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THE DEBATES

—OF THE—

SENATE OF CANADA

--IN THE —

SECOND SESSION
CANADA, APP
ON

OF THE SIXTH PARLIAMENT OF THE DOMINION OF
T ‘OINTED TO MEET FOR DESPATCH OF BUSINESS
URSDAY, THE TWENTY-THIRD DAY OF FEBRUARY,

IN THE FIFTY-FIRST YEAR OF THE REIGN OF

ﬂMAJESTY QUEEN VICTORIA.,

THE SENATE,

Ottawa, T /zursday, February, 2 37d, 1888.

2.?;?{5 ri.PEAKER took the chair at

Prayers and routine proceedings.
NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED.

(')l:ll;l; SPEAKER presented to the
Crowren a return from the Clerk of the
Bomm én Chancery, setting forth that
H ELLENCY THE GOVERNOR-GEN-

AL had summoned to the Senate :—

John Macdonald, of the City of To-
tor'xto, 1n the Province of Ontario.

@ T h_e Honorable Mk, MacpoNALD was
suft:)n Introduced, and having taken and
andscntt))ed the oath of office, and made
ﬁcat'su scnbgzd the declaration of quali-
" '0n required by the British North
merica Act, 1867, took his seat.

THE SPEECH FROM THE
THRONE.

'mthf) hree o'clock His ExXcELLENCY
o tOVS]RNOR GENERAL proceeded in
hio cer € Senate Chamber, and took
B upon the Throne. His ExXcEL-
'attendawas pleased to command the
o thnce of the Hquse of Commons,
please att House being present, was
the - <a 0 open the SEcoND Session of

IXTH PARLIAMENT OF THE

OMINION Y
ing Speech . CA¥ADA, with the follow-

Honourable Gentlemen of the Senate :
Gentlemen of the House of Comaaons:

It affords me much gratification to meet you
once more at the commencement of the Parlia-
mentary Session, acd to ¢ngratulate you upon
the general prosperity of the country.

Although the labors of the husbandman have
not been rewarded in some portions of the Do-
minion by an adequate return, the harvest of
last year has on the whole been plenteous,
while in Manitba and the North-Weat Terri-
tories it was one of remarkable abundance.

The negotiations between Her Majesty’s
Governmeot and that of the United States
for the adjustment of what 15 known as
“The Fishery Question”, have, I am pleased
toinform you, resulted in a Treaty which will,
[ venture to hope, be considered by you as
honourable and satisfactory to both nations.
The Treaty, with the papers and correspond-
ence relating theretn, will be laid before you,
and you will be invited to adopt a measure to
give effect to its provisions.

The extension and development of our system
of railways have not only rendered necessary
additional safeguards for life and property
but havegiven greater frequency to questions
in which the interests of rival companies are
found to be in conflict, and to require authori-
tative adjustment. As further legislation ap-
pears to be needed for these purposes, a meas-
ure will be submitted to you for the counsolid-
ation and improvement of ‘‘TheRailway Act.”

Experience having shown that amendments
are required to make the provisions of the Act
respecting Flections of the Members of the
House of Commons more effective and more
convenient in their operation,you will be asked
to consider a measure for the amendment of
that Statute. The Act respecting Controverted
Elections may likewise require attention with
a view to the removal of certain guestions of
interpretation which have arisen and which
should be set at rest.

My Government has availed itself of the
opportunity afforded by the recess to consider
the numerous suggestions which have been
made for improving the details of the Act re-
specting the Election Franchise, and ameasure
will be submitted to you for the purpose of



4 The [SENATE] Address.

simplifying the law and greatly lessening the
cost of its operation.

The growth of the North-West Territories
renders expedient an improvement in the sys-
tem of government and legislation affecting
those portions of the Dominion, and a bill for
that purpose will be laid before you.

A bill will be submitted to you to makea
larger portion of the modern laws of England
applicable tn the Province of Manitoba and to
the North-West Territories in regard to mat-
ters which are within the control of the Parlia-
ment of Canada but which have not as yet been
made the subject of Canadian Legistation.

Among othier measures, Bills will be pre-
sented to you relating to the Judiciary, to the
Civil Service Act, and to the audit of the
Public Accounts.

Gentlemen of the House of Commons :

The accounts for the past year will be laid
before you as well as the estimates for the en-
suing year. They Lave been Erepareq with a
due regard to economy and the requirements
of the public service.

Honourable Gentlemen of the Senate :
Gentlemen of the House of Commons :

I commend these important subjeets and all
matters affecting the public interests which
may he brought before you to_your best con-
sideration, and I feel assured that you will
address yourself to them with earnestness and
assiduity.

His Excellency the Governor General

was pleased to retire, and the House of
Commons withdrew.

THE RAILWAYS ACT.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT presented to the
House a Bill intituled: “An Act
relating to Railways.”

The Bill was read the first time.
THE ADDRESS.
MOTION.

THE SPEAKER reported His Excel-
lency’s Speech from the Throne, and the
same was then read by the Clerk.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT moved that the
House do take into consideration the
Speech of His Excellency the Governor-
General to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to.
ORDERS AND CUSTOMS OF
THE SENATE.
MOTION.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT moved that all
the Members present during this Session

be appointed a Committee to consider
the Orders and Customs of. this House
and Privileges of Parliament, and that
the said Committee have leave to meet
in this House, when and as often as they
please.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned at 4 p. m.

THE SENATE.
Ottawa, Friday, February 24th, 1888.

THE SPEAKER took the chair at
3 p. m.

Prayers and routine proceedings.
NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED.

Tue SPEAKER informed the House
that he had received a communication
from the Clerk of the Crown in Chan-
cery notifying the Senate of the appoint-
ment of Richard Hardisty to the Senate.

Hon. Mr. HARDISTY was then
introduced and having taken the oath
prescribed by law and signed the roll,
took his seat.

THE ADDRESS.
MOTION.

Hon. Mr. ROSS (Dela Durantaye)
rose to move the adoption of the follow-
ing resolution for an Address to His
Excellency the Governor General in ans-
wer to his Speech from the Throne :—

That the following Address be presented
to His Excellency tﬁe Governor-General to
offer the respectful thanks of this House to
His Excellency for the gracions Speech he
has been pleased to make to both Houses of

Parliament—namely :—

To His ExceLLENCY the Most Honorable Sir
Hevry CuarLEs Kerra Perry-Frrzmau-
RICE, Marquess of Lansdowne, in the
County of Somerset, Earl of Wycombe, of
Chipping-Wycombe, in the County of
Bucks; Viscount Caln and Calnstone in
the county of Wilts, and Lord Wycombe,
Baron of Chipping-Wycombe, in the
County of Bucks, in the Peerage of Great
Britain ; Earl of Kerry, and Earl of Shel-
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?I:x;‘qu, Viscount Clanmaurice and Fitz-
rice, Baron of Kerry, Lixnaw and

unkerron, in the Perrage of Ireland ;
Knight Grand Cross of the Mostri)?sr:in:

guished Order of Saint Michae] and Sai
eorge; Governor-General of (g‘:nad:l.m

MAY 11 pLEASE Your ExceLLexoy : —

. We, Her Majesty’s dutiful a
Jects, the Senate of Canada in Parliament
?ssembled, humbly thank Your Excellency
Or your gracious Speech ag ¢

nd loyal sub-

]‘aﬁoﬁa:&iarger:;ary Session, and of congratu-
co%xtry_po © general prosperity of the
labo:e l:?(;l}?e lto learn that, although the
rewarded ine 1usbandman have not been
by an ager, SOme portions of the Dominion
year has o%“m: v:;mlml') the harvest of last
Mani ole been
a"‘tf;bafand the North-West Territories
N rece'ov remarkable abundance,
formation x{re with deep satisfaction the in-
our Excellency has been pleaged

10 gi
Herg‘h‘;ea'g:t m,hat the negotiations between
United JSt Y's Government and that of the
ates for the adjustment of what is
. Treftmhe]ry 1(.,),uestion >’ have
ustif 3 Y which doubtless will
'Le clois%?:gdh})](gelle,ncy’s hope that it will
bow nation norable and satisfuctory to
s t?x;im:]i}{ ITI(‘)ur Excellency for informin
corres onde reaty, with the papers an§
eforepus ae:(fe relating thereto, will be laid
xcellene th ot any heculully assure Your
to ita prg\v' 18t any measure to give effect
earnest and ]2:1(1)*2? ISha“‘recei."e our most
We have ul consideration.

. received wj { i
importance Yo, Exléglla full gense of its

that the extension ap

property, but have
{0 questions in whie
Companies are foy
require authoritjy
further legislation
these Pnrposes, a
to us for the
of « Th

given greater frequency
h the interests ot rival
nd to be in confiict, and to
e adjustinent, and that, as
8ppears to be needed for
measure will be submitted
.consolidation and impr
1 e allway Aot improvement
llavingasxl'?o pleased to learn that experience
10 tanp e thvm that amendments are required
lections oel Provisions of the Act respecting
Sommeny the Members of the House of
1ont 1o theiToJe effective and more conven-
contider peration, we will he asked to

a
that Smtuwn.\easure for the amendment of

ths.t,et l:;c::elcwte with interest the information
tions o respecting Controverted Elec-
View to the LC¥it€ require sttention, with a
3 € removal of certain questions of

Inter Tetation i
which have ari i
1 i be Set at roat. arisen and which

We are glad to be informed further that
your Excellency’s Government has availed
itself of the osponunity afforded by the re-
cess to congider the nuwerous suggestions
which have been made for improving the
details of the Act respecting the Electoral
Franchise, and that a measure will be sub-
mitted to us for the purpose of simplifying
the law and greatly lessening the cost of its
operation.

It is with the greatest gratification we
hear that that the growth of the North-West
Territories renders expedient an improve-
ment in the system of government and leg-
islation affecting those portions of the Do-
minion, and that a Bill for that purpose will
be laid before us.

We hear with much interest that a Bill
will be submitted to us to make a larger
portion of the modern laws ot England ap-
plicable to the Province of Manitoba and to
the North-West Territories in regard to
matters which are within the control of the
Parliament of Canada, but which bave not
as vet been made the subject of Canadian
legislation.

Wethank Your Excellency for the infor-
mation that, among other measures, Bills
will be presented to us relating to the Judi-
ciary, to the Civil Service Act, and to the
audit of the Public accounts.

Your Excellency having been graciously
pleased tocommend these importart subjects
and all matters affecting the public interests
which may be brought before us to our best
consideration, Your Excellency may rest
assured that we will address ourselves to
them with earnestness and assiduity.

He said—(in French)—In rising to
move the adoption of the Resolutions
for an Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne, I have to thank this
House for the honor which they confer
upon me. The Address speaks of the
general prosperity of the country, and
presents a picture which must be agree-
able to all of us. Itis probable, if cur-
rent rumours are true, that this is the
last time that we shall hear the voice of
the distinguished nobleman who now rep-
resents Her Majesty in this country, de-
livering a Speech from the Throne. I am
surethat I express the feelings entertained
by this Hou-e, and by the country,when I
say that we recognize in the present
Governor-General a distinguished states-
man, whose social and diplomatic posi-
tion merits the esteem, respect and
admiration of the Dominion. His
Excellency will take with him from
Canada the respect and gratitude of all
true Canadians, and 1 am sure that when
the time arrives this House and Parlia-
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ment will express its opinion to that

effect in a manner which His Excellency
will appreciate. The Address speaks of
the character of the harvest of last sea-
son; no doubt, in certain portions of
the country it has not been as plenteous
as in other years, but the statement in the
Speech from the I'hrone 1s perfectly cor-
rect—it is plenteous and sufficient for
the requirements of the country. The
deficiencies in some portions of the
Dominion are supplied by the extra-
ordinary abundance of the harvest in
Manitoba and the North-West Ter-
ritories,. On the whole, there 1s no
reason to complaih of scarcity anywhere.
The next paragraph refers to the settle-
ment of the long pending difficulties in
connection with our fisheries. I am
sure that this House will rejoice sincerely
that this consummation has been reached
and that these negotiations have ter-
m’nated successfully a long standing dis-
pute. On the whole I regard the Treaty
as one which is favorable to our country
without injuring our neighbors. It is
advantageous to both, and I consider it
is a good arrangement which is bene-
ficial to both contracting parties. It is
true that concessions have been made on
both sides, but they are trifling as com-
pared with the immense advantages to be
derived from the settlement of this diffi-
cult and important question. The
troubles arising from the conflicting
interpretations of the Treaty of 1818,
were a constant source of irritation
between the two countries. What we
want in this young country is an assur-
ance of peace with our neighbors, in
order that we may devote all the strength,
energy and intelligence of our people to
developing the greatness and prosperity
of our country. Viewed in this light, it
Is a cause of congratulation that this
source of annoyance and danger to the
harmony which should prevail between
the two countries has been removed.
The success of the negotiations is largely
due to the fact that we were ably repre-
sented at Washington—that the interests
of Canada were in safe hands. Every one
felt when Sir Charles Tupper was ap-
pointed that the interests of Canada
would not be sacrificed—that he would
defend ovr rights and promote our in-
terests. No better selection could have

Hon. Mr. ROSS.

been made. Not only is Sir Charles Tup-
per a man of commanding ability, but he
is a representative of one of the provinces
most deeply interested in the settlement
of the question, The fact that these
important negotiations were intrusted to
Sir Charles Tupper and his colleagues
ought to be a guarantee that the interests
of the country would be well protected.
I have no doubt, that it will be shown,
that in the negotiations he was ably
seconded in his efforts to promote the in-
terests of Canada by his colleagues, the-
Minister ot Justice and the Minister of
Marine and Fisheries. Referring to the
subject of agriculture, permit me 1o ex-
press my satisfaction at the progress
which has been made of late years in
this important industry of Canada. The
establishment by the Government of ex-
perimental farms in the several pro-
vinces will contribute largely to the pros-
perity and advancement of the agri-
cultural community. While we have
made steady gains in material prosperity,
untortunately there are portions of the
country in which agriculture is in a back-
ward state. The timely intervention of
the Government in establishing these
experimental farms cannot fail to re-
sult advantageously to the whole com-
munity, if those who are engaged in
agricultural pursuits will only benefit by
the results of the experiments which are
corducted upon them. I am persuaded
that the Government have rendered a

-great service to the ccuntry in affording

to the people such useful information
calculated to promote the important in-
dustry so essential to the permanent
prosperity of the country.

