutes of Canada, from the Senate.

Hon. Mr. CHAUVEAU moved for a Bill to amend the Act to
detach the parish of St. Felix from the County of Portneuf.

Hon. Mr. POPE submitted the first report of Colonization
Emigration Committee, recommending that the quorum of said
Committee be reduced to nine members.

Mr. HARRISON submitted a motion relative to Criminal
statistics.

Mr. HARRISON introduced a Bill for the more speedy
apprehension of fugitive criminals.

Mr. CARTER moved for leave to introduce a Bill to abolish
assignments in favour of preferential creditors.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE did not understand the matter. It
seemed to him to come within Provincial jurisdiction.

Mr. CARTER said it was virtually an insolvency Bill, and
although he did not recollect the chapter, was in accordance with an
English Act passed in the reign of William IV.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON thought the matter was outside of the
jurisdiction of this House.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER feared that the member for
Chéteauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton) was somewhat at fault. He should
not quarrel merely with the title of a Bill.

Mr. CURRIER complained of a short supply of some pamphlets
concerning some facts concerning the Treaty of Washington.

Hon. Mr. DORION thought that previous to the discussion on
the Treaty every possible information should be furnished to the
House.

Mr. BROUSSEAU explained that the printing had been
somewhat delayed, but that the documents alluded to would be
submitted to the House tomorrow.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that the more
information there should be before the public concerning the Treaty
of Washington the better the House would understand the matter. It
was the most important matter to be considered during the session.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) thought that double
the usual edition ought to be printed of such an important document
as that relating to the Treaty of Washington.

Mr. FERGUSON after some discussion had taken place with
regard to the number of copies, thought that six copies would be
scarcely sufficient. He thought however, that everything was to be
done by the press of the country. It was for the press to disseminate
the necessary information.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said that this House could not instruct
a Joint Committee of both Houses, and he would suggest that the
matter should be referred to the Joint Committee on Printing.

Mr. CURRIER amended his motion to meet Mr. Mackenzie’s
suggestions.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT called attention to the fact that there was
unnecessary delay in getting the Printing of the House done. He
thought the proper authorities ought to see to this.

Mr. RYAN (Montreal West): Whether it is the intention of the
Government to construct any basins on the Lachine Canal this year
between the Wellington Bridge and the St. Gabriel Lock, to
accommodate the increased and growing trade of the country?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN hoped that his hon. friend would not
insist upon an answer to his question now.

Mr. McDONALD (Lunenburg): Whether it is the intention of
the Government to establish a port of entry at or near the mouth of
La Have River, in the County of Lunenburg?

Hon. Mr. TILLEY: Not now.
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Mr. McDONALD (Lunenburg): Whether it is the intention of
the Government to take measures for the appointment of a harbor
master for the port of Halifax; also for the appointment of a
shipping officer for the same port?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: The Government intended to submit bills to
the House with a view to such appointments.

Hon. Mr. SMITH (Westmorland): Whether any arrangement
has been made between the Government of Her Britannic Majesty
and the Government of the Dominion as to the disposition of the
amount of compensation to be awarded under the 22nd Article of
the Treaty of Washington.

Hon. Mr. SMITH (Westmorland): Whether it is intended that
the Commissioners appointed under Articles 22 and 23 of the
Treaty of Washington, in determining the question of the amount of
compensation to be paid, shall be continued to the term of years
mentioned in Article 33 of said Treaty?

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER suggested that it might be
better not to press these questions at present, because they probably
would come up again in the discussion on the Treaty of
Washington.

Mr. LANGLOIS: Whether it is the intention of the Government
to cause a survey to be made of the channel of the St. Lawrence,
which flows on the north side of the Island of Orleans, with a view
to improve the navigation of the said channel and render it safer, the
said channel being obstructed by dangerous reefs and shoals?

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: Any necessary examination will be
made by the Government to ascertain what it may be expedient to
do.

Mr. LANGLOIS: Whether it is the intention of the Government
to cause a lighthouse to be built at the end of the wharf at St. Jean,
Island of Orleans, it being the unanimous opinion of mariners that if
this light had been in existence the Strathardle would not have been
thrown upon the St. Valier shoals last autumn, and another vessel
would not have been wrecked on the same spot three or four years
ago?

Hon. Mr. TUPPER: The attention of the Government has only
recently been called to this matter, and it was now under
consideration.

Mr. BLANCHET: Whether it is the intention of the
Government, by sale or otherwise, to dispose of any of the
Ordnance properties at Lévis, and in what way the Government
intend to deal with the said properties?

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER: Not at present. These
properties had only recently been transferred to the Dominion, and
it was not the intention to dispose of them. Nothing more could be
done by the Dominion Government than was done by the Imperial
Government.

May 2, 1872

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR OF MANITOBA
Hon. Mr. HOLTON moved the following resolution:

That it be resolved, that in the opinion of this House the
appointment of F. G. Johnson, Esg., to the office of Lieutenant
Governor of the Province of Manitoba, to which office an annual
salary of $7,000 is assigned by law, while he continues to hold his
Commission as a Judge of the Superior Court of Lower Canada,
under which he is entitled to receive a salary of $3,200 per annum,
is not only inconsistent with the whole spirit of our Legislation
respecting the Independence of Judges, but is in plain contravention
of the words of the 8th Section of the78th Chapter of the
Consolidated Statutes for Lower Canada, whereby it is enacted that
*“no such Judge’” (of the Superior Court of Lower Canada) “‘shall
sit in the Executive Council or in the Legislative Council or in the
Legislative Assembly or hold any other place of profit under the
Crown so long as he shall be such Judge.””’

He said the principle of maintaining the independence of the
Judiciary, the independence of the Crown on the one hand and of
popular influence on the other, had been so fully established as part
of the policy of the British Empire, and all parts of it in which
representative institutions existed for so long a period, that it would
be a work of supererogation to enter into any argument on the
subject. The question was simply this: Did the appointment to the
office of Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba conflict with the general
spirit of our legislation, and was it at variance with the law? He
thought that a very little consideration would show that at all events
it was at variance with the general spirit of the law.

The facts of the case were these: Mr. Johnson had been absent
from his judicial duties for a period of nearly two years, colourably
on leave of absence. He was not suffering from ill-health; he was
not an old man; he was in the full vigour of manhood, and had only
held his office for a few years, when leave of absence was given to
him in order that he might be sent on special service to Manitoba.
That was certainly an attack on the independence of the Judiciary,
especially when coupled with the fact that he continued to receive
during his absence his salary as judge; and at the same time
compensation for his services at Manitoba. Quite irrespective of his
appointment to the office of Lieutenant Governor, the spirit, if not
the very letter of the law was violated. The salary of the office of
Lieut. Governor was fixed by Statute at $7,000 a year, and therefore
when Mr. Johnson was gazetted to that office he was, so far as the
public could ascertain, in the enjoyment of that salary, while as
Judge he received $3,600.

The Act which he had cited in his resolution was passed in 1849
and the only exception he found to its operation was the Act passed
some eight years later, providing for the codification of the laws of
Lower Canada. Under that Statute, Judges might be appointed to
codify the laws; but there was no other exception. It was never
contemplated by the law that temporary judges should be appointed
during pleasure. He had not brought forward the motion with any
desire to attack the Government, and he did not therefore propose
dwelling longer upon it. The Government had undoubtedly been led
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into error, and he hoped now that the error was pointed out they
would take steps to remedy it.

Good Governments, better Governments than this had fallen into
error; for instance, the Government of Mr. Gladstone, which he
regarded as infinitely superior to the Government of this country,
had undoubtedly fallen in a grave error in the appointment of Mr.
Collier to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, but there
was this important distinction between the two cases, that Mr.
Gladstone certainly kept within the letter of the law, while the hon.
gentlemen opposite had violated both the letter and the spirit. He
ventured to hope that the Government would set themselves right
before the House and the country, but in any case he would have
the satisfaction of knowing that he had sought to vindicate one of
the great safeguards of freedom—the independence of the
Judiciary.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said there was no doubt that
the question raised by the motion was a very grave one, and it must
be approached as such. The same question had arisen and been
considered by the Government when they made the appointment.
The objection contained in the motion was as to Judge Johnson,
while continuing to be a Judge of Lower Canada and receiving a
salary as such Judge, being appointed as Lieut. Governor of
Manitoba with a salary in respect of such office.

He might say, however, that there was no statute fixing a salary
to the office of Lieut. Governor of Manitoba, which was provided
for by Order in Council. The House had already been informed by
the leader of the Government that the appointment of Judge
Johnson was merely temporary, and he might now say that Judge
Johnson did not expect to receive, neither did Government intend to
pay him, a salary on the scale paid to Governor Archibald; indeed,
no salary was to be paid at all to Judge Johnson as Lieut. Governor.

He would now come to the question of legality. Judge Johnson,
being a Judge of the Superior Court of Lower Canada, was under
leave of absence, and his position was filled by an assistant, who
performed all his duties. The leader of the Government had already
explained on a former occasion that the Act of Confederation only
allowed the appointment of an administrator of a Province in case
of illness or absence of the Lieutenant-Governor, but not in a case
of a resignation. He referred to the cases of Prince Edward Island
and British Columbia, where, in case of vacancy, the Chief Justice
was allowed to act as Lieut. Governor, and to Upper and Lower
Canada, where, under the former regime the Commander of the
Forces, was empowered to act.

Before he resumed his seat he would state the decision at which
the Government had arrived; but as the member for Chateauguay
(Hon. Mr. Holton) had appealed to the Statutes and questioned the
legality of the appointment, he would first deal with that. He then
referred to the Act of 1849, and maintained that its provisions only
applied to Lower Canada and could not affect appointments outside
that Province. He would not have taken this argument had he not
been provoked to do so. He maintained that the offices alluded to
were offices in Lower Canada, and that if that Act were the only
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one on the Independence of Parliament as far as Judges were
concerned, they could not be prevented from occupying seats in the
House of Commons for constituencies outside of Lower Canada.

The hon. member was wrong in stating that the Act of 1857
formed the only exception to that of 1849. He mentioned the Act of
1852 16 Vic., Cap. 13, providing for the appointment of assistant
judges in cases of unavoidable absence of judges and where the
service of the judges had been otherwise required, which was
amended in 1861 when the words “‘leave of absence’’ were added
as one of the reasons empowering the appointment of assistant
judges. He therefore maintained that the appointment was in all
respects legal and valid, but concluded by stating that as an hon.
member of the House had objected to it, though it was merely
temporary, the Government had come to the conclusion to cancel
the appointment.

Hon. Mr. DORION maintained that Judge Johnson from the
moment of his acting on his commission, was entitled to the salary
attached to the office and pointed out that in the Estimates for the
present year the amount to be paid as salary of the Lieutenant
Governor was included under the head of expenditure authorized by
Statute, whereas the Minister of Militia had held that there was no
Statute on the subject. He also maintained that the terms of the Act
of 1849 were not confined to Lower Canada, and that its provisions
were violated by the appointment of a Judge to any other office, no
matter in what Province. The Government had no right to tamper
with the independence of Judges, by granting leave of absence with
the express object of giving them other offices.

He should not however protract the debate, and was glad that
Government had admitted their error and consented to cancel the
appointment. Mr. Johnson had been appointed for two years past as
Recorder of Manitoba, for which he received a salary, and at the
same time received a salary as Judge, and at the same time another
Judge was performing his duties, so that two salaries were paid, one
to Judge Ramsay and one to Judge Johnson.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE would not have continued the discussion after
the statement that the appointment would be cancelled did he not
consider that the statements made involved questions of very
serious consequence to the country. He did not mean the arguments
of the Minister of Militia (Hon. Sir George-E. Cartier), for he
scarcely considered them to be arguments. He had however stated
that though Judge Johnson was appointed Lieutenant Governor of
Manitoba, he was not a salaried officer. He held however that the
terms of the British North America Act, 1867, distinctly provided
that there should be a Lieut. Governor, and that he should be paid
by the Government, and therefore the hon. gentleman in
endeavouring to escape from one violation had admitted that he had
broken the fundamental law of the Constitution. Further than this,
the very Estimates included the salary under the head of
““expenditure authorised by statute.””

The Minister of Militia stated that it had been covenanted with
Judge Johnson that he should not receive the salary of Lieut.
Governor—he did not, however, say whether he might not get
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more, and gentlemen accepting temporary appointments expected
more as a rule, and in fact the Estimates included an extra charge of
the Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba of $1,000. The Minister of
Militia had stated that the appointment was only temporary, but he
(Hon. Mr. Blake) maintained that the Law provided that Lieutenant
Governors of Provinces should hold office, during pleasure
certainly, but they could not be removed within the term of 5 years
without cause assigned. This was a law of the utmost consequence
in order to give Lieutenant Governors a proper amount of
independence. Yet the hon. gentleman assumed to himself to make
a temporary appointment.

There was, however, now a good cause for cancelling the
appointment, for it ought never to have been made. He held that the
attempt to make a temporary appointment to the office of
Lieutenant Governor was also a violation of the Law. He held also
that the Confederation Act provided that Judges should hold office
during good behaviour and if it were properly construed there
would be no power to take away a Judge from his office and bribe
him—he did not apply the term to this particular case, but to a
possible case—by a high office of large emolument, to absent
himself from the sphere of his judicial duties, and thus to create a
vacancy filled by an Assistant Judge, having all the powers of a
Judge, and holding office during pleasure. It was entirely out of the
question to justify the course taken in making Mr. Johnson
Recorder and then Lieutenant Governor.

He did not desire to protract the discussion, but if the hon.
gentlemen’s use of the Act was legitimate, it was not consistent
with the Act of Confederation, for it practically gave power to
cause the whole administration of Justice in Lower Canada to be
performed by Judges holding office during pleasure instead of good
behaviour. The practise must be judged by the result which it made
possible. He considered the Act of the Minister of Militia which he
had attempted to justify shewed a degree of recklessness which
should lead the country to pause before it continued to place
confidence in men who could so act. (Hear, hear.)

Mr. HARRISON thought the member for Chéateauguay (Hon.
Mr. Holton) was entitled to the thanks of the House for having
made the motion and he also congratulated the Government that
they had had the usual courage to admit their error and cancel the
appointment, and he thought a man who made a mistake but who
had courage to admit and rectify it, ought to be encouraged and not
have abuse thrown at him, and taunted for having done what was
right. There could only be one object in prolonging the debate,
namely to sustain the principle of the independence of the bench. If
they had Constitutional liberty, that liberty was secured by checks,
and lines drawn between the executive, the legislative and the
judicial.

Our constitutional liberty had arisen by the growth of the checks,
by the efforts of the Legislature to reduce within reasonable limits
the power of the Executive, and that constitutional liberty was in
writing. Who was to decide these questions? It was the judicial
power, and if there ever was a necessity in the history of the
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country to maintain intact that judicial power, it was now. It had
been attempted to be argued that if a Judge had leave of absence he
might do anything, but he was still a Judge, and except under
pressing circumstances, if at all, there should be no interference
with the Judges. The Statute of Quebec that had been brought into
question was a mere declaration of a constitutional principle that
judges should be independent, and should in no way be employed
in other positions of profit. There could be no question that the
position of Lieut. Governor of Manitoba was a place of profit, and
this being so, it was a matter of small consequence whether the
salary was guaranteed by Act of Parliament or otherwise.

He trusted that Government, influenced by the discussion that
had taken place, would not in future do as they had in this case but
would not even appoint Judges to temporary employment but would
leave them on the bench as the guardians of the constitution and the
interpreters of the fundamental law.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) said he understood
the complaint to be exclusively directed to the violation of a statute
of Lower Canada, and in respect to the fitness of Judge Johnson to
fill the position he believed there could be no As to the error which
the Government might have committed he did not undertake to
pronounce, as the hon. gentleman had admitted it. He believed there
should be a strict observance of the law in respect to the Judiciary
and was glad the mistake had been rectified. He referred to the
appointment of Mr. Blake to the office of President of the Council
in Ontario, and said that the hon. gentlemen had taken a very
different course from that of the Government in this case for he had
first committed the breach of the constitution and then introduced a
Bill to sanction it. (Cheers.)

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said he did not intend to enter into any
argument as to what he had done elsewhere, but if the hon.
gentleman would meet him there he would discuss it with him, but
he thought it exceedingly improper (Laughter) to discuss provincial
constitutions in that House. The fact was the hon. gentleman
wanted to support his friends opposite and made his arguments to
suit the circumstances. A little time ago the hon. gentleman was
with the Government—then again he was opposed to them—and
now he was with them again, he wished him and them joy of it.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALL (Lanark North) said he should insist
on the right in all discussions on constitutional matters to deal with
all parts of the constitution. As to the challenge about entering the
Ontario House he would have very little difficulty in doing that, for
on a recent occasion three members of that House offered to resign
their seats and give him the opportunity. As to his position with the
Government, he stood there as an independent member, to approve
or disapprove, and when he was guilty of the inconsistency and
indecency of going through the country for years denouncing all
public men who disagreed with him on the principle of Coalition
Governments (Cheers), and violating those principles on the very
first opportunity (Cheers)—when he had done that, he might be
taunted with inconsistency. (Loud cheers.)



COMMONS DEBATES

May 2, 1872

Hon. Mr. HOWE said that when on a previous occasion the
member for Halifax (Mr. Jones) introduced in the discussion on the
Senate, illustrations of violations of the constitution in another
House, hon. gentlemen opposite enjoyed it very much; but now
when illustrations were taken from the Ontario matters, they
objected altogether. It would appear that what was sauce for the
goose was not sauce for the gander. (Laughter.)

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE said, in the matter of the Senate, the
illustrations were not drawn from local matters.

Mr. MILLS referred to the coalitions of 1854 and 1867, and said
the member for Lanark North (Hon. Mr. McDougall) seemed to
have forgotten the position he then occupied. He maintained that
the Quebec Act of 1869 was not limited to locality, but to the
Judges personally.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON asked whether the motion was to be
declared carried.

Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Peel) appealed that the motion should
be withdrawn, as after the declaration of the Government the object
had been attained.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON said, that having attained his object, he had
no desire to press the matter, but a difficulty arose in consequence
of the line adopted by the Minister of Militia, who maintained the
course taken by Government.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the Government
maintained that their action had been legal.

It being 6 o’clock the House rose.

AFTER RECESS

Mr. COLBY rose to move the House in Committee on the Bill
to repeal the Insolvency Laws.

Hon. Mr. GRAY said that before going into Committee he
desired to make a few remarks. He was entirely opposed to the
repeal of the Insolvency Law. He would call attention to the fact
that the Law as it now stood had been framed after a great deal of
labour and consideration. It was framed in a great measure from the
experience of the hon. member for Argenteuil (Hon. Mr. Abbott),
one of the best authorities on the subject. On the Committee, all the
different Provinces were represented. Each particular Province
pointed out the peculiar reasons why the Bill should be adopted,
and it was afterwards carried by a large majority of the House. He
would call the attention to the disadvantage the separate Provinces
would labour under if the Act should be repealed. This matter being
one that was exclusively within the jurisdiction of the General
Parliament, the Local Legislatures could not legislate upon it.
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In New Brunswick a peculiar disadvantage would result from the
repeal of the law. Before Confederation, that province had a law
providing for the discharge from arrest of a debtor, which was
working more or less to the satisfaction of the country. It had
afterward been found unsatisfactory in some respects and the
Legislature passed an Act to amend it. The Supreme Court,
however, decided that in cases carried before it on appeal the
Provincial Legislature had no jurisdiction over the subject. If,
therefore, this law were repealed, the Provincial Legislature would
have no power to substitute anything else for it, not even a law to
provide for the discharge from arrest of an unfortunate debtor, who
would be left completely at the mercy of any relentless creditor who
chose to pursue him. If the supporters of this Bill pressed it upon
the House he would offer an amendment exempting the Province of
New Brunswick from its operation.

Mr. JONES (Halifax) desired to say a few words in support of
the opinions of the merchants of Halifax. He thought that in all
business communities it was necessary to have a well regulated and
well defined law regarding debtor and creditor. Previous to the
Union, Nova Scotia laboured under disadvantage in not having a
good insolvency law. They had endeavoured on many occasions to
frame such a law as would be acceptable, but from one cause or
another they had not been successful. He had known on many an
occasion where a debtor had been compelled to meet his creditors
and was so entirely at their mercy that he had been driven from the
country. He had seen the want of a well adjusted measure and
thought that one should, in a new country like this, profit by the
experience of older countries like Great Britain and the United
States. Some amendments to our law might be necessary. He would
not say that it was perfect, but he held that those gentlemen who
held views in favour of repealing it were bound to give better
reasons than they had yet been able to do for such repeal.

The chief arguments that he had heard against it had not been so
much against the law itself as against its administration. (Hear,
hear.) Most of the gentlemen who had spoken had taken ground
chiefly against the expense which attends the administration of the
law and the imperfect manner in which it was administered. He
held that if such were the case, they should not take the grave step
of repealing the Act, but should offer some amendment which
would enable the law to be carried out in the way most desirable.

It had been said that in the Province of Quebec they would be in
a better position than the other Provinces, if this law were repealed,
and he would say that if such a law existed in the Lower Provinces
as that now in force in Quebec, there would perhaps not be the
same objection to repealing the Act. But it should be remembered
that if this law were repealed they would simply have to revert to
the machinery of olden times. Then again there would be no
provision for winding up estates at present in bankruptcy, and hon.
gentlemen should show how they proposed to meet that objection.
It was much easier to pull down than to build up, and until they
proposed some better law it should remain as it was. When giving
the vote he did on a previous occasion, he thought he was in accord
with the commercial community of Halifax, but the day following
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he received a telegram from the President of the Chamber of
Commerce, which he would read:—

““The Chamber of Commerce unanimously desire our
representatives to use their exertions to prevent the repeal of the
Insolvency Act.”

He considered that an opinion coming from such a body,
representing every branch of commercial industry, was entitled to
every respect at the hands of hon. members. He understood that
similar expressions of opinion had emanated from all the business
centres in the country (Cries of no, no); at all events, he believed
petitions had been received from Montreal, Toronto, Hamilton, St.
John, Halifax and other places, and he could safely say that they
were among the leading business centres of the Dominion. The
Dominion Board of Trade had also expressed a similar opinion, and
he contended that the views of those bodies represented public
opinion. He hoped the good sense of the House would reverse the
vote given on a previous occasion and sustain the Act. (Hear, hear.)

Mr. SAVARY had not had an opportunity of speaking on the
subject before and desired now to say a few words. His hon. friend,
the mover of the Bill (Mr. Colby), had referred to the vote of last
session as evidence of the feeling which prevailed against the
Insolvency Act. He (Mr. Savary) did not think it would bear that
construction. In the first instance, several members representing
important commercial constituencies had reversed their votes of last
session, and in the second place the vote was taken at a late stage of
the Session when many members had left. Nor did he believe that
the vote taken the other evening was a fair indication of the feeling
of the House and the country, as there were at least sixty members
absent when the vote was taken. It could not be denied that the
Insolvency Law of 1869 was an important measure, and he would
impress upon the House the necessity of exercising the utmost care
in dealing with the matter; they should not hurriedly repeal a
measure of so much importance.

The hon. gentleman (Mr. Colby) who moved the second reading
of this Bill had stated that the Insolvency Law was passed solely in
the interest of the debtor, and that it was demoralizing in its effects.
He (Mr. Savary) contended that it fully protected the creditors by
enabling them fairly to distribute among themselves the property of
the debtor, when he became insolvent, and he read several clauses
of the Act in support of his view. It had been contended that the
Law encouraged recklessness, but he did not think so. The creditors
had the power of putting an estate in insolvency if they thought that
a man was conducting his business in a manner to lead to
bankruptcy, and could secure his property and distribute it rateably
among all the creditors. How then did the Act encourage
recklessness among debtors?

Many members had stated that an Insolvency Law should not
only exist in times of commercial depression and that in prosperous
times like the present there was no necessity for such a law. He was
not of that opinion. In times of prosperity many were induced to
embark on reckless adventures which often turned out disastrously
and led to bankruptcy. The promoter of this Bill had admitted that a
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law was necessary to discharge debtors from their obligations in
times of commercial pressure and in that he had admitted the
principle that we ought to have such a law. When the Act was
passed, it was intended to be experimental and was limited to a
period which ended in 1873, and he would ask the hon. gentlemen
to let the experiment work itself out in order that we might have
further and better proof of the successful working of the Act. Prior
to the passing of this Act, there had been no satisfactory law in the
Lower Provinces and if the House insisted upon its repeal he would
support the amendment of the member for St. John (Hon. Mr. Gray)
and endeavour to have Nova Scotia also exempted from the
operation of the Bill now before the House.

The SPEAKER reminded the hon. gentleman that he was not
speaking on any particular motion, having only alluded to one that
he intended to make.

Mr. SAVARY said that the motion he rose to make was this:

That the Speaker do not now leave the chair, but that the Insolvency Act of 1869,
with its amendments, be referred to a Special Committee with instructions to report
such amendments as the commercial interests of the country require, with power to
send for persons, papers and records.

A point of order was hereupon raised, which, having been argued
by several hon. members, The SPEAKER ruled the motion out of
order.

| think the Motion is out of Order, for this reason: The House has
affirmed the propriety of this Bill being referred to a Committee of
the Whole House, although it is true that the Order is capable of
being delayed by motion and suspended for months, perhaps
forever, practically, yet that decision has not been come to by the
House, and it having been decided that the Bill be referred to a
Committee of the Whole House it is not open at this stage for the
hon. member to move that the Bill be referred to a Select
Committee. If the hon. Member had confined himself to an abstract
proposition, 1 think he would have been in order; but he has not
done so; he has merely asked to delegate to another body the power
of dealing with this measure, which the House has already resolved
shall be dealt with by a Committee of the Whole.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN moved, in amendment: “That the Speaker
do not now leave the chair, but that the House go into Committee
upon the said Bill this day three months.” He said that the
experience of the commercial community of the Lower Provinces
had been that the law worked satisfactorily, and they were opposed
to its repeal.

Mr. SAVARY said that the hon. member for Oxford North (Mr.
Oliver) had asserted that the lawyers were interested in the repeal of
the law, but that argument was answered by the fact that there were
as many lawyers in favour of the Act as there were against it. It
seemed to him that the proposed legislation was too hasty, they had
only had the Insolvency Law on the Statute Book since 1869, and it
did not come into operation until September of that year. If it was
thought necessary to give timely notice of its taking effect, surely it
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would only be fair to give similar warning to its repeal. Many
merchants had given credit on the faith of provisions of the Law,
and they should be protected. He thought the House should wait for
petitions against the Law before repealing it.

Mr. HARRISON said the reason he proposed to advance to
the House for not at once going into Committee was that the
Insolvency Law had worked tolerably well, and they ought to
give it a fair trial. He had received a resolution recently passed
by the Board of Trade of Toronto that this Board considers
that the repeal of the Insolvency Laws would be a grave
injustice to honest but unfortunate traders, and that the
amendments petitioned for by this Board will be sufficient to
protect the honest from being taken advantage of by dishonest
traders. Under the operation of the Insolvency Act, the estate
goes into the pockets of the creditors, instead of into those of
the lawyers. There were men whose business—before the
passing of the Act—consisted chiefly in collection. He knew
of one man whose business had been completely ruined by the
Insolvency Act, and many had lost to a large extent from the
same cause. The arguments had gone to show that in some
respects the law had worked badly, but they had not stated that
the defect could not be remedied.

He had introduced a Bill which embodied a good many of
the amendments suggested by the Board of Trade of Toronto.
The repeal of the Law would be equally prejudicial to debtor
and creditor. No man would affirm that a man who had been
unfortunate should forever have a mill stone around his neck.
Unless we give honest men a chance to recover themselves
they will be driven from our country. If the law should be
repealed, the result in Ontario would be that the first execution
would sweep away everything, and the unscrupulous creditor
would get all, while the others would get nothing at all.

The law of the Province of Quebec was better in some
respects than that of Ontario, as the proceeds of the sale were
there distributed among all the executions. The Boards of
Trade of Montreal, Toronto, Halifax and St. John had
petitioned against the repeal of the law and the hon. member
for Hamilton (Mr. Magill), while voting for the repeal of the
law, had presented a petition from the Board of Trade of
Hamilton, praying that the law might not be repealed. He
hoped that the representatives of Quebec would vote with
Ontario against the repeal of the law.

Mr. COLBY said that the hon. gentleman had appealed to
the magnanimity of the representatives of Quebec. He had no
desire to oppose the interests of the people of Ontario, but he
found that each successive vote on his Bill had gradually
increased the number from both Ontario and Quebec in its
favour.

Mr. WORKMAN would not detain the House but the hon.
member for Stanstead (Mr. Colby) had referred to members
who had had experience in the working of the Act. He (Mr.
Workman) claimed that he had had more experience than any
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other merchant in the House, and from that experience—and
he could also speak for the merchants of Montreal generally—
he considered that the Act had worked admirably, especially
since the amendments of 1869. He regretted that in
conversation with members of the House since the last vote
was taken, he found that they had given their vote without
really knowing the working of the Act. He expected a petition
by the next mail from the merchants of Montreal against the
repeal of the law.

There had been a charge made against the merchants of
Montreal, that they were sending their goods to the right and
left, and that at twenty-five per cent in the dollar. The charge
was too absurd to receive credit, as if such were the case they
would be making a present to their customers of Ontario of 75
per cent upon all the goods they furnished to them. As the
authenticity of the petition of the Board of Trade had been
doubted by the hon. member for Stanstead, he would state that
that petition had since received the unanimous assent of the
Board.

Mr. COLBY said that when he made the statement, he did
so subject to conversion. He had today heard of the petition
which the hon. member for Montreal Centre (Mr. Workman)
expected by next mail to the effect that it was being taken
around for signature by an official assignee.

Mr. MAGILL in explanation to the remarks of the hon.
member for Toronto West (Mr. Harrison), said that the petition
of the Board of Trade of Hamilton against the repeal of the
Insolvency Law was signed by only seven members of that
Board, one of whom was an official assignee, whilst he held in
his hand a petition of 67 merchants of that city praying that
the Act may be repealed or suspended for a period of five
years.

Mr.

The vote was then taken on Hon. ANGLIN’S

amendment, resulting in:—Yeas 69; Nays 77.

Mr. HARRISON moved an amendment that it be an
instruction to the Committee to except the Province of Ontario
from the operation of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE thought the motion out of order.

The SPEAKER ruled that the committee had already power
to except any portion of the Dominion, and the instruction was
therefore unnecessary.

The House then went into Committee,

Mr. MILLS in the chair.

Mr. JONES (Halifax) moved that the Committee should
rise and the Chairman order the Committee to divide. An
animated and rather amusing scene ensued, members on each
side endeavouring to detain others from crossing the floor.
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The Chairman pronounced the motion lost.

The Committee adopted the Bill without amendment and rose.
Third reading of Bill ordered for tomorrow.

* * *

SUPERANNUATION
The adjourned debate on Mr. JOLY’s motion,—

That the House do resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole
forthwith, to consider a resolution respecting the Superannuation
Fund.

On the motion that the Speaker should leave the chair,

Hon. Mr. MORRIS said the Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir
Francis Hincks) had already called the attention of the House to the
fact that the motion was not in order, inasmuch as it proposed to
deal with a part of the Consolidated Revenue.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE stated that the Minister of Finance had
distinctly stated that he would not raise the point of order.

Hon. Mr. MORRIS said the Minister of Finance had said he
hoped the motion would not be pressed so that he need not raise the
point of order.

A discussion arose on the point of that resolution being in order
or not, at the close of which the Speaker requested time to consider
the point.

Hon. Mr. DORION thought the question was very important,
and that it required the attention and action of the House, and the
Government might obtain the views of the House by allowing the
discussion to proceed.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the Minister of Finance
had fully explained the matter previously and had stated that he
would not raise the point of order until the matter had been
discussed.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS asked if the member pressed the
matter.

Mr. JOLY said he had paid special attention to the matter, and
did not want to press the matter merely for the sake of getting his
motion passed. If Government would promise to make such
deduction as would be justified, he would be satisfied.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE believed that something like this
scheme was necessary, but did not think it could be yet decided
what reduction could be made, but the Government ought to allow
full discussion. If the Government would not give the promise
asked, they should not stay discussion.
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Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS had already stated clearly the
views of the Government. The member for Lotbiniére (Mr. Joly)
had no doubt every desire to do justice, but the point was this: Was
the Government to establish a fund for the widows and orphans of
the members of the Civil Service? He must say distinctly, no!

He admitted that the Fund at the present moment was larger than
was being paid out, but it was too soon to decide whether a
reduction could be made. As an individual, he would rather have
had a Superannuation Fund, without charge on officer’s salary, but
the Government did not think the House would pass such a scheme.
He had taken a rate which he considered sufficient and if it proved
too much, the Government would be quite prepared to reduce it, but
they could not act as an Insurance Company. He had hoped the
motion would be withdrawn.

Hon. Mr. DORION said there was this injustice that the present
officers might be paying more than was necessary. He would
suggest that four per cent should be retained and the balance
returned every year.

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said the suggestion was
good, but the working of the Civil Service Act would scarcely
admit of its being fully carried out. If it was shown that the
percentage was too great, let it be reduced.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE said it was necessary there should be this
fund, but it would be an unnecessary extension to form a fund for
widows and orphans, and that the matter was met by the present
arrangement. It was expedient to allow time to decide what should
be the rate. The member for Lotbiniére had proved, however, that
there was a large accumulation of unexpended money, and he
thought the suggestion of the member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr.
Dorion) was worthy of immediate consideration and the
Government should give some reason why the accumulation should
not be redistributed while it was possible to return it to those who
had subscribed it. He believed it necessary that the Government
should err on the right side, but referring to the pension mentioned
by the member for Northumberland (Hon. Mr. Hutchison),
maintained that it had been wrongly granted. It appeared that the
appointment had been made when the person was over 70 years of
age, which was itself a condemnation.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS was sorry this question should
have again been brought forward especially in connection with the
present matter. If there had been a ““fraud committed’’, it should
have been dealt with on its own merits. The individual had been
appointed after many years’ service to the Crown, and as to his
being paid by commission, many persons were paid in New
Brunswick by commission. At Confederation the salary system was
adopted and the person in question was put on salary. Subsequently,
the department with which he was connected recommended, on
medical certificate, that he should be superannuated. The Treasury
Board dealt with the matter and, in fact, any hardship in the case
was sustained by the person in question.
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Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked what proportion of the time of
the person was devoted to the public service while on commission,
and what fees he received.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS said, before the Dominion there
were Commissioners, of which the person in question was one, and
the member for Northumberland (Hon. Mr. Hutchison) was another.
That member had done nothing but supply everything out of his
own store at his own prices, while the gentleman whose pension
had been called in question had done all the work. The Minister of
Marine (Hon. Senator Mitchell) had thought this a very bad system
and had appointed the gentleman in question at a fixed salary to do
the whole work. There was no injustice, and if there was, why was
not the matter brought up on its merits? The gentlemen opposite
seemed inclined to agree with the Government on the general
question.