His Excellency informs us that it is
the intention of the Government to
modify some of the laws relating to rail-
ways, especially with a view to rendering
life and property more secure upon
these great highways. I believe that
some legislation of the kind is necessary,
in view of the numerous and terrible ac-
cidents which have occurred of late in
various parts of the Dominion. If any
means can be found to render life and
property more secure upon the railways,
it is the duty of parliament to adopt
such legislation, to meet a general
demand on the part of the public. This
House, I am sure, will agree with me,
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t};:t our railway system is destined to
IrJn eital'lf Important part in the develop-
me ado this country. Already we feel
" wvantage of haymg such a system,
tensiog realize the importance of its ex-
tension. That is the true policy of this
untry ; it is a policy which more than
?ﬁeythmg else is calculated to promote
th }E)rosperlpyz and develop the resources
the Dominion. I Suppose there is no
country in the world which has, in
ls);n‘[r)lc;mon to its population, constructed
; g lat:y mllfas of railway as Canada has
L Jate y::ra. The Government have
wirtual ey sumed control of the railways,
they reZ mﬁl only have the control, but
revenueg e benefit by the increased
of e (;.rlved from the development
the caseat }(:. of the country, Such being
b aid;- .IEy should extend their policy
e la;l y«lray companies, so as to'en-
they me gl ding of new lines wherever
velopmeyt e found necessary for the de-
they nldof the country. By doing so
the obl?u 1 relieve the Provinces from
Youre fogatl:g)ns they have incurred of late
oot this purpose, and would thereby
beteer emands upon the Dominion for
continu?rms less pressing. It would be
augurat::ig the grand national policy in-
ey rated ten years ago. I should say
othing appears in the Speech from

s o e which Wwarrants me in making
el ggestxgn. .It 1s my own opinion
believ)i';)gnit tI0 gl;ve it for what it is worth,
o8 | € a sound policy for the
willlixi:'h;cellenqy announces that there
Taws ars n}\‘odlﬁcatlon of the Election
Act. W %l e Controve{ted Elections
thece 1o all know the importance of
repcs ws, if Parliament is to be fairly
rebres :nganve of the people. There is
amendlr; t tpat the existing Jaws need
of the ent : experience in the working
™ demonstrates their weak points

and in, i
- dicates the need of improve-

) For example, a
] » a good deal of
gég;’:]t}' s experienced with the
n which leads to the opinion that

:logltifgtlonTcannqt be contested after six
should. |, hat is a difficulty which
Controvei dprompgly overcome. The
which wer'e Elections Act is one with
dos the Sln thls: House have little to
can’s €nate is not elective, but we

ee the defects in the working of the

—Y

law, and we must recognize the fact that
it is often disastrous to innocent men.
After the election last February many
protests were entered, but comparatively
few of them were brought to trial. A
good deal of money was expended in
these cases, most of which went into the
pockets of the lawyers. The expenses
incidental to such cases are exceedingly
heavy, and often prove ruinous to inno-
cent persons. I think it is the duty of
Parliament to remove such objections
which interfere with properly qualified
persons coming forward to serve their
country.

We are promised a measure to im-
prove the government of the North-
West Territories.  This House will
agree with me that in those terri-
tories and the province of Manitoba
the future hopes of the Dominion lie,
and if it is possible to provide legislation
which will help those sections of the
country it is our duty to do so. Mani-
toba has made extraordinary progress,
and we have good reason to hope that
the great country which lies beyond it
will be settled and developed with equal
rapidity. When we reflect upon the
vast strides which the Dominion has
made in prosperity and development
during the 2o years that have elapsed
since the Confederation of the Provinces,
we may well look forward with hope and
confidence to what the future will bring
forth. We have seen Canada advance
steadily on the path of progress until °
to-day the Dominion is a country of
which the world speaks with respect and
whose future greatness is universally
conceded. Canadians have reason to
be proud of their country. Thanking
you sincerely for your patience and at-
tention to my remarks I beg to move
that this Resolution be adopted.

Hon. MrR. SANFORD—I am honor-
ed with the privilege of seconding the
address which has been so ably presented
by the hon.Senator from De la Durantaye
(Mr.Ross) and [ much regret my inability
to discharge the duty thus devolving
upon me in a manner that its importance
demands. .

The assurance of the general prosper-
ity of the country is a cause for
congratulation.  Notwithstanding the
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fact that two of our moneyed institutions
have closed under exceptional circum-
stances,  attributable  largely to
mismanagement, affecting injuriously the
shareholders principally, I think we may
with confidence claim that the anxiety
caused thereby has been local and is now
allayed without disarranging the business
of the country. Reports of a fair average
business, with generally satisfactory pay-
ments, being the rule rather than the
exception, encouraging us to hope for an
increased term of prosperity.

The abundant harvest in Manitoba,
the average yield of wheat equalling if
not excelling the largest yield per acre of
any country of which we have knowledge,
is the strongest possible guarantee of its
rapid settlement and of its becoming the
great American granary at no distant day.
" Tt is most gratifying to learn that the
labors of the Fishery Commission have
been brought to a satisfactory conclusion.
The Imperial and the United States
Governments have held such adverse
views on the interpretation of the original
Treaty of 1818 as to cause at times much
irritation, giving rise to the gravest
apprehensions.  The terms of the
treaty, signed by the Commissioners
and to be submitted for ratifica-
tion to the several Governments
interested, are of such a nature that they
must, when ratified, set forever at rest
this much vexed question, enabling us
to live in harmony and peace with the
great nation’ to the south of us. This
treaty may be ratified by the Govern-
ments concerned with honor. The
concessions made on both sides are such
as a spirit of fairness would dictate and
with due regard to the promptings of a
feeling of common humanity. While it
1s true that one or more representative
party journals have attacked the
treaty, and condemned the action
of the British and Canadian Com-
missioners for having accepted it, this
feeling is not general. I may say
that a very excellent and influential Re-
form journal published in the city in
which I live, with others, endorses the
treaty, and when its provisions are fully
understood by the people they will com-
mend the wisdom, the ability, and the
statesmanship of the Right Hon, Joseph

Chamberlain and Sir Charles Tupper.'

HonN. MR. SANFORD.

When the treaty and the correspondence
accompanying the same are laid before
this houn. body, the subject will, no doubt,
receive at your hands the fullest consid-
eration and your concurrence.

The rapid growth of the railway in-
terests of the country, so necessary to its
development, calls for the most careful
legislation to insure increased protection
to life and property. The measure pro-
posed will make provision for the settle-
ment of such difficulties as arise over
level crossings by rival lines, and for the
better protection of the crossing of the
highways, &c. These measures will
commend themselves to your favorable
attention. .

It is at all times most important that
legislation should be based upon prac-
tical experience framed with a view of
obtaining the greatest efficiency, and hon.
gentlemen will be pleased to know that
a measure will be brought before you to
amend the Act respecting the election of
the members of the House of Commons,
making it more convenient and effective
in its operations.

The Act respecting Controverted
Elections is one which requires amend-
ment from time to time in order to meet
the ever-recurring difficulties with inter-
pretation and operation and therefore I
feel assured that the proposed amend-
ment will receive at your hands the ful-
lest consideration.

The Election Franchise will demand
your attention.. A measure will be
brought down which will not only sim-
plity but greatly lessen the cost of its
operation. These are questions which
more particularly relate to the other
branch of Parliament and therefore I
have not troubled hon. gentlemen with
anything more than a passing reference
and general concurrence.

The growth of the North-West Terri-
tories renders an improvement in the
system of legislation necessary. The
North-West Council, a portion of its
members being appointed by the Crown
and the balance by the people, was
deemed at the time of establishing that
Government sufficient for its sparse pop-
ulation, but with great growth and
rapid development of the country, im-
portant changes are unquestionably
necessary. :
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mo’[(‘ihe proposed Bill to make the
e nei::nblaws of England applicable to
Ya oba and the North-West Territories
will nt? (;ioubt commend itself to this
pon. ;) y when they remember that the
forcec’) England obtain which were in
d in the days of Charles I1.,who grant-
ed the charter to the Hudson’s Bay Co.
'(ttihat 15, 5o far as these laws are not mod-
il‘ }eid) and many of them are now obsolete.
0 € various measures foreshadowed in
thgsipreeiglr glmtn the Throne other than
d to are of a speci arac-

ter and 1 have no doubt ﬂs];;ttzc;al}c%hacrg;
Zxderat:on will be extended by hon.mem-
b(;:sagn gﬁelr mtroduction in this éham-
ber th ensure their being engrossed
part of the futyre laws of this country.

€ announcement recently made in

th i

b g Ege;s that His Excellency is soon to
1S farewell to assume an important

position i ’

1 In the Imperial Government

one w .
t }?r?) Sh}ﬂxltha}s} been received everywhere
feelings : { € Dominion with mingled
o 0;3) eo 1})} €asure and regret—pleasure
tha e (;y 0 has endeared himself to
e 1an people is to receive such
o Elstxr_xcnon from the Government
coon g {nplre, regret that we are so
o Ma'eo':e one who has represented
e ) dées Y So. worthily, and evinced
o, de p and practical interest in the
Tt our country,” 1 doubt if His
. thorouc}}; would have learned in such
A o% he}nd satisfactory manner the
the. s l‘1s popularity before hearing
e weli of our people had he not
o Sr:e’rsonally assailed, as few of Her
JESty's representatives in her greatest

colony h i
unscripu;we ever been, by bitter and

OUs enemies from abroad. The
?rtg:;:k,t }v;vhlch was designed to drive him
demonst‘:atg(:lﬁ“mom simply served to
which p € deep feeling of loyalty

revails amon

He ] nongst our people for
. T Gracieus Majesty and her represen-
ative in the .

Daminion, and the p1of;

:::Fne]ct, unboundgzd conﬁder?t}e 0223

Canad‘personal friendship which most
1ans cherish for His Excellency

and his amiable ang accomplished wife,

oG
ovemor‘-General ever left the shores

of

° (t?a:aa?a with more convincing proofs

e b t}?chment of the Canadian peo-

s imself, or more worthily won
€steem and confidence.

ave much pleasure in seconding

the resolution in reply to His Excellency’s
most gracious address.

HON. MR. SCOTT — The usual
etiquette in naming the mover and
seconder of the resolution for an
Address in reply to the Speech from
Throne has been to select junior mem-
bers of the House. My honorable friend
who so eloquently, earnestly and ably
moved this resolution is a comparatively
young mexpber of the Senate, having first
taken his seat last session, yet he is an
old parliamentarian and he has given
evidence of the marked ability that he
possesses in addressing deliberative
bodies. I am quite sure that whether
we agree with his observations or dissent
from them his speech will have, at teast,
led us to hope that he would more
frequently give us the benefit of his
counsels in the discussion of the various
questions which come before this body.
He has, of course, had a very large
experience. I had the pleasure of sitting
not very far from him in the old Parlia-
ment of Canada, nearly thirty years ago,
and since that time he has held many
positions of importance, culminating in
the high and distinguished one of first
Minister of the Province of Quebec. He
is, therefore, in every sense of the term,
a highly experienced and qualified
legislator, and quite able to give us
the benefit of his opinions on any sub-
ject that might be brought forward.
While I entirely dissent from the views
he has expressed on the majority of the
subjects discussed, I am free to confess
that 1 was extremely pleased with his
manner and address, and the earnest
way in which he delivered his opinions.
1 concurred particularly in his observa-
tions, with regard to His Excellency,
although there was no paragraph in the
speech which referred to his departure
from this country. We all feel that
Lord Lansdowne has acqu tted himself
as a distinguished Governor should do,
and that he has earned the good will of
the Canadian people. The gentleman
who seconded the Address also dis-
charged his duty well. We have all to
remember that he is a gentleman who
has not been trained in legislative balls,
and therefore, very large considerati~n
is due to any effort that he has made. He
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may feel that his ubservations have been
well received in this House.

Having said this much with regard to
the distinguished members of this House
who moved and seconded the Address,
I wish now to make a few observations
on the speech itself. The first paragraph
expresses regret that the harvest was not
as universally abundant as in other sea-
sons, except in one of the Provinces, yet
it is said to be plenteous, whatever that
may mean. The grievances ®f the agri-
culturalists are beginning to crop up, and
it might have been more truthful for the
Government to have placed in the mouth
of His Excellency some observations on
the happy and contented position of the
sugar refiners, the cotton lords, and the
iron manufacturers. It would have been
quite in keeping with the condition of
things to have congratulated the country
on their success and to have regretted,
perhaps, it truth were to be the prevailing
element in the Speech, that it tended to
press rather unduly and severely upon the
farmer who is taxed in order that they
may have large dividends. The posi
tion of the farmer is becoming a very
serious one in this country, and I
rather think that his education on the
National Policy in the next two or three
years is likely to develop very rapidly.
The National Poliey has been very like
this fishery question, something that
could not be approached—it has been a
sort of golden calf that we were all ex-
pected to worship. I have this morning
seen the Fisheries Treaty, for the first
time, in one of our local papers. I read
it before coming to the Chamber to-day.
I knew that it was to receive those ful-
some laudations that have been accorded
to it by the gentlemen who have spoken.
I was very much amused with the ob-
servations of the hon. member from
De la Durantaye when he dilated on the
peace it was to assure us—on the pros-
pect that it was to remove all the diffi-
culties that have arisen between Canada
and the United States growing out of the
great difficulty of construing the Treaty
of 1818. He assumes that all those
difficulties have been removed. I fail
to see where any of them have disap-
peared. There is the same room for
friction so long as we have this
three-mile limit, and this right to refuse

Hon. Mr. SCOTT.

permission for American fishermen to
enter our ports under circumstances that
the comity of nations would amply jus-
tify.  So long as those questions remain
unsettled, so long will there be this fric-
tion, intensified,nodoubt,bythe incongru-
ous document concocted at Washington.
Let us go through this document: it
has buen heralded as an extraordinary
production, giving to this country peace
—peace at any price. After reading it
I arrived at this conclusion, that I should
much rather Canada had. said to the
United States: “ We will give all you ask
in that treaty cheeifully : we do not de-
sire to have it taken from us under the
vain pgesumption that it is a treaty be-
tween high contracting parties. What-
ever is done has been done and filtered
through English power.” Do you suppose
for a moment that the gentlemen who
have bcen lauded here to-day — Sir
Charles Tupper and Mr. Thompson and
Mr. Foster—-had anything to do with the
making of that -treaty? Mr. Chamber-
lain came to this country to negotiate a
treaty. He came in obedience to British
sentiment, in obedience to the desire of
British statesmen, that those causes
of contention and trouble that had
been cropping up from year to year
between the two countries should
be removed. He came here with a
desire that the trade relations be-
tween the two countries should continue,
and that Canada should go under if
necessary in order that peace should
prevail, I say it would have been far
more chivalrous and far more in
accordance with the sentiments of
the people of this country if all that
has been conceded in that treaty had
been given by us voluntarily, and we had
said to the Americans: “We want to
trade with you, and if you wish to put
this construction on the treaty, do not
go through the form and farce of sub-
mitting it to plenipotentaries over whom
we have no control.” I will just boil
down the treaty, taking out all the grand
words and phrases and eloquent
sentences, and give you the simple
heart of the treaty: what does
it amount to? It was to super-
cede the Treaty of 1812 and remove
all cause of complaint. There were to
be concessions on all sides. Let us see
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what the con

cessions were
Canada. on the part of

I should like the hon. gentle-
?;:Y:jgr;’)m De la Durantaye, after% have
the conn’ to rise and point out where
Unitedcgessnons are on the part of the
o Con}tatcs ; if he can show them he
whoo I er a favor on myself and others
Cour;tr € myself, do not want to see our
o~ theyasacqlﬁced. The first article is
e Ppointment of a commission to

ne these limits on charts, a very

?(;T,cult proceeding certainly. 1In order
€ valuable, every skipper, every man
who has a little : A