Hon. Mr. HUTCHISON said he desired to state the truth of the
matter. As to the gentleman in question having done the whole
work, he (Hon. Mr. Hutchison) had invariably accompanied him on
his trips; and, as to the supplies, they could not have been obtained
at a cheaper rate elsewhere. He repeated that the pension was a
fraud on those who subscribed to the fund.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY rose to explain the matter stating that the
case was exactly parallel to that of Custom House officers in Nova
Scotia who, before Confederation, were paid at 10 per cent on the
revenue they collected, but were afterwards appointed at salaries. In
the present case, the officer had been appointed by the Government
of New Brunswick as a Commissioner of Lights within a section of
the Province. He held that position until Confederation when, there
being no superannuation in contemplation, he was appointed
Inspector of Light-houses for the whole Province at a salary of
$1,200. After being three or four years in the Service, he became
incapacitated on twenty years service, but the Treasury Board, from
the fact that the commissions received during many years were
small as compared with the salary, decided that he should only be
superannuated on ten years’ service.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE asked what time the gentleman had
devoted to his work when on commission, and what was the
amount of the remuneration.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY could not say, but the reduction was made
especially on account of the small remuneration.

Hon. Mr. ANGLIN did not know how to characterize the
attempt to create an impression in the House and country that the
gentleman was in any sense of the term an officer of the
Government of New Brunswick entitled to any consideration on
this account. The appointment was merely honorary, the amount
received being only 45 dollars among three gentlemen, and he
would like to hear the Minister of Customs (Hon. Mr. Tilley)
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attempt in New Brunswick to make such a statement as he had just
done. As to the member for Northumberland (Hon. Mr. Hutchison),
throughout the length and breadth of the Province his honour and
unimpeachable veracity were unquestioned.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE thought the fact of an appointment of a
person over 70 years in age required explanation.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS was not conversant with the
particulars, but it was perfectly obvious that he was appointed
because he had previously held the position.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE denied that the two positions were at all
alike.

Hon. Mr. TILLEY said, as an illustration, he might point to the
Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks), who was over 70
and still had the confidence and support of the country.

Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS asked whether the resolution
would be withdrawn.

Mr. JOLY said he must refuse to withdraw his motion.
The debate was then adjourned.

In reply to the question of Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE, as to the
order of business tomorrow,

Hon. Sir GEORGE-E. CARTIER said that it was expected the
leader of the Government would be in his place tomorrow when the
question of the Washington Treaty would be brought in. It was
intended that afterwards the small Bill which was in his (Hon. Sir
George-E. Cartier’s) charge with regard to the Pacific Railway,
should be taken up. Should the consideration of these two measures
not exhaust the time at the disposal of the House, it was the
intention to go into Committee of Supply.

Mr. MACKENZIE asked whether before the Government
proceeded with what the hon. gentleman facetiously called his
““small Bill’” the House would be favoured with the report upon the
exploratory survey of the railway. That report was absolutely
necessary to a proper understanding of the question, for without it
members would be completely ignorant as to the route of the
proposed railway and other points which it is desirable should be
fully understood.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN said the report would be brought down
before the Bill was proceeded with tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Printed?
Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN: Yes, printed.

The House adjourned at midnight.
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Friday, May 3, 1872

The SPEAKER took the chair at 3 p.m.

Prayers

A number of petitions were presented.

Hon. Sir AT. GALT introduced a Bill to incorporate the
Manitoba Junction Railway Co.

Bill read a first time.

Mr. MORRISON (Niagara) introduced a Bill to incorporate the
Imperial Guarantee & Loan Society. Read a first time.

Mr. FORBES introduced a Bill to incorporate the Bank of
Batavia. Read a first time.

Mr. YOUNG introduced a Bill to confirm the agreement
between Grand Trunk Railway Company and the Town of Galt.

Read a first time.

Hon. Mr. LANGEVIN laid on the table the Report of the
Exploratory Survey of the Canadian Pacific Railway.

A Message was received from the Senate, intimating that a Bill
had been passed by that body respecting larceny of Stamps, with
certain amendments. Read a first time.

Hon. Mr. POPE introduced a Bill to amend the Emigration Act
of 1869. Read a first time.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD then rose and said:

Mr. Speaker, | move for leave to bring in a Bill to carry into
effect certain clauses of the Treaty negotiated between the United
States and Great Britain in 1871. The object of the Bill is stated in
the title. It is to give validity, so far as Canada is concerned, to the
Treaty, which was framed last year in the manner so well known to
the House and country. The Bill in itself, as | proposed to introduce
it the other day, was simply a Bill to suspend those clauses of the
Fishery Act which prevent fishermen of the United States fishing in
the inshore waters of Canada—such suspension to continue during
the existence of the Treaty. | confined it to that subject at that time
because the question really before this House was whether the
fishery articles of the Treaty should receive the sanction of

Parliament or not. As, however, a desire was expressed on the other
side that | should enter into the subject fully on asking leave to
bring in the Bill, and as on examining the Cognate Act, which has
been laid before Congress at Washington, | find that all the
subjects—even those subjects which do not require legislation—
have been repeated in that Act in order, one would suppose, to
make the Act in the nature of a contract to be obligatory during the
existence of the Treaty, so that in good faith it could not be repealed
during that time. | propose to follow the same course.

The Act | ask leave to bring in provides, in the first place, for the
suspension of the fishery laws of Canada so far to prevent citizens
of the United States from fishing in our in-shore waters. The Bill
also provides that during the existence of the Treaty, fish and fish
oil except the fish of the inland lakes of the United States and the
rivers emptying into those lakes, and fish preserved in oil being the
produce of fisheries of the United States, shall be admitted into
Canada free of duty. The third clause provides for the continuance
of the bonding system during the twelve years in which the treaty
shall have effect and for a longer period, if not repealed; and the
fourth clause provides that the right of transshipment contained in
the 30th clause of the treaty shall in like manner be secured to
citizens of the United States during existence of treaty. The last
clause of the Bill provides that it shall come into effect whenever
upon an Order-in-Council a proclamation of the Governor General
is issued giving effect to the act.

In submitting the act in this form, | am aware that objections
might be taken to some of the clauses on ground that having
relation to questions of trade and money they should be commenced
by resolution adopted in Committee of the Whole. That objection
does not apply to the whole of the Bill—to those clauses which
suspend the action of our fishery act; but it would affect according
to the general principle the clause which provides that there shall be
no duty on fish or fish oil, and also the clauses respecting the
bonding system and shipment.

I do not, however, anticipate that that objection will be taken
because in presenting the Bill in this form | have followed the
precedent established in 1854 when the measure relating to the
Reciprocity Treaty was introduced in Parliament. It was then held
that the act having been introduced upon a treaty which was
submitted by a message from the Crown, it became a matter of
public and general policy and ceased to be merely a matter of trade.
And although those hon. gentlemen who interested themselves
in Parliamentary and political matters at that date will remember
that the Act introduced by the Attorney General for Lower
Canada in 1854, Mr. Drummond, was simply an Act declaring
that various articles being the produce of the United States
should during the existence of the Treaty be received free into
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Canada, and that Act repealed the tariff pro tanto. It was not
introduced by resolution, but after the Treaty had been
submitted and laid on the table, and after a formal message had
been brought down by Mr. Morin to the effect that the Bill was
introduced with the sanction of the Governor General. | do not
therefore anticipate that objection will be taken by any hon.
member and | suppose that the precedent so solemnly laid down
at that time will be held to be binding now. Should objection,
however, be taken, the clauses of the Bill respecting the
suspension of the Fishery Act and transshipment are sufficient
to be proceeded with in this manner. The other portions will be
printed in italics and can be brought up as parts of the Bill or
separately as resolutions as may be thought best.

The Journals of the House stated that on the 21st of
September, 1854, Mr. Chauveau submitted a copy of the Treaty,
which was set out on the face of the Journals, on the same day
Mr. Drummond asked leave of the House to bring in a Bill to
give effect to a certain treaty between Her Majesty and the
United States of America; and on the 22nd on the order of the
day for the second reading of the Bill, Mr. Morin, by command,
brought down a message from the Governor General signifying
that it was by His Excellency’s sanction it had been introduced,
whereupon the House proceeded to the second reading. That Bill
was a simple one declaring that various articles mentioned in the
Treaty should, during the existence of the Treaty, be admitted
into this country free of duty.

The House now, Mr. Speaker, if they give leave that this Bill
shall be introduced and read a first time, will be in the
possession of all those portions of the Treaty of Washington that
in any way come within the action of the Legislature. Although
the debate upon this subject will, as a matter of course, take a
wide range and will properly include all the subjects connected
with the Treaty in which Canada has any interest, yet it must not
be forgotten that the Treaty as a whole is in force with the
particular exceptions | have mentioned. And the decision of this
House will, after all, be simply whether the articles of the Treaty
extending from the 18th to the 25th shall receive the sanction of
Parliament, or whether those portions of the Treaty shall be a
dead letter. This measure has excited a great deal of interest, as
was natural, in Canada, ever since May, 1871 when the Treaty
was signed at Washington. It has been largely discussed in the
public prints and opinions of various kinds have been expressed
upon it—some altogether favourable, some altogether opposed,
and many others of intermediate shades of opinions—and
among other parts of the discussion has not been forgotten, the
personal question relating to myself—the position | hold as a
member of this Government, and as one of the High
Commissioners at Washington.

Upon that question | shall have to speak by and bye, yet it is
one that has lost much of its interest, from the fact that by the
introduction of this Bill the House and country will see that
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policy of the Government, of which | am a member, is to carry
out or try to carry out the Treaty, which | signed as a
plenipotentiary of Her Majesty. Under the reservation made in
the Treaty, this House and the Legislature of Prince Edward
Island have full power to accept the fishery articles or reject
them. In that matter, this House and Parliament have full and
complete control. (Hear, hear.) No matter what may be the
consequences of the action of this Parliament, no matter what
may be the consequences with respect to future relations
between Canada and England or between Canada and the United
States, or between England and the United States, no matter
what may be the consequences as to the existence of the present
Government of Canada, it must not be forgotten that this House
is fully charged with the right of rejecting the clauses of the
Treaty if they please, and maintain the right of Canada to
exclude Americans from inshore fisheries as if the Treaty had
never been made. (Hear, hear.) That reservation was fully
provided in the Treaty. It was made a portion of it—an essential
portion—and if it had not been so made, the name of the
Minister of Justice of Canada would not have been attached to
it. (Hear, hear.) That right has been reserved and this
Parliament has full power to deal with the whole question. I will
by and by speak more at length as to the part | took in the
negotiations; but | feel that | performed my duty, a grave and
serious duty but still my duty, in attaching my signature to the
Treaty as one of Her Majesty’s representatives and servants.
(Hear, hear.)

Now, Sir, let me enter into a short retrospect of occurrences
which transpired for some years before arrangements were
entered into for negotiating the Treaty. The Reciprocity Treaty
with the United States existed from 1854 to 1866, in which
latter year it expired. Great exertions were made by the
Government of Canada and a great desire was expressed by the
Parliament and people of Canada for a renewal of that Treaty. It
was felt to have worked very beneficially for Canada. It was felt
to have worked also to the advantage of the United States; and
there was a desire and a feeling that these growing interests
which had been constantly developing and increasing
themselves during the existence of the Treaty would be greatly
aided if it were renewed and continued. | was a member of the
Government at that time with some of my hon. friends who are
still my colleagues, and we took every step in our power, we
spared no effort, we left no stone unturned, in order to gain that
object.

The House will remember that for the purpose of either effecting
a renewal of the treaty, or if we could not obtain that of arriving at
the same object by means of concurrent legislation, my hon. friend
the member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt), at that time
Finance Minister, and the present Lieutenant Governor of Ontario
(Mr. W. A. Howland) went to Washington on behalf of the
Government of Canada. It is a matter of history that all their
exertions failed, and after their failure, by the general consent—
consent in which I believe the people of Canada were as one man—
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we came to the conclusion that it would be humiliating to Canada to
make any further exertions at Washington or to do anything more in
the way of pressing for the renewal of that instrument, and the
people of this country with great energy addressed themselves to
find other channels of trade, other means of developing and
sustaining our various industries, in which | am happy to say they
have been completely successful.

Immediately upon the expiration of the Treaty our right to the
exclusive use of the inshore fisheries returned to us, and it will be in
remembrance of the House that Her Majesty’s Government desired
us not to resume that right to the exclusion of American fishermen,
and that the prohibition of Americans fishing in those waters should
not be put in force either by Canada or the Maritime Provinces. All
of the Provinces, | believe, declined to accede to these suggestions,
and it was impressed strongly on behalf of the late Province of
Canada that it would be against our interest if for a moment after
the Treaty ceased we allowed it to be supposed that American
fishermen had a right to come into our waters as before; and it was
only because of the pressure of Her Majesty’s Government and our
desire to be in accord with that Government, as well as because of
our desire to carry with us the moral support of Great Britain and
the physical assistance of her fleet, that we assented with great
reluctance to the introduction of a system of licences for one year
at a nominal fee or rate. This was done eventually by us for the
purpose of asserting a right.

No greater or stronger mode of asserting a right and obtaining the
acknowledgement of it by those who desired to enter our waters for
the purpose of fishing could be devised than by exacting payment
for the permission, and therefore it was that we assented to the
licensing system. (Hear, hear.) Although in 1866 that system was
commenced, it did not come immediately into force. We had not
then fitted out a Marine Police Force, for we were not altogether
without expectation that the mind of the Government of the United
States might take a different direction, and that there was a great
possibility of negotiations being renewed respecting the revival of
the Reciprocity Treaty, and therefore although the system was in
force, it was not rigidly put in force, and no great exertion was
made to seize trespassers who had not taken out licences.

In the first year, however, a great number of licences were taken
out, but when the fee was increased so as to render it a substantial
recognition of our rights the payments became fewer and fewer,
until at last it was found that the vessels which took out licences
were the exception and that the great bulk of fishermen who entered
our waters were trespassers, and in addition to that the fact that our
fisheries were invaded, and that we were receiving no consideration
for the liberty, that our rights were invaded boldly and aggressively.
It was now stated by the American Government or members of the
American Cabinet that the renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty was
not only inexpedient, but unconstitutional, and that no such renewal
would be made.

The Government of Canada then, in 1870, after conference with
the Imperial Government and after receiving the promise of the

117

Imperial Government that we should have the support of their fleet
in the protection of our just rights—a promise which was faithfully
carried out—prepared and fitted out a sufficient force of Marine
Police Vessels to protect our rights, and | am glad to believe that
that policy is perfectly successful. Great firmness was used, but, at
the same time, great discretion—there was no harshness, and no
seizures were made of a doubtful character. No desire to harass the
foreign fishermen was evidenced but, on the contrary, in any case in
which there was doubt, the officers in command of the seizing
vessels reported to the head of their Department, and when the
papers were laid before the Government they in all cases gave the
offending parties the benefit of the doubt.

Still, as it would be remembered, some of the fishermen laid
complaints, which complaints although unjust, I am sorry to say,
were made and supported on oath, of harshness on the part of the
cruisers, and an attempt was made to agitate the public mind of the
United States against the people of Canada. There was at that time a
feeling on the part of a large portion of the people of the United
States, which feeling | am however happy to say has since
disappeared, that the action of Canada was very unfriendly. Her
Majesty’s Government was, of course, appealed to by the
authorities of the United States on all these subjects, and the
complaints were handed by one Government to the other, and
proved a source of great irritation.

While this feeling was being raised in the United States, there
was, on the other hand, a feeling among our fishermen that our
rights were to a very great degree invaded. In order to avoid the
possibility of dispute, in order to avoid any appearance of
harshness, in order, while we were supporting our fishery rights, to
prevent any case of collision between the Imperial Government and
the United States or between the Canadian authorities and the
United States, we avoided making seizures within the bays, or in
any way bringing up the ‘‘headland question.”” This was very
unsatisfactory, because, as it was said by the fishermen, *‘if we
have these rights, they should be protected.”” And it was, therefore,
well that that question should be settled at once and forever.

In addition, however, to the question of headlands, a new one had
arisen, of an exceedingly unpleasant nature. By the wording of the
Convention of 1818, foreign fishermen were only allowed to enter
our waters for the purposes of wood, water, and shelter; but they
claimed that they had a right, although fishing vessels, to enter our
ports for trading purposes; and it was alleged by our own fishermen
that under pretence of trading, American fishermen were in the
habit of invading our fishing grounds, and fishing in our waters.
The Canadian Government thought it therefore well to press, not
only by correspondence but by a delegate, who was a member of
the Government, upon Her Majesty’s Government the propriety of
having that question settled with the United States, and
consequently my friend and colleague, the Postmaster General
(Hon. Senator Campbell), went to England to deal with that subject.
The results of his mission are before Parliament. At the same time
that he dealt with the question | have just mentioned, he pressed
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upon the consideration of Her Majesty’s Government the propriety
of England making on our behalf a demand on the United States
Government for reparation of the wrongs known as the Fenian
Raids. England agreed to press upon the United States both these
matters, and to ask that all the disputed questions relating to the
inshore fisheries under the Convention of 1818 should be settled in
some mode to be agreed upon between the two nations, and also to
press upon the United States the wrong sustained by Canada at the
hands of citizens of the United States who had invaded our country.