: fishing boat or smack of

;]\’:'; :erltt'hwrieti tons burden, must provide
to know. b 2 chart and take measures
graph. e l§dhmlts. The second para-
t be fc?rgwd es how the commission is
ought not €d, not a very difficult task. It
come 1o tohh:we taken three months to
three.mi 1§a} conclusion. Then the
this art'ei imit is defined. What under
questiorlxc'e 15 defined? The headland
COncerneés-glven up so far as Canada is
abandoney I do not know that it is
goes, 1 dSo far as the American side
Bay Cheso not know that Delaware
on t’he U epeake Bay and other inlets
e posirtl‘lted States coast stand in the
other 1 101 1s the Baiede Chaleurs and
. 1T bays that I could name which are

£iven up under thj
the COnstruct’r this treaty. ~ We abandon

the headlanc;on ey has been put upon
hundred question for nearly one
it was remye%"S, for before the old treaty

world wi gn}llzed among the nations of the
it meant :lt]l e headland question meant :
includeq ’e Part of the ocean which was
2 partic ]\\ thin the great head lands of
the heag l3:\1' country.  Under this Treaty
bays and ﬁnd question is given up except
is the £ arbours‘under 10 miles. That
1 ISt concession, In order to make

1t perfe e :
in ‘eﬂ'ec(t:t;];};-.gl'ear' the gth'article gives up

In words the great bays of
th;zle?l?untry begmping w%th Baiz de
are namséderamwhl and other bays that
by referriy’ as any hon. member can see
given o Ing to the Treaty, They are all
o wherg until you come within the bay
o dna line of 10 miles will reach
Canada’se' shore to another, where
he st  Tights are supposed to begin.
Sthiarticle is what 1 should call

stu P
that Egy-s 1; gs really nothing. It provides
less thay Ich may have an entrance

To miles wide and which widen

out as you approach the interior of the
country, shall be excluded; but these
are excluded already by the preceding
article, because the approach is within
the 10 miles limit. The 5th paragraph
was wholly unecessary, because anyone
reading the preceding clause would see
that whenever you reach within the 10
miles limit, then the waters belong to
Canada.

Hon. Mr. MILLER—Three miles
outside.

Hon. Mr. SCOTT—Three miles out-
side of the shore limit. The 10 miles
limit is taken as the shore line.

Then we come to the 6th article,
which relates to the report of the Com-
missioners appointed to prepare those
charts. That, certainly is not of any
consequence.  The 7th article provides
for a mode of settlement if the Commis-
sioners disagree—the usual way, the ap-
pointment of a third party. The 8th
article relates to the payment to the
Commissioners. The 1oth article pro-
vides that Uuited States fishing vessels
entering bays or harbors referred to in
Article 1 of the Treaty shall comply with
harbor regulations, but need not report,
enter or clear when putting in to such
bays or harbors for shelter, or repairing
damages, nor when putting into the same
outside the limits of established ports of
entry for the purpose of purchasing wood
or of obtaining water, without payment
of any dues. That is expressly the same
as the terms of the Treaty ot 1818, Ido
not know that in that treaty they were
allowed to do it without payment of
dues ; at all events they had that privi-
lege, and this does not make a particle of
change. The 11th article provides that
United States fishing vessels entering
under stress of weather or other casualty,
loss of spars, etc., may unload and re-
load, or may tranship their freight and
send it to the United States. They may
also sell all the fish that are on board, buy
supplies for the homeward voyage,but not
to go ott again to fish. Now, hon.
gentleman will see that in the 11th
paragraph we are giving certain privileges
to the American fishermen, but we are
not defining definitely accurately and
precisely, where those privileges termi-
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nate. Any lawyer looking at this article
will see that it may be a fruitful source
of trouble between the two countries. In
the first place American vessels have the
right to come in under stress of weather.
Whatis it to be ? A storm that will sweep
the decks, a high wind, or what?

Hon. MR. HOWLAN—The captain
of a fishing smack will soon tell you that.

Hon. Mr. SCOTT—Yes, but he has
to go to the Court of Amiralty to have it
decided. Isita phrase that you can
define the meaning of ? Is it not open
to a construction that any one or two
individuals may put upon it different
from that put upon it by anybody else.

Ho~N. Mr. HOWLAN — Stress of
weather is easily defined.

Hon. Mr. SCOTT—They may foad,
reload, tranship and buy supplies for a
homeward voyage, but are not allowed
to buy supp'ies to go out and fish again.
How are you to tell whether the vessel
has gone out to fish again or not? Are
you to follow each vessel out to sea, and
have marine police to watch each craft ?
It would require a police boat to be a
sort of tender to every American fishing
vessel that might happen to come into
port. My hon. friend from Prince Ed-
ward Island smiles. No doubt he would
be favorable to any Treaty that might
be made.

Hon. Mr. HOWLAN—I will tell
‘you that when the papers are before
the House.

Hon Mgr. SCOTT—If the Treaty
means anything, it is a concession and,
T'am bold enough to say, before twelve
months roll over you will find the inter-
pretation of that clause will give rise to
most angry feelings, and bitter-contention
and will form thesubject of diplomaticcor-
respondence between the two countries.
The thing is a fraud! a farce! Hon.
gentlemen may smile, but if they mark
my words, they will find that before
three years my observations will be
somewhat confirmed. Then again in
buying supplies, American fishing vessels
are not allowed to barter; they must pay

~ Hoxn. Mr. SCOTT.

cash for them. Where is the concession
there to Canada? I do notseeit. If
itis a concession it is under very am-
biguous language. By the way, there is
—I must withdraw my observations.
Canadian vessels are to have similar
privileges in American waters? Thank
you for nothing! If the privilege of
fishing in Canadian waters was consid-
ered by the Halifax Commission to be
worth half a million dollars a year for
the period of ten years during which the
treaty was to be in torce—if the Cana-
dian waters were considered of that
much value over and above the Ameri-
can waters, then I doubt very much if
Canadian fishermen are likely to fish in
American waters. I have never heard
very much importance attached to any
privileges that the Americans could offer
to Canadians fishing in their waters.
There may be, and no doubt there are in
some isolated cases, but I take the broad
question, is there anything like an equal-
ity of interest in saying that we grant to
American fishermen the right to come
into our waters, and in return the Cana-
dian fishermen shall have the same right
in American waters ? To balance in any
way the privilege accorded to American
fishermen it is only right to say that the
privilege to Canadians of selling in the
American market should be the equiva-
lent. American fishermen sell a com-
paratively small amount of fish caught in
their own waters; our fishermen sell
from three to four millions of dollars*
worth annually, according to the year, to
the Awmerican people. They sell it, as
they will have to sell it in the future,
subject to a high tax on going into the
American market, and we have not so
far come to those mutual and generous
concessions that we are told have been
made by the high contracting power on -
the other side of the line. Their bays
are not open to our fishermen even
under the interpretation given to the
bays on our side of the line.

The next paragraph, No. 13, is not
very important. It requires that every
vessel must have her number on her
bows. I suppose it is in order that a
vessel may be identified if she gets away.
The 14th article provides penalties for
infraction of the treaty, and the mode of
trial, and appeals for the defence only.
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These are the articles which have been
signed at Washington, and which have
taken from the 13th November to the
13th of February to get through. Can
any hon. gentleman present point out in
Wwhat particulars the people of the United
?tates have made concessions to Canada?
53y again and say decidedly that the
majority of the Canadian people would
V;_tr);) much rather have said to the people
Oht e United States “ we will give you
t gdprlv;leges contained in that treaty as
::;ld ence of our good feeling and comity,
g our desire to be at peace with you,

o remove any piterness and

contention arisip i
question.” g out of this fishery

. ThOSe h
articl ¢ are all the
tha: e“sre (l)faVethls celebrated treaty

heard so much about,
}g?tw};x(i?}') ggntlemen have so lauded and
pliment, they have paid such high com-
sentey uto the gentlemen who repre-
had It s on the‘ Comumission. They
Hon Jeto do with it; it was what
ad io gseph Chamberlain desired that
tives 1o tehconceded by our representa-
have n he People at Washington. I
great mO' Csitatlon in saying that the
of this Calomy of the intelligent people
people (;““"Y desire free traffic with the
alor?e t? the United States, not in fish
merce i ut In every other article of com-
In which the twg countries deal.

hey desi :
Shouyld €sire that unrestricted traffic

| between the two coun-

:;ﬁi:e sa?d 'be_llev_e that in that way all
s <t)r 'ITitation which now prevail
dooh tah (t)r;)ce be rémoved. T have no
the inter: ad our Gavernment, without
d enouer;ltxon of Commissioners, been
the tioe ofgt : and mdepgndent enough of
1y 0 hae e.:inonopollsts of this coun-
oo twsax to the United States :
s 0 pepgles descended from
'nefs_tock, living alongside of each
friends ;Xerlx::}ly rivalry, we mean to be
d‘iscord’ bot Ing should arise to create
that the s etween us, and we believe
Ship s 1 [:lrest Way to cement that friend-
restricted at our dealings should be un-
any wa t;-t}gat our trade should not in
people );h € tied or hampered—that our
e Tine | gli)ld be free on either side of
markety, o, uy and sell in each other’s
solutioy” tf at would have been the true
other of this question, and of every
question between two people

the

separated by an imaginary boundary
over 3,0oomiles in length extending
from the Atlantic to the Pacific. But
we could not make a treaty ; we could
do nothing with the United States. Our
hands were tied, and the result of this
treaty will be just as the result of every
other treaty in which Canada was con-
cerned between Great Britain and the
United States in the past. We know
that after the war of 1812 the population
of this country was very small and
scattered except in the Maritime Pro-
vinces. The line 45 was then considered
the fair boundary between the two coun-
tries.  There would have been no
difficulty then in maintaining it had
firmness and watchfulness been the
watchword,on the part of those who repre-
sented our interests. That line extended
west to the Pacific as our boundary, but
as years went on, the Americans, carry-
ing out their theory that the whole
boundless continent was theirs, in their
desire to grasp Canadian territory, from
time to time saw reason for quarreling
with the boundaries East and West and
if anybody now takes the boundary at the
45th parallel and follows the line through
the Eastern townships he will find that
on the East the boundary has been
moved up into the interior of Canada,
the State of Maine now reaching up so
far North that when we desire to reach
the ocean by a short line, or our friends
in the Maritime Provinces we have to
take a route through the State of Maine.
That has all been the result of diplo-
macy, or the want of diplomacy on the
part of those who were the representa-
tives of Canadian interests in this treaty-
making with the Republic on the other
side of our border. It is notorious—it
has been commented upon by the press
of both countries time and again, and
yet the system continues. It is only a
few years ago we lost what we considered
we had an undoubted right to on the
Pacific coast—the Island of San Juan
under the same system of leaving it to
British diplomatists who did not care
whether we were pleased or not, but
desired to stand well with the American
people. The result has always been
that those who have negotiated those
treaties a. the expense of Canada’s in-
terests have invariably met with the ap-
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proval of of the British people because
they have removed causes of irritation
between Great Britain and the United
States.

Looking over the report, I find that
Mr. Bayard a year ago suggested to the
Canadian people that they were rather
extreme in the interpretation that they
put upon this treaty—that it was not in
accord with his reading of it. What
was the answer then of this Government
when left to itself, and not speaking
under the inspiration of Imperial Coun-
cils :—

¢ Such s surrender on the part of Canada
would involve the abandonment of a valu-
able portion of the natural inheritance of
the Canadian people, who would certainly
visit with just reprobation those who were
guilty of so serious neglect of the trust com-
mitted to their charge.”

Has that trust now been saved and
preserved ? Have they faithfully ad-
hered to the trust which the Canadian
people gave them to preserve their rights,
when they conceded what they have by
this treaty, though much that they con-
tended for belonged rightfully and truth-
fully to the Canadian people? 1 say
again it would be more manly and more
in accordance with the spirit of the
Canadian people if these concessions
had been granted without the interven-
tion of a treaty at Washington ; but it
appears that there was a good deal of
gush over all that we had gained. I have
read all the articles of the treaty, and 1
certainly fail to see where the Americans
have given us one iota in exchange for
the privileges we have granted them. It
is perfectly apparent that we have con-
ceded a great deal—that is, if we are
right in the conclusion and in the judg-
ment we formed as to thetrue interpre-
tation of the Treaty of 1818. When all
was done, in a feeling of gush and gen-
erosity our Ministers made a voluntary
offer ; there was a rider attached to this
treaty. As an evidence of their desire
to promote good feeling and to remove
all possible subjects of controversy, they
granted for a period of two years to the
American fishermen rights which they
might otherwise obtain if Congress re-
moved the duty from Canadian fish go-
ing to the American market. Article
XV of the Treaty, and which is given up
for the present, makes this provision :—

Hon. Mr. SCOTT.

*¢ Whenever the United States shall re-
move the duty from fish oil, whale oil, seal
oil, and fish of all kinds (except fish pre-
served in oil) being the produce of fisheries
carried on by the fishermen of Canada, in-
cluding Labrador, as well as from the usual
and necessary casks, barrels, kegs, cans
and other ueual aund necessary coverings
containing the products above mentioned,
the like products being the produce of fish-
eries carried on by the fishermen of the
United States, as well as the usual and
neccsgary coverings of the same, as above
described, shall be admitted free of duty in-
to the Dominion of Canada and Newfound-
land, and upon such removal of duties, and
while the aforesaid articles are allowed to
be brought into the United States by British
subjects without duty being re-imposed
thereon, the privilege of entering the ports,
bays and harbors of the aforesaid coasts of
Canada and Newfoundland shall be accord-
ed to United States fishing vessels by annual
licenses free of charge, for the following

purposes.”’

(1t must be remembered that when the
United States choose to do that it can
only be done by Congress :-—)

1. < The purchase of provisions, bait, ice,
seines, lines and all other supplies and out-
fits.

2. The transhipment of catch tor trans-
port by any means of conveyauce.

3. Shipping of crews.”

When Congress is willing to do all
that, then we say we will do certain
other things : but in a spirit of gush our
plenipotentiaries, desire, at all events, for
a period of two years, to anticipate any
action of Congress, and they add this
rider.

& What is to be gained by continuing
to American fishermen for two years
the privilege of entering the bays
and harbors on the coasts of Canada
and Newfoundland, I really cannot
see, and I fail to appreciate it. Just
after the Treaty of Washington expired
we named a period of six months that
the conditions of the treaty on our
part should be continued and the
American fishermen were during that
time to have all those benefits and privi-
leges. ‘It did not succeed, however, in
having the effect that was anticipated.
Now, we offer for a period of two years
further privileges, that they may appreci-
ate, I suppose, the immense advantages
they will gain, and in that way
it is expected to operate as a lever to
obtain for us the legislation we

[y
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desire at Washington.
p_nvﬂeges_ Congress  would
right to give to American fishermen by a
reciprocal trade negotiation. I am not
prepared to say what the effect of the
proposed license of $1. 50 per ton will be
—whether it wil] operate on the fisher-
men so favorably as to induce them to
avail themselves of those privileges or
lclgxtl. 1t seems, however, to have been
co Icelved In a.very generous spirit, and
. €an say is, I hope it will have the
desired effect at Washington, My own
mpression is that it i .excee)(,lin (|
doubtful. ~ Possibly Congress may trga{

All  these

have the

treaty the other day—¢

can say is, fro hrow it out. All

. o 'Tom my standpoint I shoul
Eg: zgns}ger It very much l%ss. 1 shoulg
tl’aditi(;‘Sl €r 1t as great a loss as the ex-
e 3] treaty. My opinion, and I
chany de opinion of the world, has
i T.%f) .trgatenally as to the character of
legislat'l ed States Senate. I think that
o ive body has fallen measurably in
natioyestf good and moral men of all
day l’;S y the action they took the other
they ‘r: dec]armg to the world that
2 tear €re mot prepared to adopt
iy tyh with a neighboring power by
dynamitee embezellers, the forgers, the
y givenrs and bomb throwers should
authoritie UF by one country to the
of 1 S of the other where the laws
offendatd Particular  country had been
€d. 1 say it with very great regret,
eegn;ted %ta(tles Senate has 1n
! ~1 regarded as one of th
?‘:g?te);td legislative bodies in the world?
Senat Y speaking to a United States
Or personally on that subject would

find t ;
shoeke%at he would be quite as much

a5 one of us that a time

s
I}Jl?l:ltle% gnse when the people of the
powerk tates should say to a friendly
2o amonwsi vrefer letting our criminals
your oo n;gli you, and we prefer holding
o give | }:lals here—we do not propose
We dotecs el:n up. We despise them.
the penitt em. They ought to be in
themn etnnary, but we will harbor
1S encar us encourage thieving. Let
encoy age Immorality. . Let us
rage bomb throwing, bank robbery
of moneyed institutions.

;:d the wrecking
1S the right thing. It is in accordance

with the spirit of the age ; it is the nine-
teenth century policy.” I say that it is
most discreditable, and if this Govern-
ment would take advice from me, I
should suggest that at this session we
pass an Act, wholly irrespective of the
United States, giving power to the peo-
ple of this country to extradite all crimi-
nals who seek a refuge and a haven in
this Dominion of ours. Then we should
no longer be pointed at with contempt
and disrespect; it should not be said that
men who rob and plunder in New York
can come over to Canada and live in
palaces in Montreal and Quebec on the
proceeds of their dishonesty. I hope
the leader of the Government of this
House will take a note of it, and if he
does as I suggest he will act wisely and
well and set a good example by placing
on our statute book a law by which such
men shall not be allowed to enjoy the
spoils which they have secured by their
dishonesty in the country south of us.
If we adopt that course it will create
such a feeling in the United States that
Congress will be forced to adopt an Ex-
tradition Treaty, or at all events
provide by similar laws that Cana-
dian refugees who have offended
the laws of this country shll
be returned here for punishment, and we
will no longer witness that which shocks
every man with any sense of propriety,
our country being made a haven of refuge
for those who should otherwise be serv-
ing out their terms in the penitentiary.

I do not propose to go at léngth into
the various paragraphs that follow in this
speech. They are not very many, and
not very important. They, no doubt, pro-
vide in some degree for laws that may be
of importance to be added to our statute
book. They are laws in the enactment of
which we all, irrespective of political feel-
ing, may take a part. Reference is made
here to the lessening of theexpense of the
Franchise Act. The only way that the
Government can lessen the expense of
that Act is to adopt the common sense
plan of taking the franchise of the Prov-
inces, or by leading the way and adopting
manhood suffrage.

The Speech, beyond the allusion to the
Fishery Question, is utterly barren,
except of the few questions to which 1
have already called attention. It is
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silent on the extradition question,
though I think it is a point which ought
to have been introduced. I think that
the feeling of indignation on the part of
the people of this country ought to have
been manifested on the meeting of
Parliament at the extraordinary course
that has been taken at Washington with
regard to the Extradition Treaty which
has been submitted to their considera-
tion.

I shall not longer detain the House.
Perhaps I have already spoken too
warmly for some of my friends from the
Maritime Provinces. I speak, however,
from my own standpoint. 1 give my own
individual opinions on those questions,
not in any sense as a leader, or acting
in any degree as a party man, and no
gentleman is responsible formy utterance
in this Chamber. They are my own con-
clusions, reached by my .own methods
of thought and from my own experience
of [things, and, therefore, I desire, in
putting them on record, to do so with
that restriction, that they are not in any
sénse the representative opinions of any
party or any set of people, limited or
otherwise in this Chamber or outside of
1t.

Hon. M. ARMAND—En débutant
dans la discussion sur ladresse en
réponse au discours du {réne, je dirai ma
maniere de voir en vertu d’un principe
qui dit que “ tout homme doit étre libre
“de dire son opinion et ne doit pas
“ craindre de la dire dans telle ou telle
“ circonstance, sinon, qu’il ne mérite pas
‘“ de porter le glorieux nom d’homme.”

- Je la dirai auesi, en vertu de la bien-
velllante interprétation que Son Excel-
lence, dans son gracieux Discours du
T76ne, a bien voulu nous assurer qu’il
interpréterait de la maniere la plus large,
la plus favorable, tout ce qui pourrait se
dire dans I'enceinte du Parlement, durant
nos délibérations constitutionnelles.

Je la dirai aussi en vertu de ce principe
chrétien, qui nous dit de “traiter nos
‘“adversaires d’aujourd’hui comme s'ils
‘ devaient étre nos amis de demain, et
“nos amis d’aujourd’hui comme s'ils
“ devaient étre nos adversaires de de-
“ main.”

Eh bien! Honorables Messieurs, je
comprends que Pabsence momentanée

Hon. Mr. SCOTT.

du Ministre des Finances pourrait créer
un vide, parmi ses collégues qui leur
serait préjudiciable ; car, le Ministre des
Finances est un de ces hommes qui a su
s'élever au-dessus des questions de sectes,
de castes et de parties ; qui a su s'élever
au-dessus des préjugés nationaux et reli-
gieux ; qui a su s'élever au timon des
affaires de son pays, en participant 3
aucune des sociétés secrttes qui sont le
cauchemar des gouvernements.

Aussi, Sir Charles Tupper, comme feu
Sir George Etienne Cartier, est une de
ces belles et grandes figures historiques
qui apparaissent de temps en temps,
mais rarement et 2 longs intervalles.

Mais enfin, pour une cause ou pour
une autre, quels que soient les motifs
qui puissent inspirer le gouvernement,
il n’en est pas moins regrettable que Son
Excellence n’ait pas ét€ avisé€ de convo-
quer les Chambres, dans une époque
disponible de 'année, telle que désignée
4 maintes circon tances, par le vceu
unanime du Conseil de la Nation.

Je pense bien que les Ministres, eux
qui sont pour ainsi dire, comme cloués
ou Siége du Gouvernement, puissent
leur paraitre indifférent, d’y faire venir la
députation & n’importe quelle époque ;
mais pour la Députation, elle qui n’est
pas tenue de passer le plus beau temps
de Pannée, de perdre le temps le plus
précieux des affaires dans les rues pous-
siéreuses et brulantes des villes, notam-
ment de la Capitale, il n’en est pas ainsi
pour elle.

Aussi, si le gouvernement ne comprend
pas, ou feint de ne pas comprendre ; la
Députation, elle, pourrait comprendre
quil y a un temps pour résister.

En attendant, qui vivra, verra.

Honorable messieurs, parlerai-je de
cette Fédération Impériale pour laquelle
le Gouvernement, 'an dernier, a député
un ex-Ministre, lex-Leader de cette
honorable Chambre, pour aller en
Angleterre, probablement pour y con-
férer sur les bases de cette Fédération,
et dans intérét de laquelle un journal
vient de paraitre, que Yon nomme
V' Imperial.

Je pense bien que parmi mes conci-
toyens d’origine irlandaise, il y en aura
peu qui seront pressés de faire 4 linstar
de leurs compatriotes du Parlement de
I'Irlande d’il y a 87 ans qui vendirent
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leur autonomie,
plat de lentilles,
toyens des autres

leur parlement, pour un
Qu.ar.xt 3 mes conci-
C origines, j -
prendrais pas pourquoignou;, J;uinsemxft(:x“els
sépagés des complications de I'Europe
par 'Océan Atlantique, je ne compren-
drais Pas dis-je, quel intérét s pour-
Talent retrier en époussant les complica-
tions de YEurope, de I'Asie de 'Afrique
et ;‘le I'Océanie. ’ 1

€ suis surpris de voj i
tant qui ne réﬂeéchissentr g:sll {'Jee';ez
1nnovations ne sont pas toujours %e qu’il
ll:e:r de plus propre 2 rendre le peuple

ureux, comme aussi qu'j| Yy en a tant
qui ne comprennent pas que le grand

» €ur est de savoi -
tenter de ce que Pon 5 YO se con
tiogls;-ce 2qe les partisans de la Fédéra-

on mperiale en Canada craindraient
que nous viendrions 3 manquer d’espace,

crainds
mrzlnr;dl:'::er:it’ _4que nous viendrions 2

er d’air pour regp; i
réfiéchissent Contédéraion

ent donc que la Confédérati
de la Puissance dy Canada possé&a;lgg

:iqmtoxre qut vient, en étendu, immé
latement en second apres la Russie,
die st’ce que le prestige du nom Cana-
o r); : est pas grar,ud, n'est pas plein d’es-
d‘unecg’s glem d’un brillant avenir et
ool pdraqm; Immortelle ; pourquoi
l’utopie? {axt-xl aller Penfouir dans
OPle de la  Fédération Impériale.

N .
€, Qu'un Canadien de

€S, & une assemblée des

Partisans de la  Fédératipn et quil leur

disait,

“ 8i la F¢
rables, ejle
'VOus n’ariez

dé:'anon Impériale est dési-
;a :st pasdréalisables,” car
r S assez des 365 jours de
d?:lgcé: pour regler les contestations
¥ 10n d’une semblable Fédération,
]al été heureux d’entendre, il y a
2:,:,,(]“5, années, P Ex-Leader des Com.-
gloriee:’ honorable Blake, dire qu'il était
cha u‘;x ; 4 nom Canmadien, et que
l’étr?m Ols quiil aurait A voyager 2
etun glef,‘. il se ferait un légitime orgueil
o e égltlme.ostentation, de proclamer
gé est Canadien et habitant Ia Confé-
rftgon de la Puissance du Canada.
J :llegt'i‘ :uSSi heureux de voir que Sir
Pper s’est carrément déclaré
33}2: (c:;tte Fédération ainsi que hono-
point apleau : clest toujours un bon
3 pour le Secrétaire -d’Etat, qui

pourra lui effacer bien des mauvaises
notes.

Oh! si jamais, les partisans de la
Fédération lmpériale voulaient nous:
forcer d'adopter leur idée, il faudrait de
suite I'extirper en adoptant 'union com-
merciale ; et vous le savez, honorables
messieurs, Punion commerciale ne doit
pas sourire A 'Angleterre.

En effet, un membre du parlement
anglais, un ministre, un ex-ministre da
présent gouvernement de Pempire disait
derniérement que cette Fédération Im-
périale était rien autre chose qu’un pro-
tét contre les produits et les manufactures
de I'Angleterre, et que cette * Union
Commerciale ” serait infailliblement suivi
de l'union politique qui adopterait la
doctrine Monroe dans toute son étendue

Et vous le savez, honorables messieurs,
la doctrine Monroe fait réfléchir les
Souverains de P'Europe au point que
aucun d’eux n’a voulu intervenir, n’a pas
voulu venir au secours d’un des leurs
qui s'était aventuré dans le Mexique,
qu’ils Pont abandonné et qu'ils 'ont laissé
tomber sous le plomb Mexicain.

Je n’en dirai pas davantage aujour-
d’hui sur cette Fédération Impériale qui
n’est pas autre chose qu’une utopie.

Honorables messieurs, puisqu’ll parait
définitivement arrété dans les secrets du
présent gouvernement de ne pas donner
a2 ma Province, dans cette honorable
Chambre, un Ministre frangais pour étre
Porgane de ses nationaux ; le gouverne-
ne pouvait pas faire mieux que d’aller
chercher pour Zeader de cette honorable
Chambre, celui que moi, pour un, jia
contribué par mon vofe A placer 2 la
téte des citoyens de la métropole de la
Puissance du Canada.

Je ne parlerai pas de la violation de;
Pusage et de la coutume qui 2 toujours
été de donner alternativement 2 chaque’
Parlement pour l'une ou pour lautre
Chambre un Président parlant la laugue
frangaise.

Je ne parlerai pas de la violation qui
avait été faite au brillant archevéque
d'Halifax, feu Mgr. Connelly, en faveur
des écoles séparées des Provinces Mari-
tines.

Je ne parlerai pas de la foi jurée qui
avait été de laisser aux Provinces la .
question civile du Mariage.

Je ne parlerai pas de la -lanteur que



18

The [SENATE] Address.

le gouvernemeut met & remplacer les
sieges vacant du sénat.

Il est vrai que gouvernement nous a
montré, dans certaines circonstances,
qu’il savait mettre de la célérité et de la
lenteur qui ne lui est pas falcultative.
Au contraire, elle est une violation évi-
dente de I'Acte britannique de IAmé-
rique du Nord qui veut que chacnn des
tois groupes de la Confédération soit
représenté par 24 Sénateurs afin d’étre
sije puis m’exprimer ainsi comme un
poids pondérants contre la représentaiion
basée sur la population dans les Com-
munes.

Je vous avoue que si cette lenteur
devait se continuer, je ne serais pas loin
de désirer le systeme adopté & Washing-
ton pour remplacer les sitge vacants du
Senat.

Je ne vous parlerai pas des empitte-
ments que le gouvernement a fait sur les
droits et privileges des Provinces, et je
ne sais olt nous serions si ce n’ent été de
la constante vigilance du Leader de la
Province d’Ontario, ce gardien fidtle, ce
pere de l'autonomie des Provinces, qui
par deux ou trois fois consécutives a
roulé le présent gouvernement devant le
Conseil Privé de Sa Majesté en Angle-
terre.

Mais je parlerai de la politique du
gouvernement dans le Nord-Ouest.
Avant, honorable meisseurs, laissez-moi
vaus faire part d’un conversation que
javais avec un gouverneur de la Puis-
sance.

“ Excellence, lui nisais-je, depuis que
“nous avons le gouvernement respon-
“ sable, nous sommes heurreux de vivre
“sous la protection, 2 'ombre des plis et
“des replis du glorieux pavillon Britan-
“nique ; mais je lui dis de suite, sans

"« arriere pensée : )

* Excellence, si nous avons rien 2
““envier 3 nos intelligents et industrieux
“ voisins, c’est probablement df a leur
““ yoisinage.”