Before Her Majesty’s Government had actually, in compliance
with their promise, made any representation on these two subjects
to the United States Government, England had been engaged on her
own behalf in a controversy of a very grave character. It was known
that what was commonly known as “‘the Alabama claims’ was a
subject of dispute between the two countries, involving the gravest
consequences and that hitherto the results had been most
unsatisfactory. An attempt had been made to settle the question by
what was known as the Stanley-Johnson Treaty, but that treaty had
been rejected by the United States authorities. So long as this
question remained unsettled between the two nations there was no
possibility of the old friendly relations that had so long existed
between them being restored, and England felt that it was of the
first importance to her that those amicable relations should be
restored. It was not only her desire to be in the most friendly
position towards a country which was so closely associated with her
by every tie—by common origin, by common interest, by common
language—but it was also her interest to have every cloud removed
between the two nations because she had reason to feel that her
position with respect to the other great powers of the world was
greatly affected by the knowledge which those other nations had of
the position of affairs between the United States and herself.

The prestige of Great Britain as a great power was affected most
seriously by the absence of an entente cordiale between the two
nations. Two years ago, England was, as a matter of course, greatly
interested in the great and serious question which was then
convulsing Europe and was in danger of being drawn by some
complication into the hostile relations of some of the conflicting
powers, and she felt,—and | speak merely what must be obvious to
every hon. member in the House—that she could not press or assert
her opinion with the same freedom of action, so long as she was
aware and so long as other nations were aware that in case she
should be unfortunately placed in a state of hostility with any nation
whatever, the United States Government would be forced, by the
United States people, to press it at that very time when she might be
engaged in mortal conflict with another nation—for a settlement of
those Alabama claims.

Hence, Mr. Speaker, the great desire of England, in my opinion,
is that that great question should be settled, and, hence also, the
intermingling of the particular questions relating to Canada with the
larger Imperial questions. Sir, in my opinion, it was of greater
consequence to Canada than to England that the Alabama question
should be settled. (Cheers.) Sir, England has promised to us, and we
have all faith in that promise, that in case of war the whole force of
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the Empire should be exerted in our defence. (Cheers.) What would
have been the position of England, and what would have been the
position of Canada, if she had been called upon to use her whole
force to defend us when engaged in conflict elsewhere. Canada
would, as a matter of course, in case of war between England and
the United States, be the battle ground. We should be the sufferers,
our country would be devastated, our people slaughtered, and our
property destroyed; and while England would, | believe, under all
circumstances, faithfully perform her promise to the utmost
(Cheers), she would be greatly impeded in carrying out her desire if
engaged elsewhere.

It is, therefore, as much the interest of this Dominion as of
England that the Alabama and all other questions that in any way
threatened the disturbance of the peaceful relations between the two
countries should be settled and adjusted. Therefore, although to a
considerable extent | agree with the remarks that fell from the
Minister of Finance (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) when he made his
Budget speech—that looking at the subject in a commercial point of
view, it might have been better in the interest of Canada that the
fishery and Fenian questions should have been settled free and apart
from the Imperial question—I am pleased, and | was pleased that
the fact of Canada having asked England to make these demands
upon the United States, gave an opportunity for reopening the
negotiations with respect to the Alabama and other matters. It was
fortunate that we made that demand, for England could not, with
due self respect, have initiated or reopened the Alabama question.
She had concluded a treaty in London with the representative of the
United States, and this treaty having been rejected by the Supreme
Executive of the United States, England could not herself have
reopened negotiations on the subject. Therefore, it was fortunate, |
say, for the peace of the Empire and for the peace of Canada, that
we asked England to make these demands upon the United States as
it afforded the opportunity of all these questions being made again
the subject of negotiations.

The correspondence which is before the House between the
Secretary of State of the United States and the British Ambassador,
Sir Edward Thornton, has shown how that result was arrived at. The
invitation was made by the British Ambassador to consider the
Fishery Question. The United States Government, | have no doubt,
although 1 do not know it as a matter of fact, by a quiet and friendly
understanding between the two powers replied acceding to the
request on condition that the larger and graver matters of dispute
were also made a matter of negotiation. Hence, it was, Sir, that the
arrangements were made under which the Treaty of Washington
was effected.

Sir, | have said that it was of the greatest consequence to Canada,
and to the future peace and prosperity of Canada, that every cloud
which threatened the peace of England and the United States should
be dispelled. I was struck with an expression that was used to me by
a distinguished English statesman, that those powers in Europe who
are not so friendly to England heard with dismay that the entente
cordiale between the two nations was to be renewed (Hear, hear),
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and you have seen mentioned in the public press the active
exertions that were made by one power, or by the representative of
one power, for the purpose of preventing that happy result (Hear,
hear), and although Mr. Catacazy has been disavowed by the
Government of Russia, in the same way as poor Mr. Vicovich was
on a previous occasion when he was the organ of Russia in the East
and in India, | cannot but feel that he was punished only because his
zeal outran his discretion. | can vouch for his active exertions for
the purpose of preventing this Treaty of Washington receiving the
sanction of the Senate of the United States. (Hear, hear.)

While England, therefore, was strongly interested in the
settlement of the questions both for herself and for Canada, the
United States was also interested and made overtures in a most
friendly spirit. | believe that there was a real desire among the
people of the United States to be friendly towards England. |
believe that the feeling of irritation which had been caused by the
unhappy events of the war, and by the escape of the Alabama, had
almost entirely disappeared, and | hope and believe that the people
of the United States were then and are now strongly in favour of
establishing a permanent friendly and amicable feeling between the
two nations.

Then, besides, she had of course a further interest. So long as the
United States and England were not on friendly terms, so long as
they were standing aloof from each other, it affected very
considerably the credit of the United States Fund. Not only the fund
of the United States as a whole, but of every State of the Union, and
all interests seeking the markets of the world were affected in
consequence of these relations. They were, therefore, both prepared
to meet each other in this negotiation.

To proceed with the history of the circumstances immediately
preceding the formation of the Joint High Commission at
Washington, | will state that on the first February, 1871 a
communication was made to me by His Excellency the Governor
General on behalf of Her Majesty’s Government, asking me in case
there was going to be a joint commission to settle all questions
between England and the United States, whether | would act as a
member of that Commission. | give the date because it has been
asked for. The communications were verbal to myself; they were in
consequence of telegraphic communications to His Excellency
which cannot be printed, being of a nature which the House can
readily understand ought not properly to be laid before this House.
This communication was, in the first place, for myself alone. | was
not allowed to communicate it for the time to anyone else. My reply
was naturally that | would be greatly embarrassed by any injunction
of secrecy as regards my colleagues, and that under no
circumstances would | accept the position without their consent. |
received permission to communicate it to them and | received their
consent to act upon the Commission.

Before accepting, however, | took occasion, for my own
information and satisfaction, to ask through His Excellency what
points of difference and what points of agreement were between

119

England and Canada with regard to the Fisheries. The answer was a
very short one, by cable, and it was satisfactory to myself. It was
extended in the despatch of the 16th of February, 1871. He shortly
stated that of course it was impossible for Her Majesty’s
Government to pledge themselves to any course; that, as it was a
matter of negotiation, it was, of course, out of the question on the
part of either Government to give cast iron instructions to the
representatives because that would do away with every idea of a
negotiation. The idea of the negotiators was that the subjects for
discussion could be received in several aspects, and dealt with
without any foregone conclusion. But the despatch went on to say
that Her Majesty’s Government considered our right to the inshore
fisheries beyond dispute; that they also believed that our claims as
to the headlands were just, but that those claims might properly be a
matter of compromise. It went on further to state that Her Majesty’s
Government believed that as a matter of strict right, we could
exclude the American fishermen entering our ports for purposes of
trade and commerce, and that they could only enter our waters, in
the language of the Treaty, for wood, water, and shelter; but that
this, in the opinion of Her Majesty’s Government, would be a harsh
construction of the Treaty, and might properly be a subject for
compromise.

On reading that despatch, | could have no difficulty in accepting
the position, to which my colleagues assented, of plenipotentiary to
Washington, because, as a matter of law, our view of those three
points was acknowledged to be correct, and the subject was
therefore devoid of any embarrassment from the fact of Canadians
setting up pretensions which Her Majesty’s Government could not
support. (Hear, hear.)

When the proposition was made to me | must say that | felt the
greatest embarrassment, and | felt great reluctance to become a
member of the Commission. | pointed out to my colleagues that |
was to be one only of five, that | was in a position of being
overruled continually in our discussions, and that | could not by any
possibility bring due weight from my isolated position. | felt also
that | might not receive from those who were politically opposed to
me that support which an officer going abroad on behalf of his
country generally received and had a right to expect. (Hear, hear.) |
knew that | would be made a mark of attack, and it is well known
that my conviction was right. | knew that | would not get fair play.
(Hear, hear.) | knew that the same policy that had been carried out
towards me for years and years would continue, and therefore it was
a matter of grave consideration for myself in that position.

Sir, a sense of duty prevailed (Cheers), and my colleagues
pressed upon me also that | would be wanting in my duty to my
country if | declined the appointment; that if from a fear of the
consequences, from a fear that |1 would sacrifice the position | held
in the opinions of the people of Canada, | should shirk the duty and
would be unworthy of the confidence that | had received so long
from a large portion of the people of Canada. (Cheers.) What, said
my colleagues, would be said if in consequence of your refusal
Canada was not represented, and her interest in these matters
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allowed to go by default? England, after having offered that
position to the First Minister, and it having been refused by him,
would have been quite at liberty to have proceeded with that
Commission and the settlement of all these questions without
Canada being represented on the Commission, and those very men
who attack me now for having been there and taken a certain course
would have been just as loud in their complaints and just as bitter in
their attacks, because | had neglected the interests of Canada.
(Cheers.)

Sir, knowing as | said before what the consequences would be to
myself of accepting that office, and foreseeing the attack that would
be made upon me, | wrote a letter, which | do not read here now
because it is a state paper addressed to His Excellency the Governor
General informing him of the great difficulties of my position and
that it was only from a sense of duty that | accepted the position.
(Cheers.) On proceeding to Washington | found a general desire
among the two branches into which the Joint High Commission
divided itself, an equal desire | should say, on the part of the United
States Commissioners as well as of the British Commissioners that
all questions should be settled so far as the two governments could
do so. There was a special desire that there should be a settlement.

It was very easy for the Commissioners, or the Government
through their representatives, to make a Treaty, but in the United
States there is a power above and beyond the Government, the
Senate of the United States, which had to be considered. It was felt
that a second rejection of a Treaty would be most disastrous for the
future of both nations; that it would be a solemn declaration that
there was no peaceable solution of the questions between the two
nations. Many American statesmen said to me, “‘the rejection of the
Treaty now means war,”” not war tomorrow or at any given period,
but war whenever England happened to be engaged in other
troubles, and attack from other sources. (Hear, hear.) You may,
therefore, imagine, Mr. Speaker, and this House may well imagine,
the solemn considerations pressing upon my mind, as well as upon
the minds of my colleagues, if by any unwise course or from any
rigid or preconceived opinions we should risk the destruction
forever of all hope of a peaceable solution of the difficulty between
the two kindred nations. (Cheers.)

Still, Sir, | did not forget that | was their chosen representative. |
could not ignore the fact that | was selected a member of that
Commission from my acquaintance with Canadian politics. | had
continually before me not only the Imperial question but the
interests of the Dominion of Canada which | was there especially to
represent, and the difficulty of my position was that if | gave undue
prominence to the interests of Canada | might justly be held, in
England, to be holding a purely Colonial, selfish and absorbing
view, regardless of the interests of the Empire on the whole and the
interests of Canada as a portion of the Empire on the other hand,
that | did not keep my eye too solely on Imperial interests, but that |
should do all I could for this, my country, Canada.

It was a difficult position, as the House will believe, a position
that pressed upon me with great weight and severity at the time, and
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it is not diminished in any way since | have returned, except from
the cordial support of my colleagues and | believe also my friends
in this House.

In order to show that I did not for a moment forget that | was
there to represent the interests of Canada, | must ask you to look at
the despatch of 16th February, 1871 which reached me at
Washington a few days after | arrived there—it will be seen that
Lord Kimberley uses this expression: “*As at present advised, Her
Majesty’s Government, are of opinion that the right of Canada to
exclude Americans from fishing in the waters within the limits of
three marine miles of the coast, is beyond dispute, and can only be
ceded for an adequate consideration. Should this consideration take
the form of a money payment, it appears to Her Majesty’s
Government that such an arrangement would be more likely to
work well than if any conditions were annexed to the exercise of the
privilege of fishing within the Canadian waters.”’

Having read that despatch, and the suggestion that an
arrangement should be made on the basis of a money payment, and
there being an absence of any statement that such an arrangement
could be made without it, I thought it well that I should
communicate with my colleagues at Ottawa, and although we had
received again and again assurances from Her Majesty’s
Government that those rights would not be affected, given away,
ceded without consent, it was thought well, in order to obtain the
opinion of Her Majesty’s Government on the general points to
come under discussion, and the Fisheries in particular, to
communicate by cable that Canada considered the Canadian
fisheries to be her property and they could not be sold without her
consent.

That communication was made by the Canadian Government on
the 18th March, and of that Government | was a member. And not
only did that communication proceed from the Canadian
Government to England, giving them fair notice that the Canadian
Government, of which | was a member, would insist upon the right
of dealing with her own fisheries, but | took occasion to press upon
the head of that commission that my own individual opinion, as
representing Canada, should be laid before Her Majesty’s
Government.

And the answer that came back at once by cable was extended in
full in the despatch of the 17th March, 1871; it was most
satisfactory, because it stated that Her Majesty’s Government had
no intention of advising Her Majesty to part with those fisheries
without the consent of Canada. Armed with this, | felt that | was
relieved of a considerable amount of my embarrassment. | felt
that no matter what arrangements were made—no matter
whether | was out-voted by my colleagues on the Commission,
or what instructions might be given by Her Majesty’s
Government—the interests of Canada were safe, because they
were in her own hands and reserved to her own decisions.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it must not be supposed that this was not a
substantial concession on the part of Her Majesty’s



COMMONS DEBATES

May 3, 1872

Government. It is true that Lord Kimberley stated in his
despatch of 17th March, that ‘“when the Reciprocity Treaty was
concluded, the Acts of the Nova Scotia and New Brunswick
Legislatures relating to the Fisheries were suspended by Acts of
those Legislatures, and the fishery rights of Canada as now
under the protection of a Canadian Act of Parliament, the repeal
of which would be necessary in case of the cession of those
rights to any foreign powers.”’

It is true in one sense of the word, but it is also true that if
Her Majesty, in the exercise of Her powers, had chosen to make
a Treaty with the United States ceding not only those rights but
ceding the very land over which those waters flow, that Treaty
between England and the United States would have been
obligatory and binding, and the United States would have held
England to it. No matter how unjust to Canada, after all her
previous promises, still that Treaty would be a binding and
obligatory Treaty between England and the United States, and
the latter would have had the right to enforce its provision,
override any Provincial Laws and Ordinances, and take
possession of our waters and rights. It would have been a great
wrong, but the consequences would have been the loss,
practically, of our rights forever, and so it was satisfactory that
it could be settled, as it has been settled beyond a doubt, based
upon the records in the correspondence between the United
States and England, based upon the records in the State papers
confirming a portion of the friendly relations between England
and the United States that the rights of Canada to those Fisheries
are beyond dispute, and that England cannot, and will not, under
any circumstances whatever cede those fisheries without the
consent of Canada. So that in any future arrangement between
Canada and England or England and the United States the rights
of Canada will be respected, as it is confirmed beyond dispute,
that England has not the power to deprive Canada of them so
that we may rest certain that for all time to come England will
not, without our consent, make any cession of these interests.

Now, Mr. Speaker, to come to the various subjects which
interest Canada more particularly, | will address myself to them
in detail, and first | will consider the question of most
importance to us, the one on which we are now especially asked
to legislate, that which interests Canada as a whole most
particularly and which interests the Maritime provinces
especially. I mean the articles of the Treaty with respect to our
fishery rights. 1 would in the first place say that the protocols
which accompany the Treaty, and which are in the hands of
every member, do not give chronologically an every day
account of the transactions of the conference, although as a
general rule | believe the protocols of conference are kept from
day to day. It was thought better to depart from the rule on this
occasion, and to only record the result, therefore, while the
protocols substantially contain the result of the negotiations
ended in the Treaty, they must not be looked upon as
chronological details of facts and incidents as they occurred. |
say so because the protocol which relates more especially to the
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Fisheries would lead one to suppose that at the first meeting,
and without further discussion, the British Commissioners
stated: ‘‘that they were prepared to discuss the question of the
Fisheries, either in detail or generally, so as either to enter into
an examination of the respective rights of the two countries
under the Treaty of 1818 and the general law of nations, or to
approach at once the settlement of the question on a
comprehensive basis™’.

Now the fact is that it was found by the British
Commissioners when they arrived at Washington and had an
opportunity of ascertaining the feeling that prevailed at that
time, not only among the United States Commissioners but
among the statesmen of the United States who were there
assembled, and from their communications with all these
sources of information, we gathered that the feeling was
universal that all questions should be settled beyond the
possibility of dispute in the future, and more especially that by
any possibility a solution of the difficulty respecting the
Fisheries could be arrived at, or a satisfactory arrangement made
by which the Fishery question could be placed in abeyance as in
1854, it would be to the advantage of both nations.

It must be remembered that while the Commission sat in 1871
that the exclusion of American fishermen from our waters was
enforced and kept up during the whole of 1871, and that great
and loud though unjust, complaints were made that American
fishermen had been excluded from our waters. Persons
interested had been using every effort to arouse and stimulate
the public mind of the United States, and the people of the
United States against Canada and the Canadian authorities, and
it was felt and expressed that it would be a great bar to the
chance of the Treaty being accepted by the United States, if one
of the causes of irritation which had been occurring a few
months before should be allowed to remain unsettled—
collisions would occur between American fishermen claiming
certain rights, and Canadians asserting certain rights, the public
feeling would be aroused, and all the good which will be
obtained by the Treaty would be destroyed, by quarrels between
man and man engaged on the fishing grounds. This feeling
prevailed, and | as a Canadian knowing that the people of
Canada desired, and had always expressed a wish, to enter into
the most cordial reciprocal trade arrangements with the United
States, so stated to the British Commissioners, and they had no
hesitation, on being invited to do so, in stating that they would
desire by all means to remove every cause of dissension
respecting these fisheries by the restoration of the old
Reciprocity Treaty of 1854.

An attempt was made in 1871 by the hon. member for
Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt) and Mr. Howland, on behalf
of Canada, to renew that Treaty, but failed. Because the
circumstances of the United States in 1871 were very different
from what they were in 1854 and it appeared out of the
question and impossible for the United States to agree to a



COMMONS DEBATES

122

Treaty with exactly the same provisions, of exactly the same
nature or of the same description as that of 1854. So the
British Commissioners, finding that although a treaty similar
to that of 1854 could not be obtained in words and detail, it
might be obtained in spirit, and this view was strongly pressed
upon the Joint Commission. This would appear from the
protocol. It would also appear from the protocol that the
United States Commissioners stated that the Reciprocity
Treaty was out of the question, that it could not be accepted
without being submitted to both branches of Congress, and
there was not the slightest possibility of Congress passing such
an Act, that the agreement by the two Governments to a Treaty
including provisions similar in spirit to the Treaty of 1854
would only ensure the rejection of the Treaty by the Senate,
and therefore that some solution must be found.

I believe that the United States Commissioners were candid
and were accurate in their view of the situation. | believe that
the Treaty being made at that time containing all the
provisions or the essential provisions of the Treaty of 1854
would have secured its defeat. When | treat of the conferences
that were held on the fisheries, | would state for the
information of those members of the House who may be
unacquainted with the usages in such matters that the
Commissioners were not there sitting round a table
individually as we are here in Parliament discussing our
opinions, but that the conference was composed of two parties
of the United States and England, there were two unions, there
were no dissensions from either of the representatives or
parties whatever individual opinions may have been.

If a question arose after discussion round the table on which
the different delegates, either from England or the United
States, did not express an opinion they removed and on their
return they expressed whatever might be the individual
opinions of the members who composed the delegation the
view of their government and of the delegation of their nation.
As an individual member of the British Commission and on
behalf of Canada, when it was found that we could not obtain
a renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty, | pressed that matters
should be allowed to remain as they were, and that all means
should be used to arrive in some way or other at a settlement
of the disputed question in relation to the fisheries, to settle
the headland, and to settle the other question in relation to
trading in our ports by American fishermen. | would have been
well satisfied, acting on behalf of the Canadian Government, if
that had been adopted by the Imperial Government, but Her
Majesty’s  Government felt and so instructed her
Commissioners and it was so felt by the United States
Commissioners that the leaving of the chance of collision
between the American fishermen and Canadian fishermen, a
matter of risk would destroy the great object of the whole
conference, and the whole of the negotiations that were to
restore the amicable relations and friendly feelings between
the two nations. Therefore, Her Majesty’s Government pressed
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that this question should be allowed to remain in abeyance,
and that some other settlement in the way of compensation to
Canada should be found.

The protocol shows, Mr. Speaker, that the United States
Government, through their Commissioners, made a
considerable advance, or at least some advance, in the
direction of Reciprocity, because they offered to exchange for
our inshore fisheries in the first place the right to fish in their
waters, whatever that might be worth, and they offered to
admit Canadian coal, salt, fish, and after 1874, lumber. They
offered Reciprocity in these articles. Although the offers made
in respect to the admission of lumber were not so favourable
as the last Treaty, this was a result of our efforts, and on
behalf of Canada the British Commissioners said that they did
not consider that that was a fair equivalent. (Hear, hear.)

It is not necessary that | should enter into all the discussions
and arguments on that point, but it was pointed out by the
British Commissioners that already a measure has passed one
branch of the Legislature of the United States making coal and
salt free, and stood ready to be passed by the other branch, the
Senate. It was believed at that time that the American
Congress for its own purpose and interest was about to take
the duty off these articles, and therefore as they were going to
do so, could not be fairly considered as in any way a
compensation, as they were going to take off the duty whether
there was a Treaty or not. Then, as regards the duty on lumber
which was offered to be taken off in 1874, we pointed out that
nearly a third of the whole of the time which the Treaty was
proposed to exist would expire before the duty would be taken
off the lumber and it was pointed out by the Commissioners
that under those circumstances the offer could not be accepted
as Canada had a fair right to demand compensation over and
above these proposed reciprocal arrangements.

Now, Mr. Speaker, before that proposition was made | was
in  communication with my colleagues. The Canadian
Government was exceedingly anxious that the original object
should be carried out, but if we could not get reciprocity as it
was in 1854 that we should be allowed to retain our fisheries
until the question would be settled; but Her Majesty’s
Government taking a strong ground that their acceding to our
wishes would be equivalent to an abandonment of carrying the
Treaty into effect, the Canadian Government reluctantly said
from a desire to meet Her Majesty’s Government’s views as
much as possible, and not to allow it to be said by the Imperial
authorities that from a selfish desire to obtain all our dues we
had frustrated all the efforts of Her Majesty’s Government, to
secure peace we consented that these propositions should be
made. And, so, that proposition was made to the United States,
and although | do not know it as a matter of fact, | have reason
to believe that if it had not been for the action of this
Legislature last session we would now be passing an act for
the purpose of ratifying a Treaty in which coal and salt and
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lumber from Canada would be received into the United States
free of duty. (Hear, hear.)

I have reason to believe that had it not been for the
interposition of this Legislature, and | speak now of political
friends as well as foes, those terms which were offered by the
United States would have been the compensation to have been
settled by arbitration and position of the Treaty instead of as it
is now. (Applause.) I will tell the House why | say so. The
offer was made early by the United States Government. The
answer made by the British Commissioners that under the
circumstances it was not a fair and adequate compensation for
the privileges that were asked, and the British Commissioners
at the suggestion of the Canadian Government referred the
question to Her Majesty’s Government whether they had not a
right in addition to this offer of the United States to expect a
pecuniary compensation, that pecuniary compensation to be
settled in some way. That took place on the 25th of March,
1871. On the 25th of March | think the proposition was made
by the U.S. Government and on the 22nd March | think two
days before the resolution carried in this House by which the
duty was taken off coal and salt and the other articles
mentioned. Before the resolution was carried no feeling arose
against the taking off of the duty on the admission of Canadian
coal and salt into the United States; the American public
raised no difficulty about it.

I am as well satisfied as | can be of anything which I did not
see occur that the admission of Canadian coal and salt into the
United States would have been placed in the Treaty if it had
not been for the action of this Legislature. On the 25th of
March that offer was made and it was referred to England. The
English Government stated that they were quite agreed in the
opinion that in addition to that offer there should be
compensation in money, and then on the 17th of April the
American Commissioners withdrew, as they had the right to
do, their offer altogether. And why did they withdraw their
offer altogether? One of the Commissioners in conversation
said to me “‘I am quite surprised to find the opposition that has
sprung up to the admission of Canada’s coal and salt into our
market. | was quite unprepared for the feeling that is
exhibited.”’

I know right well what the reason was. The monopolists
having the control of American coal in Pennsylvania and salt
in New York so long as the Treaty would open to them the
markets in Canada for their products, were willing that it
should carry because they would have the advantage of both
markets at once; but when the duty was taken off in Canada,
when you had opened the market to them, whether or not they
had the whole control of this market, whether for coal or salt,
the monopolists brought down all their energies on the Senate
for the admission of Canadian coal and salt into the American
market and from that | have no doubt came the withdrawal by
the American Commissioners of their offer.
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When my hon. friend from Bothwell (Mr. Mills) said last
Session, “‘there goes the Canadian National Policy’’, he little
was aware of the reckless course he had taken. (Hear, hear.)
Hon. gentlemen may laugh, but they may find it no laughing
matter. The people of Canada, both East and West, will hold to
strict account those who acted so autocratically in this matter.
Under these circumstances, Mr. Speaker, | as a British
Commissioner and as representing Canada, felt myself
powerless, and when the American Commissioners made their
last offer which is now in the Treaty, offering reciprocity in
fisheries, that Canadians should fish in American waters and
that Americans should fish in Canadian waters, and that fish
and fish oil should be reciprocally free, and that if on
arbitration it were found that the bargain was an unjust one to
Canada, and Canada did not receive sufficient compensation
for her fisheries by that arrangement, it was committed to Her
Majesty’s Government to say what should be done, and as will
be seen by the last sentence of the protocol: ““The subject was
further discussed in the conference of April 18th and 19th, and
the British Commissioners having referred the last proposal to
the Government, and received instructions to accept it, the
Treaty articles, 18 to 25, were agreed to at the conference on
the 23rd of April’’.

Thus then it stood and it now stands that these articles from
18 to 25 are portions of the Treaty, that one of these articles
reserves to Canada the right of execution or adoption, and it is
for this Parliament to say whether under all the circumstances
it should reject it. It is thus seen, sir, that this Reciprocity
Treaty is not a mere matter of sentiment—it is a most valuable
privilege, which is not to be neglected, despised, or sneered at.

With respect to the language of these articles, some
questions have been raised and placed on the papers, and |
asked the hon. gentlemen who were about to put them to defer
them; and | now warn hon. members, and | do it with the most
sincere desire to respect and vindicate the interests of Canada,
if this Treaty becomes a Treaty, and we ratify the fishery
articles—I warn them not to raise questions which otherwise
might not be raised. | think, Mr. Speaker, there is no greater
instance in which a wise discretion can be used than in not
suggesting any doubt. With respect, however, to the question
which was put by the hon. member for Gloucester (Hon. Mr.
Anglin)—and it is a question which might well be put, and
which requires some answer—I would state to that hon.
gentleman, and | think he will be satisfied with the answer,
that the Treaty of 1871 in that respect is larger and wider in its
provisions in favour of Canada than was the Treaty of 1854,
and that under the Treaty of 1854 no question was raised as to
the exact locality of the catch, but all fish brought to the
United States market by Canadian vessels were free. | say this
advisedly, and | will discuss it with the hon. gentleman
whenever he may choose to give me the opportunity. The same
practice will be continued under the Treaty of 1871, unless the
people of Canada maintain an objection. The warning | have just
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now expressed | am sure the House will take in the spirit in which it
is intended.

No hon. member will, of course, be prevented from exercising
his own discretion, but | felt it my duty to call the attention of the
House to the necessity for great prudence in not raising without
absolute necessity a doubt as to the terms of the Treaty, and even
then | doubt the discretion of raising such a doubt unless it was
certain that the object would be attained.

It will be remembered that we have not given all our fisheries
away, the Treaty only applies to the fisheries of the old Province of
Canada; and in order that the area should not be widened, it is
provided that it shall only apply to the fisheries of Quebec, Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, so that the
Treaty does not allow the Americans to have access to the Pacific
Coast fisheries, nor yet to the exhaustless and princely fisheries of
the Hudson’s Bay. Those are great sources of revenue yet
undeveloped, but after the Treaty is ratified they will develop
rapidly, and in twelve years from now when the two nations shall
reconsider the circumstances and readjust the Treaty, it will be
found that other and great wealth will be at the disposal of the
Dominion. | may be asked, though | have not seen that the point has
excited any observation, why were not the products of the lake
fisheries laid open to both nations, and in reply | may say that these
fisheries were excepted at my instance.

It may be known that the Canadian fisheries on the North Shores
of the Great Lakes are most valuable. By a judicious system of
prevention we have greatly increased that source of wealth. It is
also known that from a concurrence of circumstances and from
situations the fisheries on the South Shores are not nearly so
valuable as ours, and it therefore appeared that if we once allowed
the American fishermen to have admission to our waters, with their
various engines of destruction, all the care taken for many years to
cultivate that source of wealth would be disturbed, injured, and
greatly prejudiced, and there would be no end of quarrels and
dissatisfaction, and no reciprocity, and therefore that Canada would
be much better off by preserving her own Inland Lake fisheries to
herself, and have no right to enter the American market with the
products of those fisheries. This was the reason why the lake
fisheries were not included in this arrangement.

Now, Sir, under the present circumstances of the case, the
Canadian Government has decided to press upon this House the
policy of accepting this Treaty and ratifying the Fishery Articles. |
may be liable to the charge of injuring my own case in discussing
the advantages of the arrangement because every word used by me
may be quoted and used as evidence. The statement has been so
thrown broadcast that the arrangement is a bad one for Canada, that
in order to show to this House and the country that it is one that can
be accepted, one is obliged to run the risk of his language being
used before the Commissioners as an evidence of the value of the
Fisheries. It seems to me that in looking at the Treaty in a
commercial point of view, and looking at the question of whether it
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is right to accept the articles, we have to consider that interest
which is most peculiarly interested.

Now, unless | am greatly misinformed, the fishing interest, with
one or two exceptions for local reasons, in Nova Scotia are
altogether in favour of the Treaty; (Hear, hear) that they are
anxious to get admission of their fish into the American market;
that they would view with great sorrow any action of this House
which would exclude them from that market; that they look forward
with increasing confidence to a large development of their trade and
of that great industry; and | say, that being the case, if it be to the
interest of the fishermen and for the advantage of that interest,
setting aside all other considerations, we ought not wilfully to injure
that interest.

Why is it, what is the fact of the case as it stands now? The only
market for the Canadian mackerel in the world is the United States.
That is their only market and they are practicably excluded from it
by the present duty. The consequence of that duty is that they are at
the mercy of the American fishermen; they are made the hewers of
wood and drawers of water for the Americans. They are obliged to
sell their fish at the American’s own price. The American fishermen
purchase their fish at a nominal value and control the American
market. The great profits of the trade are handed over to the
American fishermen and they profit, to the loss of our own
interests. Let anyone go down the St. Lawrence on a summer trip,
as many of us do, and call from the deck of the steamer to a
fisherman in his boat and see at what a nominal price you can
secure the whole of his catch for, and that is from the absence of a
market and from the fact of the Canadian fisherman being
completely under the control of the foreigner. With the duty off
Canadian fish, then, the Canadian fisherman may send his fish at
the right time, when he can obtain the best price, to the American
market, and be the means of opening a reciprocal and profitable
trade with the United States.

If, therefore, it is for the advantage of the Maritime Provinces,
including a portion of Quebec, which is also largely interested in
the fisheries, that this Treaty should be ratified and that this great
market should be opened to them, on what ground should we
deprive them of this right? Is it not a selfish argument that the
fisheries can be used as a lever in order to gain reciprocity in fish?
Are you to shut them off from this great market in order that you
may coerce the United States into giving you an extension of the
reciprocal principle? Why, Mr. Speaker, if it were a valid argument,
it would be a selfish one. What would be said by the people of
Ontario if the United States had offered, for their own purposes, to
admit Canadian goods free and Nova Scotia had objected, saying,
*“No, you shall not have that market; you must be deprived of that
market forever, unless we can take in our fish also; you must lose
all that great advantage until we can get a market for our fish’’? Let
it be a reciprocal argument, and you will see how selfish it is.

But the argument has no foundation in fact, no basis of fact, and |
will show this House how: In 1854, by a strict and rigid observance
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of the principle of exclusion, the American fishermen were driven
out of those waters. At that time the United States were free from
debt, and from taxation, and they had large capital invested in their
fisheries. Our fisheries were then in their infancy. They were a
peaceable people just beginning as fishermen, with little capital and
little skill and their operations were very restricted. | do not speak
disparagingly but in comparison with the fishermen in the United
States there was an absence of capital and skill which existed there.
The United States were free from taxation; they had this capital and
skill and all they wanted was our Canadian waters to exercise that
capital and skill. But how is it altered? It can be no lever now.

What do the United States care for our fisheries? The American
fishermen are opposed to the Treaty. Those interested in the
fisheries are sending petition after petition to the United States
Government and Congress praying that the Treaty may be rejected.
They say they do not want to come into our waters. The United
States Government has gone into this Treaty with every desire to
settle all possible sources of difficulty. Their fishermen complain
that they will suffer by it but the United States Government desire
to meet us face to face, hand to hand, and head to head, and to have
an amicable settlement of all disputes. They know that they are not
making political friends or gaining political strength, because nearly
the whole of the United States are against the Treaty. But they
desire that the ill feelings which arose during the rebellion, and
from the Alabama case, should be forgotten. A feeling of friendship
has grown up between the nations, and it can be no other desire than
to foster and encourage that feeling which dictates the agreeing to
this Treaty. The United States Government will simply say; well, if
you do not like these arrangements, reject them—and the
consequence may be on your own head that this friendship so
auspiciously commenced is broken by unhappy collisions in your
own waters.

AFTER RECESS

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD resumed as follows: | am
afraid | must apologize to the House for the uninteresting manner in
which | have laid the subject before the House so far. | was
shewing, as well as | could, my opinion and my reasons for that
opinion, that under the circumstances the Treaty, although it is not
what we pressed for, ought to be accepted. | shall not pursue that
branch of the subject to greater length, as during the discussion of
the measure | have no doubt that | shall have again an opportunity
to re-urge these and further views on the same subject as they may
occur to me, or as they may be elicited. | shall however call the
serious attention of the House, and especially of those members of
the House who have given attention to the question in dispute, as
regards the powers and validity of the several Treaties between the
United States and England and the importance of this Treaty, in
respect that it sets at rest now, and forever, the disputed question as
to whether the Convention of 1818 was not repealed and obliterated
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by the Treaty of 1854. This question, Mr. Speaker, is one that has
occupied the attention of the United States and has been the subject
of serious and elaborate articles.