Son Excellence me regards et me dit :
“ Monsieur, je m’en vais, moi aussi, vous
“ dire, sans arritre pensée ce qui vous 3
** valu le gouvernement responsab'e, non-
““seulement au Canada mais A chacune
“de ces colonies sur 'une des quelles le
“ soleil ne se couche jamais : c’est notre
“ Insurrection de Trente-Sept.

“Je siégeais alors dans la Chambre

Hon. M. ARMAND,

‘““des Lords. Nous avons été surpris,
“ étonnés, méme effrayés 2 la vue des
“ dépenses considérables que cette In-
‘““ surrection nous avait causées ; Insur-
“rection qui, pourtant en soi était bien
“peu de chose, méme insignifiante,
“ comme vous le savez.

“ Nous nous sommes dit: Qu’ad-
“ viendrait-il si chacune de nos colonies
“g’avisait d’en faire autant; nous ne
‘“ serions certainement pas capables d’y
“ tenir : c’est de leur donner de suite le
‘ gouvernement responsable.

“ Je dois de plus vous dire que nous
“avons examiné vos griefs de 37. Nous
“ ayons constaté qu’ils avaient été causés
‘““par des serviteurs mal choisis, que
“ plusieurs méme s'était rendus con-
“cusionnaires publics ; serviteurs qui
‘“sont souvent le funeste effet de ces
“ nominations politiques. J’ajouterai que
“ nous avons fait reviser les proces de vos
“condamnés politics par des hommes
“choisis dans le Conseil Privé de Sa
“ Majesté. Leur rapport a été que l'exé-
“cution de ces hommes avait été des
“ meurtres judiciares et des assassinats
“ politics.

“ Je dois de plus vous dire que nous,
*en Angleterre, mais n’aurions pas
* enduré la dime de ce que vous avez
¢ souffert.”

Eh bien, honorables messieurs, vous
voyez que si nos devanciers de 37,
avaient montré les mémes craintes, les
mémes appréhensions, les mémes pusil-
lanimités que plusieurs de mes compa-
triotes qui se sont fait 'écho de ces
feuilles volantes, de cette presse vénale,
salariée et servile qui a retourné adorer
ce quelle avait brilé et qui a o0sé taxer
de révolutionnaire ce mouvement cons-
titutionnel que nous avons fait en faveur
du Nord-Ouest, en faveur de ces pauvres
Meétis, de ces pauvres sauvages, de ces
pauvres enfants de la nature, que la
civilisation exploite, spolie et qu’elle
recule d’année en année vers les extrémes
limites du nord ; nous ne jouirions pas
aujourd’hui de cette belle constitution
britannique qui fait la force, Yhonneur
et la gloire de I'Angleterre et qui iui
excite 'admiration des nations civilisées ;
les unes aprés les autres se hatent
d’adopter sa forme de gouvernement.

Eh bien, honorables messieurs, nous
qui constituons le Parlement de la Puis-
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sance du Canada
Insurrections d
rationel de no
du Parlemen
habitants ¢

» & la vue des deux
u Nord-Quest, n’est-il pas
tre part d’imiter la conduite
t %\Impgrgl et de donner aux
U Nord-Ouest, le gouverne-
me’g}t responsable, au fur et §, mesure
qu lls seront en état d’en bénéficier.

IS avant, mettons la p) tri

! us strict
surveillance dans nos emploliés publicz

qui pour plusieurs ont t¢
été
ces désastres, ' s cause de

_ Ne serait-il pas auss;
part ; au contraire, ne
séquent, ne nous exp

rationel, de notre
serait-il pas incon-
OSerions-nous pas }

¢ par le présent
» lui, sait bien la
. 1l Sagit de ses
- ues, pour luj
SIe{\Is et Pour sex aml;p lui, pour les
appe(l)yhezc avec quelle assurance il faisait
e gtte Iscipline de partie dans la
faire e e 188‘1, probablement, pour
‘re de coté une motion qui de-

L‘:laél‘?éatlé une enquéte sur le Nord-Ouest;
aurait ¢ ‘;Ul, stoelle et ¢é accordée,
e fogdl;gm: ces désastres qui sont
le présemt Sc sur la Confédération, Oui,
ok assu‘”‘mecrcta}re d’Etat disait avec
Pas une j nce qui dénote je ne derait
sence col%n?ér?eniie devaryy gais une ab-
ment I es devoirs dy gouverne-
Les Métis Fran
rl&!.{tés, ils n'ont
su"’::‘lll‘g;e H Eﬂ?uve, cest qu'ils n’ont signé
tion tan)c)l? 1t1on, envoy€ aucune délega-
tandis qu’i? que tout le contraire existait,
couvertes g Y avait plus de 65 pétitions
tirome o e li)oussxére, couchées dans les
inistre 3 ureaux de son colldgue le
litd, 31} € Ilntérieur ; et ces ineffabi.
& €S €crivait A ses compatriotes des
nis, - qui, probablement, lui de-

mandait -ustl .
Noll;d~0ujest_ Ce pour ses concitoyens du

lus :
quil ﬁtque cela encore, dans un voyage

d’Etat qui

u ans les salons, dans 1

ot , dans les
VOuel;Si,t l?t dans les rues de Paris, a qui
e entendre : “ Les Métis Francais
1son de se plaindre, au
sont bien traités. Aussi
iel, le traitre, est enfin
les filets du gouverne-

:‘ leur chef,
‘tlombés dans

‘““ment ; or, cette fois-ci il n’échappera
“a pas 2 ses griffes.”

Probablement que c’était pour étouffer
la sympathie qui se manifestait chez les
fils de nos peres, en faveur de leur
arriere-petits-fils dn Nord-Ouest.

Curieuse concidence, on dirait que
tout 'odieux de la politiques du gouver
nement dans le Nord-Ouest pése sur les
Ministres de la Province de Québec.
Dans le méme temps, presque dans le
méme temps, le Ministre des Travaux
Publics, Sir Hector Langevin qui se
constitue le chef de sa Provice dans le
gouvernement de la Puissance disdit a
ses compatricotes: ‘““ Ne faites pas
d’agitation, ne signez pas de pétition,
Riel ne sera pas pendu.”

Plus tard le télégraphe de Winnipeg
nous apportait la nouvelle que le
Ministre de la guerre avait assisté dans
un diner donné par les orangistes vers
le huit heures du soir sur la rive opposée
A portée de P'écho de la voix, de la mere,
de I'épouse, des enfants éplorés du con-
damné qui gichet dans les cachots de
Régina sous'les poids de fers et qui
était rendu au troisitme surcis de son
exécution et que dans ce diner, au
milieu de la fumée du champagne, un
bruit du cliquetis des verres, le Ministre
de la milice et de la défence se serait
oublié et aurait laissé tomber de ses
levres ces paroles terribles: ‘“ Point de
tréve pour les traitres, 1ls subiront le sort
de 1a loi,” et le lendemain matin, A huit
heures précises, le chef des métis était
jeté dans l'espace et se balangait dans
les airs entre le ciel et la terre.  Paroles
terribles, je n’y ai pas cru et je n’y crois
pas encore ; car je ne puis pas penser
que le fils d’nue de nos gloires nationale
ait pu s'oublier jusqu'a ce point;et si
tel était le cas, cela nous ferait voir que
la bonne réputation d’un pere n'est pas
g;’n certificat de bonne conduite pour le

S
) Je ne parlerai pas du quatti¢éme min-
istre de la Province de Québec. On
sait tous que ce n’est pas un de Nelson,
que ce n’est pas une Dewid, que ce n’est
pas un Lesley, que ce n'est pas un
Holton.  Je suis méme surpris que la
minorité Anglaise qu'il représent et que
parle la langue de Shakespeare, des
Bayrme et des Milton, la tienne si long-
temps dans ce poste d’honneut qui lui a
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permis d’occuper par interim le forte
feuille d’agriculture et celui des chemins
des fer: position qui lui a facilité la
vente une chemin de fer qui lui appar-
tenait, sous prétexte d’en faire un anneau
du Pacifique pour le faire passer sur une
terre étrangére. Le temps nous dira si
la vente de ce chemin de fer a été pour
Pintérét de la Confédération ou pour le
fonds commun des é€lections.

Ici, honorables messieurs, 2 la vue du
Bill de reprisailles des nos voisins, 1e
Gouvernement noit voir, doit s'aperce-
voir qu’il a fait une grosse erreur de
jugement en fournissant des argents 3
une compagnie de chemins de fer et en
lui permettant de passer sur un territoire
étranger ; sartout lorsque le gouverne-
ment de 'Union des Canadas n’avait pas
voulu construire I'Intercolonial sur les
confins de la Province de Québec en vue
de évantualités malheureuses.

Eh bien ! honorables messieurs parce
que nous, de la Province de Québec, 2
des exceptions prés, nous n’avons pas
voulu passer une éponge sur la conduite
du gouvernement, notamment sur les
Ministres de la Province de Québec;
voici que les journaux les plus accrédités
du gouvernement publient des lettres
vraies, feintes ou supposées des chefs,
nous menagant des menaces les plus
terribles et de mille et de mille autres
ineffabilités que je ne citerai pas ici parce
que la plupart sont imparlementaires.

Seulement, je vous citerai celle-ci:
“Les Canadiens-Frangais, nous n’en
avons plus de besoin, et si parmi les
vingt-quatse qui ont osé télégraphier 2
Sir John qu’ils ne pourraient pas le
suivre sur 'échafaud de Régina,’il y en
avait qui eussent la velléité de revenir
supporter Sir John, qui eussent la vell€ité

d’imiter la conduite du chien fidele qui
" leche la main de celui quile frappe ;
nous ne les recevrons pas, tout au plus,
nous ne les tolérerons pas, jamais, nous
les avertissons d’avance, que nous ne
tuerons pas pour eux le veau gras.”

Les ingrats, ils comptaient, pour nous
faire ces menaces, sans les nobles
Anglais, les braves Ecossais, les enfants
de la belle et verte Erin qui ont choisi
le Canada pour leur patrie d’adoption et
qui sont disséminés sur les différentes
Provinces de la Confédérajion.

Ils ne s’attendraient pas aux paroles

Hon. M. ARMAND.

sympathiques d’un Ex-Procureur-Gén
ral, Ecossais protestant, d’'un Colonel
Rowne ; ils ne s’attendaient pas 2 la lettre
phylanthropique et patriotique d’un séna-
teur protestant d’'une des provinces les
plus é€loignées de la Confédération, qui
écrivait au Globe de Toronto: “ Les
Américains se sont brouillés, avec leurs
ancétres, pour la valeur de la pesanteur
d’une livre de thé, d’une livre de savon,
d’une livre de suif, d’une livre de chan-
delle, a fortiori, moi, je suis excusable
si je ne puis pas suivre mes amis sur
I’échafaud de Régina.”

Eh bien ! honorahles messieurs, c’est
de nous faire de nouvelles alliances, de
nous trouver de nouveaux chefs, mais,
de grice, n'allons_pas les chercher dans
les rangs des sociétés recrétes ; car, vous
le voyez, ces sociétés secrétes sont im-
placables, elles n’ont pas d’entrailles ; au
contraire, elles on) des sdgles de fer,
devant lesquelles tous doivent venir se
briser, méme celui qui les a menés 3 la
victoire avec ses alliés de la Province de
Québec.

Oui, Sir John McDonaid est incon-
testablement un des hommes les plus
roués, les plus rusés, les plus astucieux
et un des plus habiles politiciens de
PAmérique Britannique, et cela, au dire
des hommes les plus experts.

Un gouverneur de la Puissance me
disait, un jour :

“Monsieur, il est plaisant, pour un
représentant de notre Anguste Souve-
raine de venir, ici en Canada, occuper
une place de Gouverneur ; car vraiment,
il n’y A rien 2 taire, absolument rien, il
n’y a qu’a laisser faire. Ah! sialors, il
m’eut été donné de lire dans lavenir, je
lui aurait dit que Lord Elgin, d heu-
reureuse mémoire, que Lord Dufferin,
n'aurait pas iaissé faire I'échafaud de
Régina, pas plns qu’il n'a pas vouln
laisser faire celui qu’'on voulait €riger 3
Winnipeg, pas plus qu’il ne peut pas
approuver le gouvernement Salisburro,
qu’il ne veut pas faire & FIrlande ce que
PAngleterre a fait pour ses colonies, qu'il
ne veut pas donner 2 I'Irlande son au-
tonomie, son Home Rule et qu'il 1a traite
d’une manitre qui jette des nuages trds-
sombres sur le puissant, sur le glorieux
et le brilliant empire, qui, chaque fois
qu'il 2 voulu marcher avec son aliée
naturelle, la France, a fémerveill le

.
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{:rnde de leur victoires et fajt trembler
ol l:ouveram’g et leurg. gouvernements
Ou’m quils pouvaient leur faire,
. % cet excellent Gouverneur me
v::i::éts’ vous avez des hommes si bien
frses dans le droit constitutionnel, que
ga.n urs pourraient avec avantage siéger

S les’ parlements de IEurope. Vous
glerzt’i dun coté, Sir George Etienne
er, Sir John MacDonald, Y H
able Monsieur Campbe Tonorable

I 1, ’Honorabl
'M_olnsleur Tupper, 'Honorable Mons?eui
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PHonorable Monsi
le . Monsieur
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arition syr } iti

e ne omonon a sceéne politique.

’ S, me disart toujours
cet -excellent Gouverneur, de supé]rieur

It George Etienne et 3 Sir

%dr:cDonald. en Italie que CavourJ'OE.:
Bisr?)ie’ l':q'ue Guizot ; en Prusse, ,que
o Dirc ;, €n Angleterre, que-Gladstone
M8, s(r)aqh plus tard devenu Becken-
pod. ui, G’ladstone un des plus grands
he mes de I'Angleterre contemporaine ;
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L le duc de Newcastle aurait dit 3
eauguste Souveraine que Sir John
pechor ncore aussi impuissant pour em-

Seés amus les Orangistes d’etouffer

la voix de la presse, ce puissant levier de
la liberté¢ des peuples; la voix de la
presse des plus fortes nations de la terre,
des nations les plus civilisées, notam-
ment le voix de la presse de la Répub-
lique voisine, la plus vaste des temps
modernes ; de cette République qui
semble croitre et grandir en traversant
les 4ges et en s’avancant dans la posté-
rité. ~ Oui, la voix de cette presse a con-
seillé au Gouvernement Canadien de
pardonner au chef Métis ; elle lui a dit
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d’imiter leur. exemple : q'ueux avaient

bien pardonné aux généraux de la guerre
de sécession, guerre qui avait fait couler
des flots de sang, guerre qui les avaient
entrainés dans des millions et de mil-
lions de dépenses, plus que des millions,
dans des milliards et de milliards et sous
les coups desquels ils sont encore oc-
cupé€ A solder et cependant ils son con-
tents, heureux, satisfaits, d’avoir par-
donné. Oui, la voix de cette presse a
dit au Gouvernement Canadien qu'un
des plus beaux fleurons de la courrone
de leur généralissime, qui vient de
descendre dans la tombe, au grand
regret de son pays, avait été de pardon-
ner, d’'user de ciémence envers son ad-
versaire, Jefferson Davis.