From my point of view the pretension of the United States is
erroneous and has been pressed; and we know the pertinacity with
which such views are pressed by the United States. We have an
example in the case of the navigation of the river St. Lawrence
which while it was discussed from 1822 to 1828 and was apparently
settled then forever between the two nations, was revived by the
President of the United States in his address of 1870 and the
difference between the point of view pressed in 1828 by the United
States and that pressed in 1870 was shewn by the result of the
Treaty.

Hon. Mr. BLAKE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: The hon. gentleman cries
““hear, hear’’, and | say so too.

And, Sir, it was of great importance in my point of view that this
question, which has been so pressed by American jurists, and
considering also the pertinacity with which such views are urged,
should be set at rest forever. The question has been strongly put in
the American Law Review of April, 1871 in an article supposed to
have been written by Judge Story, a jurist of long standing in the
United States, and that paper, | believe, expresses his candid
opinion—erroneous though | hold it to be—as a lawyer, of the
rights of the Americans; and his candour is shown by this fact, as
well as from the known standing of the man, that in one portion of
the article he demolishes the claim of his own countrymen to the
right to trade in our water. He proves by a concise and able
argument that the claim of American fishermen to enter our
harbours for any purpose other than wood, water, and shelter, is
altogether without foundation.

The view taken by that writer and others—and among others by a
writer whose name | do not know, but whose papers are very
valuable from their ability—they appeared in the New York
Nation—is this: The Treaty of 1783, was a treaty of peace, a
settlement of boundary, and a division of country between two
nations. The United States contended that that Treaty was in force,
and is now in force, as it was a treaty respecting boundary, and was
not abrogated or affected by the War of 1812. Under the Treaty of
1783, and by the terms of that Treaty, the fishermen of the United
States had the unrestrained right to enter into all our waters up to
our shores, and to every part of British North America. After 1815,
England contended that that permission was abrogated by the war
and was not renewed by the Treaty of Peace of 1814. The two
nations were thus at issue on that very grave point, and those who
look back to the history of that day will find that the difference on
that point threatened the renewal of war, and it was only settled by
the compromise known as the Convention of 1818, by which the
rights of the Americans were pronounced within three miles of our
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shores. The argument is, however, of a nature too legal to be of
interest to the House, and requires to be very carefully studied
before it can be understood. I will not, therefore, trouble the House
with that argument but | will read one or two passages to shew the
general statement of the case.

He then read extracts from American writings to shew that the
right to fish in Canadian waters was not abrogated by the war of
1812. “*We shall now enquire whether the convention of 1818 is an
existing compact, and if not, what are the rights of American
fishermen under the treaty of peace of 1783.

Since the expiration of the Reciprocity Treaty in 1866, the British
Government, both at home and in the provinces, has, in its statutes,
its official instructions, and its diplomatic correspondence, quietly
assumed that the convention of 1818 is again operative in all its
provisions. That the State Department at Washington should by its
silence have admitted the correctness of this assumption, which is
equally opposed to principle and to authority, is remarkable. We
shall maintain the proposition that the treaty of peace of 1783 is
now in full force, that all limitations upon its efficiency have been
removed; and that it is the only source and foundation of American
fishing rights within the North Eastern Territorial waters. In
pursuing the discussion we shall show, first, that the renunciatory
clauses of the convention of 1818 have been removed; and
secondly, that article Il of the Treaty of 1783 thus left free from the
restrictions of the subsequent compact, was not abrogated by the
war of 1812.””

The writer thus concludes: *“Article Il of the Treaty of 1783 is
therefore in the nature of an executed grant. It created and conferred
at one blow rights of property, perfect in their nature, and as
permanent as the dominion over the national soil. These rights are
held by the inhabitants of the United States, and are to be exercised
in British territorial waters. Unaffected by the war of 1812, they
still exist in full force and vigor. Under the provisions of this
Treaty, American citizens are now entitled to take fish on such parts
of the coasts of Newfoundland as British fishermen use, and also on
all the coasts, bays, and creeks, of all other of His Britannic
Majesty’s dominions in America, and to dry and cure fish in any of
the unsettled bays, harbours, and creeks of Nova Scotia, the
Magdalen Islands and Labrador. The final conclusion thus reached
is sustained by principle and by authority. We submit that it should
be adopted by the Government of the United States, and made the
basis of any further negotiations with Great Britain.”’

I quote this for the purpose of shewing that the pretension was
formally set up and elaborated by jurists of no mean standing or
reputation, and therefore it is one of the merits of this Treaty that it
forever sets the dispute at rest. The writers on this subject, the very
writers of whom | have spoken, admit that if the treaty is adopted
the claim is gone, because it is a formal admission by the United
States Government that under the Convention of 1818, we have
now on the 8th of May, 1871, the property in these inshore
fisheries, and this was admitted again after the question had been
raised and mooted in the United States, that the very ratification of
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the treaty was formally equal in its effect to an abrogation of the
Convention of 1818. They agree by this treaty to buy their entry
into our waters, and this is the strongest possible proof that their
argument could be no longer maintained, and the agreement by the
fishermen to pay a sum of money by way of license for permission
to enter our waters is the strongest possible proof of the admission
on the part of the fisherman that they have no right to come into
Canadian waters except by our consent. Just as the payment of rent
by a tenant is the strongest proof of his admission of the rights of
the landlord, so is the agreement to pay to Canada a fair sum as an
equivalent for the use of our fisheries an acknowledgment of the
permanent continuance of our right.

So much, sir, for that portion of the treaty which affects the
fisheries. I alluded a minute ago to the St. Lawrence. The surrender
of the free navigation of the River St. Lawrence in its natural state
was resisted by England up to 1828. The claim was renewed by the
present Government of the United States, and asserted in the formal
message by the present President of the United States. Her
Majesty’s Government in the instructions sent to Her
Commissioners took the power and responsibility of this matter into
her own hands. It was a matter which we could not control. Being a
matter of boundary between two nations, and affecting a river
which forms the boundary between the limits of the Empire and the
limits of the United States, it is solely within the control of Her
Majesty’s Government, and in the instructions to the
plenipotentiaries this language was used: ‘‘Her Majesty’s
Government are now willing to grant the free navigation of the St.
Lawrence to the citizens of the United States on the same
conditions and tolls imposed on British subjects.”’

I need not say, sir, that as a matter of sentiment | regretted this,
but it was a matter of sentiment only. However, there could be no
practical good to Canada in resisting the concession, and there was
no possible evil inflicted on Canada by the concession of the
privilege of navigating that small piece of broken water between St.
Regis and Montreal. In no way could it affect prejudicially the
interest of Canada, her trade, or her commerce. Without the use of
our canals the river was useless. Up to Montreal the St. Lawrence is
open not only to the vessels of the United States, but to the vessels
of the world; Canada courts the ships of the whole world, and it
would have been most absurd to suppose that the ports of Quebec
and Montreal should be closed to American shipping. No greater
evidence of actual war can be adduced than the fact of the ports of a
country being closed to the commerce of another. It never entered
into the minds of any that our ports should be closed to the trade of
the world in general, or the United States in particular, no more than
it entered into the minds of the English to close the ports of London
or Liverpool—those ports whither the flags of every nation are
invited and welcomed. (Cheers.)

From the sources of the St. Lawrence to St. Regis, the United
States are part owners of the banks of the river, and by a well-
known principle of international law the water flowing between the
two banks is common to both, and not only is that a principle of
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law, but is a law of actual treaty. The only question then was
whether, as the American people had set their hearts upon it, and as
it could do no harm to Canada or to England, it would not be well to
set this question at rest with the others, and make the concession.

This was the line taken by Her Majesty’s Government, and which
they had a right to take; and when some one writes my biography—
if | am ever thought worthy of having such an interesting document
prepared—and when, as a matter of history, the questions
connected with this treaty are upheld, it will be found that upon this,
as well upon every other point, | did all I could to protect and
enlarge the rights and claims of the Dominion. (Cheers.)

Now, sir, with respect to the right itself, I would call the attention
of the House to the remarks of a distinguished English jurist upon
the point. | have read from the works of American jurists, and | will
now read some remarks of Mr. Phillimore, a standard English writer
on international law. What | am about to read was written under the
idea that the Americans were claiming what would be of practical
use to them. | was not aware that the difficulties of navigation were
such that the concession would be of no practical use. (The
following is the extract from Mr. Phillimore’s work). ‘‘Great
Britain possessed the northern shores of the lakes, and of the river
in its whole extent to the sea, and also the southern bank of the river
from the latitude forty-five degrees north to its mouth. The United
States possessed the southern shores of the lakes, and of the St.
Lawrence, to the point where their northern boundary touched the
river.” These two governments were therefore placed pretty much
in the same attitude towards each other, with respect to the
navigation of the St. Lawrence, as the United States and Spain had
been in with respect to the navigation of the Mississippi, before the
acquisitions of Louisiana and Florida.

This argument on the part of the United States was much the
same as that which they had employed with respect to the
navigation of the Mississippi. They referred to the dispute about the
opening of the Scheldt in 1784, and contended that, in the case of
that river, the fact of the banks having been the creation of artificial
labour was a much stronger reason, than could be said to exist in the
case of the Mississippi for closing the mouths of the sea adjoining
the Dutch Canals of the Sas and the Swin, and that this peculiarity
probably caused the insertion of the stipulation in the Treaty of
Westphalia; that the case of the St. Lawrence differed materially
from that of the Scheldt, and fell directly under the principle of free
navigation embodied in the Treaty of Vienna respecting the Rhine,
the Neckar, the Mayne, the Moselle, the Meuse, and the Scheldt.
But especially it was urged, and with a force which it must have
been difficult to parry, that the present claim of the United States
with respect to the navigation of the St. Lawrence, was precisely of
the same nature as that which Great Britain had put forward with
respect to the navigation of the Mississippi when the mouth and
lower shores of that river were in the possession of another State,
and of which claim Great Britain had procured the recognition by
the Treaty of Paris in 1763.
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The principal argument contained in the reply of Great Britain
was, that the liberty of passage by one nation through the dominions
of another was, according to the doctrine of the most eminent
writers upon International Law, a qualified occasional exception to
the paramount rights of property; that it was what these writers
called an imperfect, and not a perfect right; that the Treaty of
Vienna did not sanction this notion of a natural right to the free
passage over rivers, but, on the contrary, the inference was that, not
being a natural right, it required to be established by a convention;
that the right of passage once conceded must hold good for other
purposes besides those of trade in peace, for hostile purposes in
time of war; that the United States could not consistently urge their
claim on principle without being prepared to apply that principle by
way of reciprocity, in favor of British subjects, to the navigation of
the Muississippi and the Hudson, to which access might be had from
Canada by land carriage or by the canals of New York and Ohio.

The United States replied, that practically the St. Lawrence was a
strait, and was subject to the same principles of law; and that as
straits are accessory to the seas which they unite and therefore the
right of navigating them is common to all nations, so the St.
Lawrence connects with the ocean those great inland lakes, on the
shores of which the subjects of the United States and Great Britain
both dwell; and, on the same principle, the natural link of the river,
like the natural link of the strait, must be equally available for the
purposes of passage by both. The passage over land, which was
always pressing upon the minds of the writers on International Law,
is intrinsically different from a passage over water; in the latter
instance, no detriment or inconvenience can be sustained by the
country to which it belongs. The track of an army may leave serious
and lasting injury behind. The United States would not ‘shrink’
from the applications of the analogy with respect to the navigation
of the Mississippi, and whenever a connection was effected
between it and Upper Canada, similar to that existing between the
United States and the St. Lawrence, the same principle should be
applied. It was, however, to be recollected, that the case of rivers
which both rise and disembogue themselves within the limits of the
same nation is very distinguishable, upon principle, from that of
rivers which, having their sources and navigable portions of their
streams in States above, discharge themselves within the limits of
other States below.

Lastly, the fact, that the free navigation of rivers had been made a
matter of convention did not disprove that this navigation was a
matter of natural right restored to its proper position by Treaty.

The result of this controversy has hitherto produced no
effect. Great Britain has maintained her exclusive right. The
United States still remain debarred from the use of this great
highway, and are not permitted to carry over it the produce of
the vast and rich territories which border on the lakes above to
the Atlantic ocean.

It seems difficult to deny that Great Britain may ground her
refusal upon strict law; but it is at least equally difficult to
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deny, first, that in so doing she exercises harshly an extreme
and harsh law; secondly, that her conduct with respect to the
navigation of the St. Lawrence is in glaring and discreditable
inconsistency with her conduct with respect to the navigation
of the Mississippi. On the ground that she possessed a small
tract of domain in which the Mississippi took its rise, she
insisted on her right to navigate the entire volume of its
waters; on the ground that she possesses both banks of the St.
Lawrence where it disembogues itself into the sea, she denies
to the United States the right of navigation though about one
half of the waters of lakes Ontario, Erie, Huron and Superior,
and the whole of Lake Michigan through which the river
flows, are the property of the United States.

An English writer upon International Law cannot but
express a hope, that this summun jus, which in this case
approaches to summa injuria may be voluntarily abandoned by
his country. Since the late revolution in the South American
Provinces, by which the dominion of Rosas was overthrown,
there appears to be good reason to hope that the States of
Paraguay, Bolivia, Buenos Ayres, and Brazil, will open the
River Parana, to the navigation of the world.”’

On reading a report of a speech of my hon. friend the
member for Lambton (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) on this subject—a
very able and interesting speech, if he will allow me so to
characterize it—I find that in speaking of the navigation of
Lake Michigan, he stated that that lake was as much a portion
of the St. Lawrence as the river itself. | do not know under
what principle my hon. friend made that statement, but those
inland seas are seas as much as the Black Sea is a sea and not
a river. The lake is enclosed on all sides by the United States
territory; no portion of its shores belong to Canada, and
England has no right by international law to claim its
navigation. Sir, she never has claimed it, for if my hon. friend
will look into the matter, he will find that these great lakes
have ever been treated as inland seas, and as far as magnitude
is concerned, are worthy of being so treated. Although Her
Majesty’s Commissioners pressed that the navigation of Lake
Michigan should be granted as an equivalent for the navigation
of the St. Lawrence, the argument could not be based on the
same footing, and we did not and could not pretend to have the
same grounds.

It is, however, of little moment whether Canada has free
navigation of Lake Michigan or not, for the cities on the
shores of that lake would never consent to have their ports
closed, and there is no fear in the world of our vessels being
excluded from these ports, for | would like to see a Congress
that would venture to close the ports of Lake Michigan to the
shipping of England, or of Canada, or of the world. The small
portion of the St. Lawrence which lies between the two points
I have mentioned would be of no use, as there is no advantage
to be obtained there from as a lever to obtain reciprocity.
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Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: My hon. friend says
““Hear, hear,”” but | will tell him that the only lever for the
obtaining of reciprocity is the sole control of our canals. So
long as we have the control of these canals we are the masters,
and can do just as we please. American vessels on the down
trip can run the rapids, if they get a strong Indian to steer, but
they will never come back again unless Canada chooses.
(Hear.) The keel drives through those waters and then the
mark disappears forever and that vessel will be forever absent
from the place that once knew it unless by the consent of
Canada. Therefore, as | pointed out before the recess, as we
had no lever in the question of the fisheries we had none to get
reciprocity except the navigation of the St. Lawrence.

I admit that for any practical use or purpose whatever,
except for the purpose of giving extension to trade, for the
purpose of enlarging our relations with the United States in
any way, neither were the fisheries or the St. Lawrence any
value; but the real substantial value is in the canals, and these
canals and the right to them is expressly stated in the treaty;
and when the treaty in clause 27 which relates to the canals
uses the words ‘“The Government of Her Britannic Majesty
engages to urge upon the Government of the Dominion of
Canada to secure to the citizens of the United States the use of
the Welland and St. Lawrence, and other canals in the
Dominion on terms of equality, &c.,”’ it contains an admission
by the United States, and it is of some advantage to have that
admission, that the canals are our own property, which we can
open to the United States as we please.

The reason why this admission is important is this: Article
26 provides that ‘‘the navigation of the River St. Lawrence
ascending and descending from the 45th parallel of north
latitude where it ceases to form the boundary between the two
countries from, to and into the sea shall forever remain free
and open for the purposes of commerce to the citizens of the
United States, subject to any laws and regulations of Great
Britain or of the Dominion of Canada, not inconsistent with
such privileges of free navigation,”” for fear that it might be
held in argument that whereas at the time the treaty was made
it was known that for the purpose of ascent the river could not
be overcome in its natural course an argument might be hung
upon it that the ascent might be open to the United States and
that therefore it might imply as a matter of argument, that the
canals were available for that purpose’’. And so the next clause
provides and specifies that these canals are especially within the
control of Canada and the Canadian Government, and prevents any
inference being drawn from the language of the preceding article. 1
know, sir, that there has been in some of the newspapers a sneer
cast upon the latter paragraph of that article which gives the United
States the free use of the St. Lawrence. | refer to the navigation of
the rivers Yukon, Porcupine and Stikine.
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Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: My hon. friend again says
““hear, hear.”” | hope that he will hear and perhaps he will hear
something he does not know. (Hear, hear.) | may tell my hon.
friend that the navigation of the River Yukon is a great trade, and
that the Americans are now sending vessels and are fitting out
others for the navigation of the Yukon. I will tell my hon. friend
that at this moment United States vessels are going up that river and
are underselling the Hudson’s Bay people in their own country,
(Hear, hear), and it is a matter of the very greatest importance to
the Western country that the navigation of these rivers should be
open to the commerce of British subjects, and that access should be
had by means of these rivers, so that there is no necessity at all for
the ironical cheer of my hon. friend.

Sir, 1 am not unaware that under an old treaty entered into
between Russia and England that the former granted to the latter the
free navigation of these streams, and for the free navigation of all
the streams in Alaska. But that was a treaty between Russia and
England, and it may be argued, and would be argued by England,
that when the United States took that country from Russia it took it
with all its obligations; but, Mr. Speaker, there are two sides to that
question. The United States, | venture to say, would hang an
argument upon it, and | can only tell my hon. friend that the officers
of the United States have exercised authority in the way of
prohibition, and have offered the pretext that that was a matter
which had been settled between Russia and England, that the
United States now had that country, and would deal with it as they
chose, and therefore, as this was a treaty to allay all questions, and
not to raise new ones, it was well that the question should be settled
at once as between England and the United States, as before it was
between England and Russia.

Before leaving the question of the St. Lawrence, | will make one
remark, and will then proceed to another topic, and that is: that the
article in question does not in any way hand over or divide in any
way the River St. Lawrence or give any sovereignty or right
whatever, except in the matter of navigation. Both banks belong to
Canada—the management, the regulation, the tolls, the
improvement, all belong to Canada. The only stipulation made in
the Treaty is that the United States vessels may use the St.
Lawrence on as free terms as those of Canadian subjects. It is not a
transfer of territorial rights—it is simply a permission to navigate
the river by American vessels, that the navigation shall ever remain
free and open for the purpose of commerce, and only for the
purpose of commerce, “‘to citizens of the United States, subject to
any laws and regulations of Great Britain, or of the Dominion of
Canada, not inconsistent with the privilege of free navigation.”’

Now, Mr. Speaker, on the questions relating to navigation, I shall
allude to one of the subjects included in the Treaty, although it was
not contemplated in the instructions given to the British
Commissioners by Her Majesty’s Government—in fact, it was
scarcely known—and that is what is known as the St. Clair Flats
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question. It is known that the waters of the River St. Clair and the
waters of Lake St. Clair are free to both nations, that the boundary
line which divides them is provided by treaty, that the Treaty of
1842 provides that all the navigation from the point where the River
St. Clair flows from Lake St. Clair shall be common to both
nations, so that all those channels are free, were made common to
both nations, and are so now. In the St. Clair Flats, and in
consequence to improve the navigation, Canada has made
appropriations for the purpose of improvement. There were also
appropriations made—I forget whether by the United States or by
the State of Michigan, or by private individuals—for the purpose of
improving the waters, and the United States made a canal in and
through the St. Clair Flats. The question then arose whether that
canal was in Canadian territory or within that of the United States. |
have no doubt that the engineering officers appointed by the United
States to choose the site of the canal and to construct it, acted in
good faith in choosing the site, believing that it was in the United
States, and, from all | can learn, subsequent observations proved
that to be the case.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD: My hon. friend says
““Hear, hear,”” and | have no doubt he will give us an argument, and
an able one, too, as he is quite competent to do, to show that under
the Treaty this canal is in Canada. A strong argument might be
founded in favor of that view from the language of the report of the
Commissioners—that is, if we looked at the language, and
combined with that language the evidence taken of the division of
the different sites. | admit that a strong argument might be based on
the language of the report, when it speaks of the old ship channels,
but from the evidence and statements that have been collected on
the point it may be held to be a matter of doubt whether the canal or
a portion of it was within the boundary of Canada. But the
Commissioners did not satisfy themselves on that point, but they
joined and placed their signatures to a map, and to anyone reading
the report with the map and holding the map as a portion of the
report, this canal is entirely in the United States. It may be
unfortunate that it is so because it may greatly impede the
navigation of those flats by Canadians.

But the question is whether under that treaty, and that map which
is a portion of the treaty and as obligatory as the treaty, the canal is
in the United States or not. When the point was raised that the map
was inconsistent with the report, Her Majesty’s Government, | have
no doubt under the advice of Her Majesty’s legal advisers, made it a
point with words that cannot admit of argument that the two must
be taken together and that the map explained and defined the
meaning of the language of the report so that Her Majesty’s
Government declined to argue a proposition so unworthy of being
urged as that the map was not binding and obligatory upon them.
But sir, ‘“‘out of the nettle, danger, we pluck the flower safety.”” The
House will see by looking at the clause | referred to that it is a
matter of no consequence whether the canal is in the United States
or Canada, because for all time to come that canal is to be used by
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the people of Canada on equal terms with the people of the United
States.

In the speech of my hon. friend to which | have referred, that
canal he says is only secured to Canada during the existence of the
treaty. | say it is secured for all time, just as the navigation of the St.
Lawrence is given for all time. The United States have gone to all
the expense of building the canal, and now we have the free use of
them. If the United States put on a toll there we pay no greater toll,
and it is of the first and last advantage to the commerce of both
nations that the deepening of these channels should be gone on
with, and | can tell my hon. friend, moreover, that in this present
Congress there is a measure to spend a large additional sum of
money on this canal out of the revenues of the United States for that
object. So much for the St. Clair Flats.

Now, sir, as to some of the advantages to be gained by the
Treaty, | would call the attention of the House to the 29th clause,
which clause ensures for the whole time of the existence of the
Treaty, for twelve years at least, the continuance of the bonding
system. We know how valuable that has been to us, how valuable
during the winter months when we are deprived of the value of a
seaport. The fact that the American press has been loudly calling for
the abolition of the system is a proof of the boon which they
considered it to be. They have said that if Canadians would be so
bumptious, they would be deprived of this system, and allowed to
remain cooped up in their frozen country. If the United States
should ever commit the folly of injuring their carrying trade by
adopting a hostile policy in that respect, and they have occasionally
as we know adopted a policy hostile to their commercial interest,
they could do so before this Treaty was ratified—they cannot do so
now. For twelve long years we have a right to the bonding system
from the United States over all their avenues of trade, and long
before that time expires | hope we shall have the Canadian Pacific
Railway reaching to the Pacific Ocean, and with the Intercolonial
Railway reaching to Halifax we shall have an uninterrupted line
from one seaboard to the other. (Cheers.) This is one of the
substantial advantages that Canada has gained by this Treaty.

Then, sir, the 30th article conveys a most valuable privilege to
the railways of Canada that are running from one part of the country
to another, and | must take the occasion to say that if this had been
pressed upon the consideration of the American Government and
American Commissioners at Washington during the negotiation
much of the merit is due to the hon. member for Lincoln (Mr.
Merritt). He it was who supplied me with the facts, he it was who
called attention to the great wrong to our trade by the Act of 1866
and, impressed by him with the great importance of the subject, |
was enabled to press the adoption of this article and to have it made
a portion of the treaty. Now, sir, that this is of importance you can
see by reading the Buffalo papers. Some time ago they were crying
out that the entrance had been made by the wedge which was to
ruin their coasting trade, and that the whole trade of the lakes was
being handed over to Canada.
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Under this clause, if we choose to accept it, Canadian vessels can
go to Chicago, can take American produce from American ports
and can carry it to Windsor or Collingwood, or the Welland
Railway. That same American produce can be sent in bond to our
frontier, giving the traffic to our vessels by water and our railways
by land, to Lake Ontario, and can then be reshipped by Canadian
vessels to Oswego, Ogdensburg or Rochester, so that this clause
gives us a direct amelioration and relaxation of the extreme, almost
harsh exclusive coasting system of the United States (Hear) and |
am quite sure that in this age of railways and when the Votes and
Proceedings show that so many new enterprises are about to start,
this will prove a substantial improvement on the former state of
affairs.

Then there is a provision that if, in the exercise of our discretion,
we choose to put a differential scale of tolls on American vessels
passing through our canals, and if New Brunswick should continue
her export duties on lumber passing down the River Saint John, the
United States may withdraw from this arrangement so that it will be
hereafter, if the treaty be adopted, and this act passed, a matter for
the consideration of the Government of Canada in the first place,
and of the Legislature in the next, to determine whether it is
expedient for them to take advantage of this boon that is offered to
them. As to the expediency of their doing so | have no doubt, and |
have no doubt Parliament will eagerly seek to gain and establish
those rights for our ships and railways. (Hear, hear.)

The only other subject of peculiar interest to Canada in
connection with the treaty—the whole of it, of course, is interesting
to Canada as a part of the Empire, but speaking of Canada as such
and of the interest taken in the treaty locally—the only other subject
is the manner of disposing of the San Juan boundary question. That
is settled in a way that no one can object to. | do not know whether
many hon. members have ever studied that question. It is a most
interesting one, and has long been a cause of controversy between
the two countries. | am bound to uphold, and | do uphold, the
British view respecting the channel which forms the boundary as
the correct one. The United States Government were, | believe, as
sincerely convinced of the justice of their own case. Both believed
they were in the right, both were firmly grounded in that opinion;
and such being the case there was only one way of it, and that was
to leave it to be settled by impartial arbitration.

I think the House will admit that no more distinguished arbiter
could have been selected than the Emperor of Germany. In the
examination and decision of the question he will have the assistance
of as able and eminent jurists as any in the world, for there is
nowhere a more distinguished body than the jurists of Germany,
who are especially familiar with the principles and practise of
international law. Whatever the decision may be, whether for
England or against it, you may be satisfied that you have got a most
learned and careful judgment in the matter, to which we must bow
if it is against us, and to which | am sure the United States will bow
if it is against them. (Hear, hear.)
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I think, Sir, I have now gone through all the articles of interest
connected with Canada. | shall allude to one omission from it and
then I shall have done; and that is the omission of all allusion to the
settlement of the Fenian claims. That Canada was deeply wronged
by those outrages known as the Fenian raids is indisputable.
England has admitted it and we all feel it. We felt deeply grieved
when those raids were committed, and the belief was general in
which | must say | share, that due exertions and due diligence were
not exercised by the American Government to prevent the
organization within their territory of bands of armed men openly
hostile to a peaceful country, and to put an end to incursions by men
who carried war over our borders, slew our people and destroyed
our property. It was, therefore, a fit thing to press upon England to
seek compensation for these great wrongs. As a consequence of our
position as a colony, we could only do it through England. We had
no means and no authority to do it directly ourselves; and
consequently we urged our case upon the attention of England, and
England consented to open negotiations with the United States upon
the subject. In the instructions it is stated that Canada had been
invited to send in a statement of her claims to England and that it
had not done so; and | dare say it will be charged—indeed, | have
seen it so stated in some of the newspapers—that that was an
instance of Canadian neglect.

Now, it is not an instance of Canadian neglect, but an instance of
Canadian caution. (Hear, hear.) Canadians had a right to press for
the payment of those claims whatever the amount, for all the money
necessary to be spent to repel those incursions had been taken out of
the public treasury of Canada and had to be raised by the taxation of
the country. Not only had they the right to press for that, but every
individual Canadian who suffered in person or property because of
those raids had an equal right to compensation. It was not for
Canada, however, to put a limit to those claims, and to state what
amount of money would be considered as a satisfactory liquidation
of them. It has never been the case, when commissions have been
appointed for the settlement of international claims, to hand in those
claims in detail before the sitting of the commission. What Canada
pressed for was that the principle should be established, that the
demand should be made by England upon the United States, that
that demand should be acquiesced in, that the question of damages
should be referred to a tribunal like that now sitting at Washington
for the investigation of claims connected with the civil war in the
South, that time should be given within which the Canadian
Government as a Government and every individual Canadian who
suffered by those outrages should have an opportunity of filing their
claims, of putting in an account and of offering proof to establish
their right to an indemnity.

The Canadian Government carefully avoided by any statement of
their views the placing of a limit upon those claims in advance of
examination by such a commission; and | think the House and
country will agree that we acted with due discretion in that respect.
(Hear, hear.) Now, one of the protocols will show the result of the
demand for indemnity. The demand was made by the British
commissioners that this question should be discussed and
considered by the commission, but the United States

131

Commissioners objected, taking the ground that the consideration
of these claims was not included in the correspondence and
reference. In doing that, they took the same ground that my hon.
friend the member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt), with his
usual acuteness and his usual knowledge of the value of language,
took when the matter was discussed in this House before my
departure for Washington. He said then that he greatly doubted
whether under these letters which led to the appointment of the
High Commission it was intended that the Fenian claims should be
considered; and although my hon. friend the Minister of Militia
(Hon. Sir George-E. Cartier), arguing from an opposite point of
view, thought it might be fairly beheld that those claims were
included, 1 myself could not help feeling the strength of the
argument advanced by the hon. member for Sherbrooke, and |
stated at the time that | thought there was great weight in the
objection which he pointed out. The American Commissioners, as
the event proved, raised that objection, maintaining that the point
was not included in the correspondence in which the subjects of
deliberation were stated, and when it was proposed to them by the
British, the American Commissioners declined to ask their
Government for fresh instructions to enlarge the scope of their duty
in that respect.

Now, we could not help that. There was the correspondence to
speak for itself, and it was a matter of more than doubt whether
those claims were included in it. The British ambassador
represented that he had always thought that the correspondence did
include them; and he was struck with surprise—perhaps | ought not
to say surprise, for that was not the expression he used—but he was
certainly under the impression that it had been regarded by all
parties that they were covered by the correspondence.

Still, let any one read those letters and he will find it is more than
doubtful; he will find, indeed, that it is altogether doubtful whether
the agreement to enter into the negotiations could be construed in
any way so as to bring these claims into the discussion. If it was
doubtful, and if objection was raised on that ground, the British
Commissioners had no power to compel the American
Commissioners to determine the doubt in their favour, and force
these claims upon their consideration. The consequence was that
they were omitted from the deliberations of the Commission.

Whose fault was that? It was the fault of Her Majesty’s
Government in not demanding in clear language, in terms which
could not be misunderstood, that the investigation of these claims
should be one of the matters dealt with by the Commission. (Hear,
hear.) It was a great disappointment to my colleagues that the
objection was taken, and that all hope of getting redress for the
injury done by those Fenian raids was destroyed so far as the
Commission at Washington was concerned, in consequence of the
defective language of the correspondence and the defective nature
of the submission to the Commissioners. Now, England was
responsible for that error. England had promised to make the
demand, and England had failed to make it. Not only that, but Her
Majesty’s Government took the responsibility of withdrawing the
claims altogether, and Mr. Gladstone fully assumed all the
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responsibility of this step, and relieved the Canadian Government
from any share in it, when he stated openly in the House of
Commons that the Imperial Government had seen fit to withdraw
the claims, but that they had done so with great reluctance and
sorrow for the manner in which Canada had been treated.

Canada, therefore, had every right to look to England for that
satisfaction which she failed to receive through the inadequacy of
the correspondence to cover the question. England, by taking the
responsibility of declining to push the claims, put herself in the
position of the United States, and we had a fair and reasonable right
to look to her to assume the responsibility of settling them. She did
not decline that responsibility, and the consequence was that if we
failed to obtain redress from the United States for those wrongs, we
had yet an opportunity of securing compensation, which would not
have been offered to us if it had not been for the steps taken by this
Government. (Hear, hear.)

But, sir, we are told that it is a great humiliation for Canada to
take this money. Why, it is our due. We are entitled to it, and we
must have it from some one. England refused to ask it for us from
the United States, and she accepted all the responsibility which that
refusal involved. She was wise in accepting that responsibility; she
must take the consequences, and she is willing to do so. But the
Canadian Government, on the other hand, were unwilling that the
compensation which England thus acknowledged was due to us by
her should take a direct pecuniary form. We were unwilling that it
should be the payment of a certain amount of money, and there
were several strong reasons why we should not accept reparation in
that shape. In the first place, if a proposal of that kind were made, it
would cause an investigation as to the settlement of the amount to
be made between England and Canada of a most unseemly
character. We would have the spectacle of a judge appointed to
examine the claims in detail, with Canada pressing her case upon
his attention, and England probably resisting in some cases, and
putting herself in a position which could hardly fail to be regarded
as one of hostility to Canadian interests.

It was, therefore, in the last degree inadvisable that the relations
between Canada and the Mother Country, which throughout have
been of so friendly and pleasant a character, should be placed in
jeopardy in that way; and accordingly a suggestion was thrown out
which, without causing England to expend a sixpence or putting the
least additional burden upon her people, would, if acted upon, do us
more good, and prove of infinitely greater advantage than any
amount of mere money compensation we could reasonably expect.
This was a mode of disposing of the question in the highest degree
satisfactory to both countries, and one which does not in the least
compromise our dignity or our self respect. (Hear, hear.)

The credit of Canada, thank God, is well established; her good
faith is known wherever she has had financial dealings. Her
Majesty’s Government can go to the House of Commons and ask
for authority to guarantee a Canadian loan with a well-grounded
assurance that the public of England will never be called upon to
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put their hands in their pockets or tax themselves one farthing to
pay it. (Cheers.) At the same time, the Imperial Government, by
giving us this guarantee, grants us a boon the value of which in the
great works of public improvement we have undertaken was
explained the other day in a manner that | would not attempt to
imitate by my hon. friend the Finance Minister (Hon. Sir Francis
Hincks). Besides the double advantage to ourselves in getting the
endorsement of England without disadvantage to the English people
there is to be considered the great, the enormous benefit that
accrues to Canada from this open avowal on the part of England of
the interest she takes in the success of our great public enterprises.
(Cheers.)