Oui, le duc de Newcastle aurait dit A

notre gracieuse Souveraine que Sir John
serait encore aussi impuissant pour
empécher ses amis les Orangistes, de
mépriser le plus beau privilege de la
Constitution Britannique qui permet 2
chaque sujet de Sa Majesté le droit de
pétitionner, et on sait §'il y en a eu des
pétitions : il y en a eu d’ue société royale
de 'empire ; et on sait §'il y en aurait eu
de la part des deux millions de Cana-
diens-Francais qui sont répandus sur la
surface du Nouveau-Monde, si comme
je lai dit plus haut le Ministre des
Travaux-Publics, Sir Hector Langevin,
qui est considéré comme le chef de sa
Province dans le gouvernement de la
Puissance n’avait pas conseillé A ses
compatriotes de ne pas faire d’agitation,
de ne pas signer de pétition parce qui
Riel ne sera pas pendu,

Est-ce un conseil perfide ou un conseil
sincére ? Je crois qu'il était sincere, car
le Ministre des Travaux Publics savait
que le jury du condamné n’avait pas été
un jury de son choix, n’avait pas ét§ un

jury de sa nationalité, n’avait pas été un
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jury de sa congré gation religieuse, n’avait
pas €té un jury qui parlait sa langue ; et
néanmoins, ce jury l'avait recommandé
A la clémence.

Oui, le duc de Newecastle aurait dit
3 notre Auguste Souveraine que Sir John
serait encore aussi impuissant pour em-
pécher ses arnis les orangistes de déchirer
le Code politique des nations civilisées
qui depuis un demi-sitcle ne permet
plus la peine de mort pour des délits
politiques.

Aussi le ministre plénipotentiaire de
Washington, en France appel€ A prendre
la parole devant les membres de la
municipalité de Paris, disait deerniere-
ment : .*Je ne reconnais au monde que
‘“deux contrées -qui, depuis un demi-
“ sizcles ont 0sé s'arroger le droit de vie
‘et de mort sur leurs semblables pour
“des délits politiques : le Meéxique, et
“la Confédération du Canada. Encore,
“au Mexique, je ne sache pas que
“ depuis la mort de Maximilien, on ait
“ os€é s'arroger ce droit.”

Honorables messieurs, je veux étre
juste, je veux rendre i Cesar, ce qui
appartient & Cesar.  Si le gouvernement
eut fait dans le Nord-Ouest, avant le 16
Novembre 85, ce qu’il a fait depuis, et
ce qu'il parait disposé .de faire, dans la
personnes de Pactif, de
Ministres de I'Interieur, qui par ses
voyages multipliés dans le Nord-Ouest,
démontr= A 'évidence qu'il veut voir de
ses propres yeux le agissements de ses
employes, qu'il veut entendre de ses
propres oreilles les réclamations des
_pétitioners.  Moi je naurais pas la
douleur, de dire au chef du gouverne-
ment, qu'il doit s apercevoir, si déja il
ne s’en est pas apercu que ses collegues
de la Province de Québec, n'ont plus
par derridre eux cette phalange compacte
qui le menait 2 la victoire et qui ne la
jamais abandonné sur la bréche dans la
bonne comme dans la mauvaise fortune.

Moi pour un, je naurais pas la douleur
de dire au gouvernement notamment aux
Ministres de la Province de Québec,
Qu’ils naillent pas s'illusionner, qu'ils
n’aillent pas, je ne dirai pas croire, mais
qu’ils naillent pas méme penser que
Péchafaud de Régina disparaitra comme
un jfeu de paille. Non, jamais, non,
certainement non, jamais.

Qu'ils se rappellent que le prince des

Hon. M. ARMAND.

Iinfatigable.

pottes modernes, a dit, dans des vers

énergiques, a l'occasion de l'assassinat

du Duc d’Anguin par Napolon Ier:

““Le temps efface tout—tout, excepté lo
crime !”

Je termine, honorables Messieurs,
mais avant que de prendre mon sitge, -
avant que de m’asseoir, j'al souvenance
qu'un vaillant chevalier, Sir George
Etienne Cartier, disait au début de la
Premiére Session du Premier Parlement
delaConfédération probablement i la vue
des mistres qu'on lui faisait : “ Que l'on’
« réfléchisse bien que les partisans de
¢ partie qui nous divisaient sous 'Union
“des Canadas, n'ont plus leur raison
« d’étres sous la Confédération.”

Je comprends aujourd’hui toute la
véracité de ce conseil que cette homme
d’état donnait & des jeunes de son
temps : ‘ Ne venez pas dans la vie pub-
“lique avant d’avoir pu asseoir vos for-
“ tunes sur ne bases solides.

“Pour moi, si jai un regret A me
“faire dans la vie politique, c’est d'y étre
“venu trop tot, avant que d’avoir pu
‘““asseoir ma fortune sur des bases
“solides. Car, jaurais pu servir mon
“ pays avec encore bien plus d’avantage.
“ Mais jais crii céder aux pressantes
“sollicitations de Sir Hyppolite Lafon- -
“ taine, dec 'Honorable Morin, de I’'Hon-
¢ orable Caron, de I'Honorable Lesley,
“ qui se désistait de son portefeuille de
“ ministre en ma faveur et qui me cédait-
“son comté, le plus frangais des comtés
“ de la Province de Québec, comté que
“ représente aujourd’hui, un ex-ministre, -
“PHonorable Geoffrion.”

J’ai encore souvenance q'un autre
vaillant chevalier, le président de peres
de la Confédéretion, Sir Etienne Pascat
Taché, disait & ses amis et 4 ses adver-
saires: *“S'il y a un temps pour céder,
“il y a aussi on temps pour résister.” -

Je sais qu'il y a des exceptions prés ;
je sais qu’il y en en a que peuvent
s'adresser ce couscil perfide que Lord
Durham donna 3 V'Angleterre dans son
Pamphlet sur les Relations de son voy-. .
age en Canada.

Si vous voulez, dit it & PAngleterre,
diviser les Canadiens-Frangais, donnez-
leur des places honorifiques et lucratives.
Oui, je sais qu’il y en a qui convoilent.
ces places et qu’en vue de ces convoitises
ils craignent et crain-drout de déplaire
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messieuren €st pas ainsi, honorables
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omme, couseil de‘la nation de ces
dants o dprobes, désintéressés, indepen-
dégotitds € Capacité supérieure; éloignés,
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€S mesures, le

attente de rém

honorables messieurs, il serait désirable
que les conseillers de la nation fussent
légitimement payés ; que les ministres
fussent logés aux frais de Vétat, caril -
n'est pas juste de faire venir d’'une pro-
vince et de l’autre de la Confédération,
souvent a des distances éloignées, des -
hommes pour remplir des positions qu'ils -
ne sont pas certains d’occuped, je ne
dirai pas, I'espace d’un parlement, mais
d’une, de deux on trois sessions et qui
sont obligés d’acheter on de louer de pro-
priétés confortables et dispendienses
qui peuvent leur rester sur les bras d’une
heure A Tlautre. Clest ce que faisait -
judicieusement observer un gouverneur
de 1a Puissance. Je pense bien qu'on
va dire que je vise i une place de
ministre ; jai eu déjd occasion de le dire
et je le répete encore, je suis A 'apogée
de mes désirs et je ne crains pas de
déclarer qu'il y aurait pour moi témérité
d’aller au-deld. Lors méme qu’il me
serait permis davoir cette noble et .
légitime ambltion de devenir ministre,
je m'illusionnerais, car d’aprés lordre
naturel des choses, d’aprés le nombre
des années qui pesent sur ma téte, je
suis bien plus piét de la tombe que du
berceau ; je suis dans un 4ge qui me
permet de voir de bien prts la tombe ;
je suis, comme I'a dit un potte, dans un
ige ol I'ime recueilli a besoin de se
souvenir. Oui je suis dans un 4ge qui
me permet et qui me force de faire de
sérieuses réflexions sur les sublimes -
paroles que pronongait il n’y a pas encore
bien des années, un de nos illustres -
hommes d’état, & ceux qui I'entouraient
dans ses derniers moments: “ Que me
servirait, aujourd’hui, d’avoir été ministre,
présentement, premier ministre de mon
pays, si je n’avais pas aimé mon Dieu.”
Je sais que des capitallistes, des mil-
lionnaires, s’adjoindront des chercheurs
de popularité, des populaciers vint
réclamer contre la proposition que jai
émise de payer Iégitimement les delégués
de la nation, Mais, que ces Messieurs
sachent que nous connaissons leurs jeux,
que nous savons qu’ils voudraient s’acca-
parer les siéges de V'Etat pour manipuler
les lois a leur fagon ; qu’ils sachent que
que les électeurs sont” plus logiques
qu’ils le pensent ; qu'ils sachent qu'ils -
savent juger par analogie; quils con- .
naissent lorsqu’ils voudront se ptocurer
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de bons et fidtles serviteurs, qu’il faut
qu'ils les payent légitimement et souvent
bien cher; qu’ils sachent que dans le
parlementarisme de ma Province de
Québec, bien avant I'Union des Cana-
das, des hommes de leur acabit s’étaient
avisés de ne pas payer les membres du
parlement et qu'il a fallu toute Vénérgie
des homme du jour pour déjouer leurs
projets astucieu ; qu’il leur a fallu délé-
guer en Angleterre un des leurs, feu
I'honorable Denis Benjamin Viger, pour
aller plaider justice au pied du Trone,
devant le Conseil Privé du Souverain
d’alors.

Je termine, honorables messieurs en
empruntant Pexpression d'un grand
personnage historiques que vous con-
naissez, qui disait dans une circonstances
solonelle : “ Honi soit qui mal y pense.”
Eh bien, oui, honnis soient a ces capi-
talists, ces millionaires, ces chercheurs
de popularité, ces populaciers, . . qui mal
y pense.

Hon. Mr. POWER—I am rather
surprised that’ hon. gentlemen on the
" other side of the House seem disposed
to allow the very able speech of the hon.
gentleman froia Ottawa to pass without
any observation. I know that the prac-
tice of debating the Address at any length
has ceased to be fashionaole, but we
have in this House in the past not
followed the example of the House of
Commons. We have here as a rule
debated the Address at some little length.
I think the speech of the hon. member
from Ottawa was one of the most elo-
quent and forcible that have been heard
in this House for along time, and I
must repeat the expression of my sur-
prise at the fact that the Government
propose to let that Speech go unanswered.
I had the misfortune to differ from
the hon. gentleman from Ottawa a year
ago on this fisheries question. I thought
then that it was the duty of Canada to
uphold all her rights as vigorously
as possible. The Government at that
day declared that such was their
policy. I endorsed it; and I regret
to feel to-day that the Government
are in the position of asking us to adopt
a policy which is hardly in line with that
which they proclaimed a year ago. I
shall not trouble the House with many

HonN. M. ARMAND.

observations as to the Speech from the
Throne as a whole. I concur in all that
has been said by the hon. member from
Ottawa as to His Excellency, who is so
soon to leave us, and I concur in what
he said of the skill and ability of the “‘old
Parliamentary hand,” who moved the
resolutions in reply to the Speech from
the Throne. It is to be regretted that
we who speak English are not as a
rule so well qualified to understand
what our French brothers say as
they are to understand us; because
I think that the French members both
in this House and in the House of Com-
mons are—if not born, at least educated
orators—orators at any rate. The com-
pliment paid to the hon. gentleman who

| moved the Address is due also to the

hon gentleman who has just resumed his
seat, and my only regret is that we hear
from him so seldom.

- As to the Fishery Treaty; while I
concur, as I have already intimated, with
the hon. gentlemen from Ottawa in most
of what he has said, I feel that it is a diffi-
cult thing to discuss an important instru-
ment of that sort with so little information
under our hands ; and we shall be able to -
discuss it better when all the papers are:
before us. We shall then be able to see
the difficulties which stood in the way
of our negotiators better than we
can now; but we are invited in
the Speech from the Throne to consider
this Treaty, The Treaty itself has been
laid before us, and that is the net result
of the negotiations. The hon. gentleman
who moved the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne spoke of the
distinguished ability of Sir Charles Tup-
per and the Ministers of Justice and
Marine and Fisheries. I do not question
the ability and the good intentions of
those gentlemen ; but it does not follow
that, because they are all very superior
men, therefore the result of their labors
is something with which we have much
reason to be pleased. We have a higher
authority than anyone here—a better
criterion to. judge of men than any that
can be given here. We are told that
“by their fruits ye shall know them.”
It does not matter who made this treaty ;
we are to judge of their labors by the
result ; and I must confess that I think
the result in this case is not one to be
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er of the Minister of Finance;
‘I:Ol;new that he was a man of resolution,
o r:ge and tenacity ; and I hoped when
o as appointed one of the British
¢ roissioners that the treaty would
n:;‘e been satisfactory to Canada. I do
whicl?ow think that the treaty is one
we can look at with satisfaction
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waters, and if their inconveniences and
grievances were a matter for a treaty,
how about the outrages that have been
perpetrated upon Canadian fishermen in
the Pacific waters ?

Hon. Mr. McINNES (B.C.)—Piracy.

Hon. Mr. POWER—How about the
outrages perpetrated by American cutters
upon our fishermen in Behring’s Sea?
I cannot understand how the Canadian
and British Governments could have
concurred in entering into négotiations
respecting the fisheries on one side of
the continent and omitting to deal with
the important fisheries on the other.
That is one of the points as to which I
think the hon. gentleman who leads the
Government in this House should give
us some information.

Hown. Mr. INNES (B. C.)—We did
the same in 1871, precisely.