No one can say now when she is sending out one of her most
distinguished statesmen to take the place of the nobleman who now
so worthily represents Her Majesty in the Dominion. No one can
say when England is aiding us by endorsing a loan spreading over
so many years, and which will not be finally extinguished till most
of us now here will have been gathered to our fathers. No one can
say under these circumstances she has any idea of separating herself
from us and giving up the colonies. (Cheers.) The solid substantial
advantage of being able to obtain money on better terms than we
could on our own credit alone is not the only benefit this guarantee
will confer upon us; for it will put a finish at once to all dreamers or
speculators who may hope or dream or believe in the alienation and
separation of the colonies from the Mother Country. That is a more
incalculable advantage than the mere advantage of England’s
guarantee of our financial stability, great and important as that is.
(Loud cheers.)

Aye, but it is said that it is a humiliation to make a bargain of this
kind. Why, Sir, it was no humiliation in 1841 to obtain an Imperial
guarantee for the loan necessary to construct the canals originally. It
was not considered a humiliation to accept a guarantee for
£1,400,000 sterling in 1865 for the purpose of building
fortifications, nor was it a humiliation to obtain £4,000,000 sterling
upon a similar guarantee to construct the Intercolonial Railway.
Why is it a humiliation then in this case to accept the guarantee
when England voluntarily comes forward and accepts the
responsibility for withdrawing our claims in respect to the Fenian
raids? It was by no prompting from us that that responsibility was
assumed, for Mr. Gladstone rose of his own motion in the House of
Commons and accepting the responsibility admitted that it should
take a tangible shape. It did take such a shape, and | say a most
satisfactory shape, in the guarantee of £2,500,000 sterling
immediately and we may say 4,000,000 pounds sterling in all,
ultimately. (Cheers.)

But | hear it objected that Canada ought not to have made a
bargain at all. She could have allowed the Fenian claims to go and
dealt with the Treaty separately, accepting or rejecting it on its
merits. Sir, Canada did not make a bargain of that kind, but she
went fairly and openly to Her Majesty’s Government and said: Here
is a Treaty that has been negotiated through your influence and
which affects important commercial interests in this country. It is
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unpopular in Canada because of its pecuniary arrangements, but it
is urged on us for Imperial causes and for the sake of the peace of
the Empire, but the pecuniary interests of Canada should, in the
opinion of the Canadian Government, be considered; and the
undoubted claim of Canada for compensation for these, Fenian
outrages has been set aside.

We may well, therefore, call upon you to strengthen our hands by
showing you are unwilling to sacrifice Canada altogether for
Imperial purposes solely. Sir, we asked that for Canada, and the
response was immediate and gratifying, except that England did not
accept the whole of our proposition to guarantee a loan of
£4,000,000 sterling. But | am as certain as | am standing in this
House, and | am not speaking without the book, that had it not been
for the unfortunate cloud that arose between the United States and
England, which threatened to interrupt the friendly settlement of all
questions between them but which I am now happy to say is passing
away, the difficulty would have been removed by England
permitting us to add to the £2,500,000 sterling, £1,400,000 sterling
which she guaranteed some years since to be expended on
fortifications and other defensive preparations. That money had not
been expended, and there would now have been no object in
applying it for the construction of works which would have been a
standing menace to the United States, and would have been
altogether out of place immediately after signing a treaty of peace
and amity which | hold to be a good one.

I do not hesitate to say, and | repeat, | am not speaking without
the book, that | believe a proposition of that kind would have been
acceptable to Her Majesty’s Government, but when the cloud arose,
when there was a possibility of this Treaty being held as a nullity,
and when there was a danger of the relations between the two
countries returning to the unfortunate position which they were
before, then was not the time for England to ask us, or for us to
propose to give up the idea of fortifying our frontier and defending
our territory. Then was not the time either for the Canadian
Government to shew an unwillingness to spend money upon these
works, or to defend and retain the Dominion as a dependency of the
Sovereign of England. (Cheers.) | say, therefore, that while we are
actually receiving a guarantee of £2,500,000 sterling if the relations
of England and the United States are again brought into harmony,
and the lowering cloud which recently sprung up is removed, and
removed in such a way as never to appear again, then it may fairly
be thought it may reasonably be calculated upon, then we will have
a guarantee of the full amount of £4,000,00 sterling in order to carry
out the great improvements we have entered upon. The Finance
Minister (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) has shewn you the advantages
which will flow from that arrangement, and it would be
presumption in me to add a word to what he so well said upon that
point which is in the highest degree satisfactory to this House and in
the highest degree also satisfactory to the people of the country.

I shall now move the first reading of this Bill, and | shall simply
sum up my remarks by saying that with respect to the Treaty |
consider that every portion of it is unobjectionable to the country,
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unless the articles connected with the fisheries may be considered
objectionable. With respect to those articles, | ask this House fully
and calmly to consider the circumstances, and | believe, if they
fully consider the situation, that they will say it is for the good of
Canada that those articles should be ratified. Reject the Treaty, and
you do not get reciprocity; reject the Treaty, and you leave the
fishermen of the Maritime Provinces at the mercy of the Americans;
reject the Treaty, and you will cut the merchants engaged in that
trade off from the American market. You will have a large annual
expenditure in keeping up a marine police force to protect those
fisheries amounting to about $84,000 per annum. Reject the Treaty,
and you will have to call upon England to send her fleet and give
you both her moral and physical support, although you will not
adopt her policy; reject the Treaty, and you will find that the bad
feeling which formerly and until lately existed against England will
be transferred to Canada—that the United States will say, and say
justly, that here, when two great nations like England and the
United States have settled all their differences and all their quarrels
upon a perpetual basis, all is to be frustrated and endangered by the
Canadian people, because they have not got the value of their fish
for ten years. (Cheers.)

It has been said by the hon. gentleman on his left (Hon. Mr.
Howe), in his speech to the Young Men’s Christian Association,
that England sacrificed the interests of Canada. If England had
sacrificed the interests of Canada, what sacrifice had she not made
herself in the cause of peace? Has she not, for the sake of peace
between those two great nations, rendered herself liable, leaving out
all indirect claims, to pay millions out of her own treasury? Has she
not made all this sacrifice, which only Englishmen and English
statesmen can know, for the sake of peace—and for whose sake has
she made it? Has she not made it principally for the sake of
Canada? (Loud cheers.)

Let Canada be severed from England—Iet England not be
responsible to us, and for us, and what could the United States do to
England? Let England withdraw herself into her shell, and what can
the United States do? England has got the supremacy of the sea—
she is impregnable in every point but one, and that point is Canada.
And if England does sacrifice us, does find it for the good of the
Empire that we, England’s first colony, should sacrifice something,
I say that we would be unworthy of our proud position if we were
not prepared to do so. (Cheers.) | hope to live to see the day, and if
I do not that my son may be spared to see Canada the right arm of
England (Cheers), to see Canada a powerful auxiliary to the
Empire, not as now a source of anxiety and a source of danger. |
think that if we are worthy to hold that position as the right arm of
England, we should not object to a sacrifice of this kind when so
great an object is attained, and the object is a great and lasting one.

It is said that amities between nations cannot be perpetual. But |
say that this Treaty which has gone through so many difficulties
and danger, if it is carried into effect, removes almost all possibility
of war. If there was an irritating cause of war, it was from the
occurrences arising out of the escape of those vessels, and when we
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see the United States people and Government forget this irritation,
forget those occurrences, and submit such a question to arbitration,
to the arbitration of a disinterested power, they have established a
principle which can never be forgotten in this world. No future
question can ever arise that will cause as great irritation as the
escape of the Alabama did, and if they could be got to agree to
leave such a matter to the peaceful arbitrament of a friendly power,
what future cause of quarrel can in the imagination of man arise that
will not bear the same pacific solution that is sought for in this?

| believe that that Treaty is an epoch in the history of civilization,
that it will set an example to the wide world that must be followed,
and with the growth of the great Anglo Saxon family, and with the
development of that mighty nation to the south of us, I believe that
that principle will be advocated and adopted as the sole principle of
settlement of differences between those people, and that it will have
a moral influence in the world. And although it may be opposed to
the antecedents of other nations, that great moral principle which
has been established among the Anglo Saxon family will spread
itself all over the world. (Cheers.) It is not much to say that it is a
great advance in the history of mankind, and | should be sorry if it
were recorded that it was stopped for a moment by a selfish
consideration of the interest of Canada.

Had the Government of Canada taken the course, which was
quite open to them, to recommend Parliament to reject these
articles, it might have been a matter of great interest as to what my
position would have been. | am here at all events advocating the
ratification of the Treaty and | may say, notwithstanding the taunts
of the hon. gentlemen opposite, that | was chosen for that position,
certainly because | was a Canadian and presumably because | was a
member of the Canadian Government, but my commission was
given to me as a British subject, as it was to Sir Stafford Northcote
and other members of the Commission. | went to Washington as a
plenipotentiary, as Her Majesty’s servant, and was bound by Her
Majesty’s instructions, and | would have been guilty of dereliction
of duty if | had not carried out those instructions. And, sir, when |
heartily joined under the circumstance in every word of that Treaty
with the exception of the Fishery Articles, and when | obtained
leave to have inserted in that Treaty a reservation to the
Government and the people of Canada of the full right to accept or
refuse that portion of it, 1 had no difficulty as to my course.
(Cheers.) | did not hesitate to state that if that clause had not been
put in | would have taken the course of resigning my commission.

I was perfectly aware that | should be subject to reproach. | wrote
to my friends in Canada and they have my letters, stating that well |
knew the storm of obloquy and reproach that would meet me on my
return and before even | crossed the border I was complimented
with the names of Judas Iscariot, Benedict Arnold, &c. The whole
vocabulary of Billingsgate was opened against me, but here | am,
thank God, today, with the conviction that what | did was for the
best interests of my country; and after all | have received at the
hands of my country, and after the confidence that has been
accorded me for so many years, | would have been unworthy of that
position and that confidence if | were not able to meet reproach for
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the sake of my country. | have met that reproach and | have met it
in silence. | knew that a premature discussion would only
exasperate still more the feelings of those who were arrayed against
me, and of those who think more of their party than their country.
(Loud cheers.) I do not speak particularly of the hon. gentlemen
opposite, but | say that the policy of the Opposition is regulated by
a power behind the throne which dictates what that policy must be.
(Cheers.) No one ever saw a patriotic policy emanate from that
source except on one occasion, and that was when that source was
induced by myself to forget party struggles and party feelings for
the common good of the country. (Cheers.)

I have not said a word for twelve months; | have kept silence to
this day thinking it better that the subject should be discussed on its
own merits. How eagerly | was watched. If the Government should
come out in favour of the treaty, then it was to be taken as being a
betrayal of the people of Canada. If the Government should come
out against the treaty, then the First Minister was to be charged with
opposing the interests of the Empire. Which ever way it was, they
were lying in wait to find out a mode of attack. But “‘silence is
golden’’, Mr. Speaker, and | kept silence.

I believe the sober second thought of this country accords with
the sober second thought of the Government. We come down here
and ask the people of Canada through their representatives to accept
this treaty, to accept it with all its imperfections, to accept it for the
sake of peace, for the sake of the great Empire of which we form a
part. | now beg leave to introduce the Bill, and to state that | have
the permission of His Excellency to do so. (Loud ministerial
cheers.)

The hon. gentleman resumed his seat at 9.45, after having spoken
for four hours and a quarter, amid loud and continued applause
from all parts of the House.

The Bill was read a first time, and the second reading fixed for
Tuesday, but Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD declined to make
it the first order for that day.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE desired, before the motion was carried,
to make a few observations upon the speech of the hon. gentleman.
It was not his intention to discuss the Treaty critically tonight. After
the long, exhaustive and able speech of the hon. gentleman, it
would be manifestly impossible to enter into a critical debate; that
would take place more properly on the second reading of the Bill.
He had listened with a great deal of interest, and he might say with
a great deal of pleasure, to the hon. gentleman’s speech, as it had
unfolded very fully his own views, although they did not harmonize
with his (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie’s) or with those who acted with him
politically.

The hon. gentleman had stated that the course that they—the
Opposition—had pursued was one dictated by some power not
present in this House. He regretted this statement, because they
desired to discuss the Treaty on its merits, although disposed to
condemn the action of the hon. gentleman opposite and his
associates. He might inform the House that within a few days of the
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ratification of the Treaty, before a single newspaper in the country
had spoken upon it, he delivered a speech to which the hon.
gentleman had referred, and the member for Durham West (Hon.
Mr. Blake) had also expressed his views on the subject about the
same time; and those views were in entire harmony with the views
he had heard expressed ever since, and with the views of the entire
press of the country.

They had the honor of leading public sentiment in this matter in
that direction that they believed honestly to be due to a patriotic
feeling for Canada as their country. He was not blind to the
advantages that were to be derived from a sacrifice, and he would
sacrifice a good deal for the interests of peace. He believed that he
was no friend to his country who did not desire to suit his public
policy in order to secure that amity and friendship that ought to
prevail among nations, and under these circumstances it was
peculiarly desirable, forming as we did in this colony one of the
great families of the British race, that we should endeavour by
every reasonable and just means to give effect to the measures of
the Mother Country, in seeking to secure that amity with that other
great branch of the British family on this continent.

We believe, however, that there was a limit beyond which we
ought not to go. He did not believe that national health, national
glory, and national pride were always to be produced by making
sacrifices to what is justly called the “‘peace at any price’” party. It
was manifest that if we on this continent, hemmed in as we were by
the people of the United States, whose political policy has been
singularly aggressive, yielded up merely for the sake of so-called
peace every advantage that we possessed within our territory, it
would soon become a question how far it would be possible to
pursue that policy and retain any trace of national life and public
spirit.

The hon. gentleman said that he went to Washington simply as a
Briton; that it was quite true he was a prominent Canadian, and, no
doubt, that that had something to do with offering him the position.
He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) thought from the evidence before the
House that it had everything to do with it. We knew that the matter
was submitted by the hon. gentleman to his colleagues, and by them
approved; that he went to Washington although this House was in
session; and that he practically solicited leave from the House to
proceed there as the representative of Canada. This House afforded
him every indulgence, and that was scarcely in accordance with the
statement he had ventured tonight, that he knew he would not get
fair play.

Upon the representations of the hon. gentleman last session, the
resolutions of the member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Sir A.T. Galt) were
not pressed. He believed that if they had been pressed the House
would not have refused to adopt them; but the House accepting the
hon. gentleman’s declaration that he went there as their
representative, they treated him with that magnanimity that he
(Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) had said then and said now was their proper
course. He had no doubt that if those resolutions had been pressed
by the hon. member for Sherbrooke, it might have resulted in
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something more favourable for this country than what was found
afterwards to be the case.

He found also, from the Public Accounts, that this country had
paid the expenses of the hon. gentleman at Washington as the
Canadian representative, and it would not do now, in the face of
those facts, to assert that he went there entirely independent, and
that he maintained a position here as a member of this House
entirely independent of his connection with that Commission. These
remarks had been forced from him (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) by the
course of the hon. gentleman. He had listened with feelings of a
painful conviction that he (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) had taken
a step that would produce political consequences of a disastrous
kind in the future, that it was a step in that retrogression which
marked the decline of a people—a decline in that national spirit that
is as essential to the well being of the country as food is to the life
and vitality of man.

He had listened to the hon. gentleman’s speech with pain, in
consequence of another portion of it that referred more particularly
to the position of the Mother Country. We were told that England
had for some time almost stood alone in Europe, that she was
threatened by various nations, and was this a time, he (Hon. Sir
John A. Macdonald) asked, when we should insist upon our rights,
and endanger Britain because of the tendency or desire of the
United States to fall upon her when in a state of unpreparedness?
Had it come to this, that the Premier of Canada had to make an
appeal to the forbearance of Canadians because of the necessities of
that great empire of which we form a part? Were we to live as a
portion of the British Empire—was Britain herself to live merely by
the sufferance of the United States, Russia, and other nations? No
other interpretation could be put on his (Hon. Sir John A.
Macdonald’s) language than this, that this was a sacrifice demanded
of us because of a state of weakness into which the Mother Country
had fallen. He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) denied this. He believed that
England still held supremacy over the nations of the world.

He (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) afterwards endeavoured to
show that the question of the Fisheries was one of very great doubt;
he endeavoured to show that by the interpretation put on the Treaty
of 1783 by certain writers in the United States it was really a matter
of doubt whether, under the Convention of 1818 we had the actual
right to those fisheries or not. If this was not meant, why introduce
the argument at all? Every person who had read International Law
knew that the American Government had unconditionally accepted
long ago the fact that Canada had sole jurisdiction three miles
outside the coast, from headland to headland. Still, Mr.
Commissioner Campbell was sent home, he made his
representations to the Imperial Government and out of that
comparatively trifling mission to settle a comparatively small
subject they had had this enormous matter brought upon them
whereby they had sold their fisheries and given away their rivers,
and allowed and encouraged the American Government to
trample on their rights. In order to secure what they had not
secured they had made these extraordinary sacrifices.
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He ridiculed the idea of the American waters containing a certain
kind of bait which was essentially necessary, but could not be
obtained by Canadian fishermen unless the treaty was accepted. He
was not sufficiently acquainted with the fisheries to deal with the
subject critically, but the fishermen had obtained bait in the past,
and he thought they could still purchase it in the market as any
other article of commerce. He had read that the New Brunswick
Legislature was unanimously opposed to the treaty, as its effect, if
passed, would be the destruction of their fisheries to a great extent.

The hon. gentleman had called attention to what might have
happened if there had been no Canadian representative on the
Commission at Washington. He (Hon. Mr. Mackenzie) could not
see the difference between judgment going by default, and the hon.
gentleman being present and allowing a wrong judgment to be
entered on record. He protested against the remarks of the Minister
of Justice (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald), that it was asserted at
Washington that rejection of a second treaty might result in war, as
he considered that the statement was made more as a threat in order
to