Hox. Mr, POWER—The hon. gen-
tlemen from Ottawa, referring to the
speech made by the hon. gentleman who
moved the Address in reply to to the
speech from the Throne, asked the
Goverament to point out what conces-
sions the United States have made ;
and T think that is something which has
not yet been done, and cannot be done.
I do not, mean to say that the treaty
is vicious in every particular ; I think
the treaty does not amount to very much
one way or the other ; but it does not
involve a giving way in any particular on
the part of the United States. I have
heard gentlemen say—gentlemen whom
one would suppose to know better—
that the United States had given
way to England on the head-
land question. That is not a cor-
rect statement of the case. The United
States, as to their own territory, have
always upheld the same view as to the
headland question that England has
maintained as to Canadian waters; and
the Treaty goes a certain distance in the
same direction. The Treaty does not
go as far at all as the United States
have gone in claiming territorial juris-
diction over bays, For instance the
United States claim exclusive juris-
diction over Delaware Bay which is more
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than 20 miles wide ; and they claim ex-
clusive jurisdiction over the Gulf of
Mexico from the mouth of the Missis-
sippi to the most southern Cape of Flor-
ida. There is nothing in the Treaty
which gives to England any such rights as
those; but I am free to say that, as to
the headland question and the three
mile limit, I think the provisions of this
treaty may be regarded as a reasonable
compromise. I think that the United
States have not given up anything, and
England has given up something ; but
at any raté, an agreement has been
reached as to the meaning of the three
mile limit, which is calculated to prevent
difficulty in the future. I mean that a
reasonable conclusion has been reached ;
and the enumeration of the different
bays, which is embodied in the treaty,
and which, probably, my hon. friend
from Ottawa has not examined carefully,
shows that, as to the majority of the bays
or at any rate of the important ones
along our coasts, the reasonable rights of
our people have been maintained. But
I wish to repeat that in that matter the
United States have surrendered nothing
and we have not got anything. We
claimed more than they now recognise
our title to ; and we have taken a little
less than we claimed; but we have reached
a sort of understanding, and that is a de-
sirable thing in the interests of peace;
and on that particular feature of the
treaty I do not think the Government
are open to any reproach.

Article IV. enumerates’ a number of
bays to which the preceding article ap-
plies. I have gone over those bays on
the map ; and while I think that there
are other bays which might have been
added ; still as far as the article goes I
deem it satisfactory enough.

Article V. is a little obscure. Prob-
ably the leader of the House will explain
it to us later on. It does not seem to
me to add anything to the meaning of
the preceding articles. There is one
article to which attention should be
called, Article IX which provides :—

“ Nothing in this treaty shall interrupt
or affect the free navigation of the Strait
of Canso by fishing vessels of the United
States.” ' !

With that tendency which the Ameri-
cans have to claim everything and yield

Hon. Mr. POWER.

nothing, I presume that, if we come to
interpret this treaty bereafter, they will
claim that Article 1X gives them the
right in perpetuity to navigate the Strait
of Canso free from any control whatever
from the Imperial or Canadian Govern-
ment ; and I think that it is to be regret-
ted that that clause was worded in
that way. I can give hon. gentlemen an
instance in which difficulties might arise
under that article. Previous to Confed-
eration, if 1 am not misinformed, the
Government of Nova Scotia levied light
dues on American vessels passing through
the Strait of Canso.

Hox. Mr. HOWLAN—AII over the
Province for every lighthouse.

Hox. MrR. POWER—The Govern-
ment of Nova Scotia levied dues on ves-
sels going through the straits. It may
be that at some future day the Govern-
ment of Canada may think it wise to
adopt that policy, and levy dues on other
vessels going through the straits; but
under the wording of this article I fear
it will be out of their power to do that
with respect to American vessels. There
is another featuf® in connection with
the Strait of Canso which, as the
United States Senate ‘will probably not
ratify this treaty, the Government may
have an opportunity of considering. The
leader of the Government knows that ithas.
been proposed-to build a railway bridge
across the Strait of Canso; but I think
that, under this clause, a very consider-
able difficulty may arise as to the con-
struction of that biidge. The United
States might hold that the building of the
bridge is an interference with the navi-
gation of the Straits.

HON. MR.
build a subway.

HOWLAN. —Better

HON. MR. POWER.—-We shall
wait until the honorable gentleman has
built his subway before undertaking
another,

With regard to Article X ; while I
think it is good in principle it is liable to
be abused. No doubt it does seem an
unneighborly and almost inhuman
thing to refuse to allow vessels
to put into harbors to get supplies; but
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ever compeov!sxon 5 and Article XV, if it
Vantagom $ Into operation, will be ad-
abory thes't But whatever may be said
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2 good . said of it, tha.t we give it up
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and’ they Cag fishermen are anxious for,
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to our own people. In 1854, as it has:
been well remarked, we got reciprocal
trade with the United States in return
for the fishing rights surrendered ; under
the Washington Treaty we got the
right to send our fish and
fish oil into the United States
free of duty, and we got four and a-half
millions of dollars besides. This time,
for what we give up we are getting"
nothing. We are gettingno reciprocity,.
we are getting no free fish, we are getting
no money ; so that we would appear to
be advancing backwards in bargaining
with our neighbors. But the modus.
vivendi proposed by the British Pleni-
potentiaries after the treaty had been
signed is more objectionable by far than
the treaty itself. It provides that for a
period not exceeding two years, the
American fishing vessels shail be allowed
to purchase bait, ice, seines, lines and
all other supplies and outfits, to transship
their catch and ship crews; most
important privileges which will 'enable
the American fishermen to compete with
our own fishermen in our own waters ;
and what is the consideration we receive
for that two year’s grant? Itis a license
fee of $1.50 per ton. Canada has had
experience of license fees already. In.
1869 and ’7o0 we had those licenses, but-
they were found so unsatisfactory that
the Dominion Governmentrefused tocon-
tinue thatsystem any longer. It was then
found that as a rule American fishermen
did not pay the fees,and—supposing they-
now pay-—a duty of $1.50 per ton would
amount, on an ordinary American fishing
schooner of eighty tons, to $120; and
that samne schooner if she were fortunate
in her venture would probably catch—
if she were after mackerel—from 600 to-
800 barrels of fish, the duty on which
would be from $1,200 to $1,600, so that
while the Americans under the present
arrangement pay only $120 license fee,
our fishermen would pay on what that
vessel caught an immensely larger sum.
In the case of codfish the disproportion
would be almost in the same ratio.

At this rather late hour I do
not propose to say  anything
more  about the treaty. As to

the other matters which are referred
to; I can only say that the extension .
and development of our railways call for
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additional safeguards for life and prop-
erty. These are proper subjects for
legislation. As to the alterations that
are promised to the Election Law and
the Law Respecting Controverted Elec-
tions, we shall be better able to judge of
them when they are before us. No
doubt those laws require amendment,
and whether the amendments which the
Government propose will be desirable
amendments or not, we are not now in a
position to judge.  As to the Franchise
Act, I am glad to see that the logic of
events has driven the Government to
concur in the views expressed by the
Opposition with regard to this abomin-
able Act. We contended that it was too
expensive to work. The Government
have shown their concurrence in our
views on that point, inasmuch as they
have for two years in succession decided
not to carry the law out, and not to re-
vise the electoral lists ; so that an elec-
tion run during the current year would
be run on the lists of three years ago, and
a vast number of people through the
country who, under the Franchise Law,
would be entitled to vote during the
coming year, are disfranchised. 1 quite
agree with the hon. gentleman from
Ottawa in thinking that the better way
would be to repeal the Act altogether and
go back to the Provincial Franchise ; or,
if. that were not done, to resort to man-
hood suffrage.

-1t is proposed that a Bill shall be sub-
mitted toParliament making applicable
a number of the laws of England to
Manitoba and the North-West Territories.
The paragraph goes on to say that those
laws have not been made the subject of
Canadian legislation. 1 would humbly
suggest to the hon. gentleman who leads
this House, and who is himself so good
a lawyer, that, if those laws are good
in England and are desirable for our
North-West Territories, it might be as
well to apply them to the rest of the
Dominion.

The last paragraph of the Speech
which is addressed to us in common
with the House of Commons, says that
a Bill will be presented respecting the
auditing of public accounts. I hope
that Bill will not be one which will be
calculated to cripple the Auditor-
General. That officer has been ex-

Hon. Mr. POWER.

ceedingly useful ; and, if he has
occasionally thwarted the Government
in doing things which they desired to do
but ought not; I hope they will not so
cripple him as to impair his usefulness
in preventing misdoings in the future.
I do not know whether there is any
secret sarcasm conveyed in the reference
of His Excellency to the “due regard to
economy” in preparing the estimates for
the coming year, because I have heard
that reference in the speech every year,
and I do not think any gentleman in
this Chamber has been able- to] dis-
cover during the time hon. gentlemen
opposite have been in power, the slight-
est regard for economy in the admini-
stration of their Departments.

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH moved the
adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned at 6 p.m.

THE SENATE.
Ottawa, Monday February 27th, 1888.

Tuae SPEAKER took the chair at
3 o’clock.

Prayers and routine proceedings.
THE ADDRESS.
ADOPTED,

The order of the day having been
called,

Resuming adjourned Debate on the motiou
of the Honorabie Mr. Ross (de la Durantaye)-
for an Address to His Excellency the Gov-
ernor General in answer to His vacellency’s

Speech oo opening the Second Session of
uF: Sixth Parliam%nt.

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH said :—I
feel that I owe an apology to the House
for prolonging this debate to-day, having’
moved its adjournment, especially as it
is not my intention to go into a discus- -
sion on the merits or demerits of this
most important question, the Fisheries
Treaty. 1 would have preferred to see
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er and | prominent men in the Government of
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and the distinguished
gentlemen who represented the United
States. For a gentleman who, I believe,
knows less of the Fisheries questions
than any other subject that may come
before us, and reasonably and naturally
so, to get up and denounce this treaty in
the haphazard way he did, he must be
possessed of a remarkable amount of in-
tuition, more insight into things than
ordinary mortals possess, if he could in
that short time have so mastereds the
subject as to be able to denounce
it with such unusual warmth and in
so emphatic a manner. It was nct well,
it was unseemly for my hon. friend to
take the extraordinary position he
did. Tie must have been prompted by
bitter partizan feeling, by party antagon-
ism, which was displayed to a degree
that was disapproved of by all who hoped
the treaty had supplied a practical, satis-
factory and final adjustment on terms
just and honorable to all concerned.
The fluent language and grace of diction
with which he is so remarkably gifted, and
which he displays on all occasions when
bhe rises in this House, and which my
hon. friend used with marked force and
fervor on this occasion, no doubt im-
pressed some gentlemen unfavorably,
who would like to look into this matter
impartially. 1 am sure my hon. friend
is one of the gentlemen in this House
who knows least of the fisheries, their
value and importance. His party never
cared for our fishermen. I have looked
over the paper he referred to probably
with more . attention than he has, and I
must cordially confess that I am not yet
master of the subject in all its effects
and bearings. Thers is probably a great
deal in the treaty which will not be
satisfactory to our fishermer, and if my
bon, friend’s diagnosis of the treaty is
found correct I will tell him at once
that I shall vote with him in opposition
to it ; for coming as I do from a Pro-
vince whose vital interest is the fisheries
—from a province whose people depend
maianly on the fisheries as an industry—I
should be the last in this House to sup-
port any treaty which, if my hon. friend’s
views are correct, was so vastly injurious
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.to the people of this country. The hoa.
gentleman declared that it was not a
fair, just and honorable agreement be-
tween us and the United States, and
that he would prefer to surrender our
fisheries altogether. It is-clear that the
hon. member has no idea of the value of
the fisheries, not only directly to the
fishermen of the Lower Provinces, but
indirectly to the whole of Canada, or he
would not seek to surrender them.
The value of our fisheries cannot be es-
timated even in  dollars and
cents. The hon. gentleman may have
some object in view of his own-—he may
think that in order to promote free trade,
or commercial union, or some other
project, that he would feel inclined to
sacrifice our fisheries; but I do not
believe that that is the feeling of the
country or of the Government of Canada.
I am speaking now outside the treaty
and not as though I knew anything of
what it contains. The hon. gentleman
also remarked that the three-mile limit
is dealt with in such ambiguous
language that matters before a year
will be worse than ever by this
thing concocted at Washington. In
the most contemptuous manner he
flaunted this paper before the House.
I never saw him manifest such
enmity and such malicious feeling
towards anything as he did on that oc-
casion. I thought it was very im-
proper. He could not help having a
fling at the British Commissioners
and imputing motives to the British
Government. We know that the
British Government has stood by
Canada throughout and at all times
manifested a desire to promote and
protect our just rights and sustain them
by the power of the Empire. My
hon. friend intimated that Mr.
Chamberlain came out here in the
interest of 2 certain class of the peo-
ple of England to promote and carry
into effect the political policy of Great
Britain. Then he said that the United
States have not made a single concession.
I am not going to discuss that, because
I know nothing about the treaty. He
says it is the old story repeated, the sac-
rifice of Canadian interests to Imperial
exigencies, and he intimated that it is
likely that the Senate of the United

Hon, Mr. KAULBACH.

States will throw out the treaty. Now,
if it is so bad for us, and so favorable to
the United States, I do not see why the
United States Senate should or would
throw it out, or why he should object to
such action. My hon. friend presumes
to possess intuitive knowledge or pro-
phetic vision in this matter. He assumes
that his knowledge of the question, from
a casual glance at the treaty, is so per-
fect, and his prophetic power so great,
that he is able to foretell what course the
United States Senate will take in dealing
with the treaty. We know that the ma-
jority of the United States Senate is
opposed to the Government, and that it
requires a two-thirds vote to carry the
treaty there, so that it is not at all impos-
sible or even improbable that the treaty
may be thrown out ; but if it is so bad
for Canada as the hon. member says it
is, then we should be all very glad to hear
of its rejection. The hon. member shows
extreme want of knowledge on the subject
when he talks about the fishermen going
out with their two-tons vessel and chart
hunting for the limits. I do notknow
what class of punt or vessel he speaks of
belong to, and he does not intimate
whether they are American or Canadian
craft, but as’our own vessels do not
require to seek for the line, since it is
immatenal which side of it they fish on,
he must have had in his mind American
vessels. He must have a vague idea of
what a fishing vessel is when he talks of
American vessels of two tons burden.
He also spoke about certain harbours,
bays and creeks : I doubt if the hon.
gentleman knows where they are or could
show on the chart the bays to
which he refers and describe
the extent of them unless they were
marked. If he can, then he has a far
greater knowledge of the Maritime
Provinces than I give him credit for. I
might have allowed all this to pass by
and not addressed the House if it had not
been for the course pursued by the hon.
member from Halifax, (Mr. Power),
who often provokes me to rise and reply
when I would prefer to let the subject
pass. He said he endorsed all the “ able
and forcible remarks ” of the hon. leader
of the Opposition. I do not know,but I
inferred thathe meant to endorse what was
said adverse to the treaty ; I should like
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States, to go to a commission, we admit-
ted in effect that we were prepared to
make reasonable concessions with a view
to friendly relations with our neighbors
and reciprocity. Otherwise we would
have held strictly to our rights. Any
concessions made by our Commissioners
must have been considered with a view to
procuring a settlement which would be
honorabie a)ike to both countries. We
may have gone very far in order to reach
that result—whatever I am saying to-day
I state with the view of rectifying it if
not in accordance with what I may think
of it when the treaty comes before us; I

;| was only prompted to rise and express

my disapprobation of the course pursued
by the leader of the Opposition and my
hon. friend from Halifax.

It must be refreshing that now, for
almost the first time in ten years, since
this Government came into power, we
heard no wail of despondency, no
descriptions of fearful desolation, ruin
and destruction in this country. My
hon. friend who generally takes a doleful
and melancholy view of the condition of
the country has not attempted to dispute
or deny the statement in the Speech from
the Throne as to the prosperity of the
country. In Nova Scotia undoubtedly
prosperity prevails. ~ Perhaps never
before has that province been in a more
flourishing condition than it is at
present. Even the local Government,
desirous as they are at all times to deny
that prosperity exists in the country, had
to admit in the Speech from the Throne
that general prosperity prevails, and the
Province 1s prosperous, there can be no
question about that. Inevery branch of
industry Nova Scotia is prosperous to-
day : therefore I am glad to endorse the
accuracy of the statement contained in
the Speech from the Throne. 1 am re-
minded of some sarcastic remarks made
by the leader of the Opposition about
the sugar refiners, cotion lords, and iron
manufacturers. He spoke about their
flourishing condition, and wished to
cowpare it with the distress which he
says exists amongst the farmers. I deny
that the National Policy has done any
harm to the agricultural community.
The hon. member said that the griev-
ances of the farmers were beginning to
crop up. I have failed to discover any
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such grievances. If any does exist it ,the control of an enormous trade if we

cannot be due to the National Policy ;| are prepared for it.

that policy has been sustained for the
last ten years. In the bye-elections the
Government has received increased sup-
port from the people. 1 believe that an
endeavor has been made to excite
amongst the farmers of Western Canada
a feeling antagonistic to the Government
and National Policy, on the ground that
their trade relatiors would be improved
if they were given the United States
markets, instead of sending their products
across the Atlantic—their trade relations
should be with the United States. In theszs
discussions they have failed to convince
the tarmers that they are injuriously
affected. Our people know that in the
chief natural production of the two
countries they must find markets in Great
Britain and that any policy which would
restrict us to the markets of the United
States would be perfectly suicidal. The
total exports from this country last year
amounted to nearly $90,000,000, more
than half of which went to Great Britain.
The largest portion of. our exports from
forest and agriculture go to the same
market, and we send twice as much of
the cattle we export to Great Britain as
we send to the United States. There-
fore I think it cannot be in doubt that
it is greatly to our advantage to strength-
‘en our political and commercial rela-
tions with England and the Empire at
large, and that any change which would
interfere with that trade would be in-
jurious to the Dominion generally and
especially to our farming and cattle in-
dustry. In the Speech from the Throne
we are promised legislation relating to the
railways for the protection of life and
property. During the past few years there
have been many disastrous accidents
on railways in this country and the neigh-
boring Republic. This morning a serious
accident occurred on the C. P. R. at
Sudbury : such accidents are -inevitable
at times, even although the greatest care
may be exercised by the railway com-
panies. Our railway interests are devel-
oping rapidly. Not only has there been
a great expansion of the railways of this
country, extending now from the Atlantic
to the Pacific, but a connection with the
railways of the North-Western States has
been established at the Sault, giving us

Hon. MR, KAULBACH.

The completion of
the C. P. R. has opened up, or at least
has given us opportunities to develop a
trade with China, Japan, and the Aus-
tralian colonies, and in the development
of this new trade we have good reason
to believe that the Government will show
the earnestness which they have always
displayed in promoting the best interests
of the country. With our present and
prospective advantages, and the pros-
perity of the country steadily increasing,
the Government should, as soon as pos-
sible, endeavor to give us what nature en-
titles us 1o in our geographical position,
the shortest and quickest route to Eng-
land ; they should offer a large mail sub-
sidy, as much as is necessary to give us
the most rapid communication across
the Atlantic with Great Britain and
the rest of Europe. It is impolitic and un-
patriotic to rest satisfied with the com-
munication which has existed through
the United States and permit Canada to
be dependent on a foreign country for
rapid communication. We have now
an opportunity to secure this communi-
for ourselves, and have the enormous
traffic which is growing up carried
directly through our country to Europe.
The cost is of minor importance. The
best possible service will be worth to Can-
ada more than it costs. If we fail to
take advantage of this opportunity, this
trade will seek or be forced into other
channels. It is of the utmost importance
that we should have the speediest com-
munication across the Atlantic and
although nothing has been said on this
subject in the Speech from the Throne,
I hope the Government will not be blind
to its importance. I do not know any
way in which money could be more
judiciously expended in the interests of
the whole Dominion than establishing
the best and most rapid communication
across the Atlantic. Coming from Nova
Scotia I am not directly interested in the
St. Lawrence route and the canal system,
yet I believe that that route should be so
improved, enlarged and managed as to
secure the bulk of the trade ot our west-
ern countries as well as of the North
Western States. The existing .chan-
nels and the accommodation at
Montreal are not sufficient for
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p (z;h to the Government of the North-

West, and it is evidence of the great
advancement which that part of the
country has made. Ina short time it has
developed in population and resources
to an extent which justifies the hope that
it will soon be raised to a province. 1
see that the modern laws of England are
to be applied to Manitoba and the North-
West. I think some of those same laws
might with advantage be applied to the
rest of Canada as well. Some means
should also be taken to distribute the
salaries to the judges of the several
provinces in a more equitable manner.
It is invidious and unjust that judges
who have to adjudicte on matters of
equal importance in all the provinces
should be treated so unequally. I do
not know what alteration is to be made
in the Civil Service Act, but I think the
best way to improve the Civil Service of
the country is to take the patronage as
far as possible out of the hands of poli-
ticians. I think the great weakness of
the present system is the influence which
members of Parliament and influential
politicians on one side or the other
exercise in pressing unduly tor the
appointment and promotion of friends to
positions in the service of the Govern-
ment. I have no relations in the Civil
Service and 1 hope that I never shall
have any. It must impair the independ-
ence of members when they have to
solicit patronage for their friends. Any
measure calculated to remedy this evil
will, I am sure, receive due considera-
tion from this House. Reference has
been made to the departuure of our
Governor-General. We who. have had
the privilege of his acquaintance will
regret that he is to leave us. That feel-
ing, I am sure, will be shared by the
people.of Canada generally. He is one
of the many able statesmen that Her
Majesty has sent to represent her in this
country. He has ever interested himself
n our material prosperty. He has done
a great deal to promote the interests of
the people of the Dominion. We must
all hope that he will be long spared to
assist and take a prominent part in direct-
ing the councils of the great and glorious
empire of which Canada is the most im-
portant colony, and inferior  to none
in loyalty and attachment to our
Queen, to the empire, and this cur
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beloved home—the Dominion of Can-
ada.

Hon. Mr. ALEXANDER—I only
purpose to solicit the kind indulgence of
the House for a few moments. I regret
that my health does not admit of my
touching any of the great questions of
the day. I did not, however, wish this
debate to come to a conclusion, without
congratulating the Government upon the
recent appointments to this chamber. I
think great wisdom has been shown, in
occasionally making selections from the
Liberal party, because it will be admitted
that at all events an effort should be
made to equalize somewhat the balance
of power in this House as between the
two parties. In connection with that
subject, nothing can augur better for the
future progress and advancement of this
country and lead to secure its future
good government than to select some
of our leading commercial men, who by
great industry, enterprise and anxiety,
have amassed wealth and been
devoting in their respective districts, a
large portion of that wealth to bene-
volent and good objects. It is assuredly
-an honor and a pleasure to welcome to
this House some of those gentlemen,
who now enter the councils of the nation,
where they will be enabled to serve their
country in a larger sphere. Such men
cannot fail to command honor and
esteem. ’

I desire now to say one word in ref-
erence to the expected departure of
His Excellency the Governor General.
Every member who has spoken here and
elsewhere has expressed correctly the
feelings of this country in regard to the
manner in which both His Excellency
and Lady Lansdowne, have by their
never ceasing kindnesses throughout
the land made themselves beloved by
the people. Their residence amongst us,
although only for four years, I need not
add, has strengthened greatly the bonds
that bind us to the great Empire to
which we are proud to belong. I need
not dwell upon the inestimable value to
the future social and political life of this
Dominion that we should have the
good fortune to have,in that distinguished
position, one of the most honored
statesmen of the Imperial Parliament—

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH.

a nobleman who has ever been so much
esteemed at home for his correct judg-
ment and tact, in all state matters.
What an advantage to Canadian society
—to us here in Ottawa,—to the City of
Toronto,—to Montreal,—to Quebec and
to all parts of the Dominion which their
Excellencies have visited! What an ad-
vantage it has been to have amongst us
such distingnished families of the
empire, shedding such an elevating and
refining influenrce throughout the land,
shewing high social culture, based
upon the virtue of Christian kindness,
and a desire to make every one
happy who approaches them. It
has been observed from time to time
that politeness is the heritage of the
French race, as we have observed in the
beautiful Province of Quebec, and it
should be our endeavor to train the
young of all our provinces in such a
manner as to continue elevating the
future tone of social intercourse. I will
only say in conclusion that their Excel-
lencies, as well as some of their illustrious
predecessors, and I need not go further
back than the Marquis of Lorne and his
royal spouse the Princess Louise, as also
the present distinguished Vice-Roy of
India, Lord Dufferin,—will long live in
the remembrance of the people of this
Dominion; and the recollection of all
the benefits which they conferred upon
society will long be fondly cherished by
us.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—As one of the
representatives of the Maritime Prov-
inces, which are primarily if not chiefly
interested in this treaty question, I may
be pardoned for saying a few words, and
I should not have troubled the House
but for circumstances which have come
to my knowledge within the last few
hours, I rise chiefly to state to the
House what I think must be the general
feeling throughout this Senate, that any
discussion of the provisions of the treaty
referred to, under the particular circum-
stances, is greatly to be deprecated. 1
propose to do nothing of the kind. I
propose to enter into no discussion of
the provisions of the treaty at all ; at the
same time I think it is very much to be
regretted that the hon. leader of the Op-
position, in the exercise of his discretion,
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They have been in the secrets of this
Conférence Chamber from the begin-
ning, and have been telling us what has
passed there, and have from time to
time given us their views on the
proceedings. In the first place
they have told us it was utterly impos-
sible that those Commissioners could
ever get a treaty ; they have told us that
a treaty never could be got unless they

. | assented to a proposal of reciprocity with

the United States. They again, being
in the conference chamber, as I suppose,
gave us from time to time the proceed-
ings that were taken upon that subject.
They told us that, at last, after a long
time, our Commissioners were not willing
to present any proposal of reciprocity to
the Commission, and the logical result
was in a day or two we heard the cry of
failure, utter failure, of all the proceed-
ings. For information of what did take
place on that subject, I am indebted to
a paper which publishes the speech of
this gentlernan, and I may say that if
this paper is correct—if the position
taken by Mr. Angell is correct—and
perhaps there is no better authority on
the subject than he is—I think that in
all fairness and in all justice to the
leader of the Opposition in this House
if any credit results from that, and any
good follows the ratification of the treaty,
the hon. member in the apportionment
of the credit should have his full share
in common with the radical press of
Canada. In addressing the House,
I merely want to set my hon
friend right, because the misfor-
tune is that the utterance of the
hon. gentleman goes before the public,
and he has not had the patience to wait
for the protocol and proceedings to be
submitted to the House, which would
give him knowledge which we have not
got in any way except the little glimpse
of it now in my hands, on one or two
points that I shall refer to ; but my hon.
friend, in the absence of that informa-
tion, has undertaken to launch out into
an attack upon this treaty upon grounds
which are utterly baseless. He com-
mences by saying that it is quite evident
that had Sir Charles Tupper had one
lota of power in the management of this
treaty, the result possibly might have
been otherwise. The implication there
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is very plain indeed—that Sir Charles!

Tupper’s efforts were neutralized and
nullified by pressure from Hon. Joseph
Chamberlain or some one of the English
representatives. It seems to me I am
justified in saying that whatever our
opinions may be of Sir Charles Tupper’s
political sentiments, it would surprise
anyone to be told here that a gentlemen
like Sir Charles would sit quiescent
and dumb when the honor or the interests
of Canada were at stake. I have had no
other access to or means of knowledge of
what took place inside the Conference
Chamber ; but I say this : that I would
be very much surprised indeed if during
the whole progress of those negotiations
—T1 am judging from the treaty itself or
what is supposed to be a copy of it, and
of the information I get outside in the
newspapers—to find that there has been
any difference of opinion whatever be-
tween the Commissioners, Imperial and
Colonial, upon this question; and I
should be very much surprised if Hon.
Joseph Chamberlain, while undoubtedly
loyal to the interests of the Empire, was
not equally loyal to the just rights of
Canada. I shall be very much disap-
pointed if that is not made apparent
when we come to discuss this question,
as we cannot do now in the absence of
the papers—I shall be very much sur-
prised if it does not turn out that the Hon.
Mr.Chamberlain, in his conduct through-
out, so far from making an impression of
that kind has been loyal to this country
and his colleague and has stood by him as
one colleague should support another, in
order to get the best bargain they could
make. My hon. friend lays particular
stress on the fact that this treaty is, as he
terms it, a surrender. In the first place
he says they have given up the headland
question and Baie de Chaleurs and
other bays. The hon. gentleman surely
could not have looked at the treaty and
scanned it very caretully, for he has been
entirely misled. Instead of sacrificing
.he headland question, that question is
in a better position as to the Maritime
Provinces than it ever was before ; and
all T can say on that point is to refer
him to the nine bays, each of them over
10 miles certainly, and some of them 20
miles in width, which are specified in
the third, fourth and fifth clauses to be

Hon. Mr. DICKEY.

delimited for the benefit of Canada.
But I am not going to follow my hon.
friend in discussing that question. He
has stated that the people of Canada are
anxious for a large measure of reciproc-
ity with the United States, and that if
our Government had made that
offer to them, undoubtedly we would
have had a better chance of getting a
treaty ; but in that respect he is only
following the course of opinion given by
the Canadian radical papers spoken of
by Mr. Angell; for they, with all those
means of information which those fortu-
nate people have had the benefit of,
speak of this just in the same sense.
They say this was the only means of
getting any settlement of the treaty at
all—to offer reciprocity. That, I have
already mentioned, was a subject of de-
nunciation by the leading opposition
papers in the Maritime Provinces, of
which I am justified in speaking of the
Morning Chronicle as the chief—and the
Chronicle took the very strong ground
that this treaty, if it was ever made,would
be a surrender, unless we got reciprocity,
which our Commissioner would not pro-
pose. After the treaty was made, I have
in my hand their comment on it, and the
burden of their argument is this—very
much that of the leader of the Opposi-
tion—that the treaty was a surrender cf
all that we had to give, but getting
nothing in return. If the House will
permit me, I shall read the article they
published on the very day Parliament
met :—

« Two comments must be made on this
treaty, in addition to the general one that it
is & shameless surrender. The first is that
the purchase and sale of bait is not allowed
under the treaty, until the Americans have
taken the duty off fish. This is the most
atrocious blunder of the whole business. It
deprives our people of the only advantage
they gain by the admission of American
fishermen to our waters, the right to sell
them bait. This is quite a profitable source
of trade. Therefore our negotiators at
Washington, while giving away all the trad-
ing privilegea of our ports to American
fishermen, have denied to our people the

poor privilege of picking up some thousands
of doﬁare by seHan them bait.”

Hon. Mr. McINNES (B.C.)—What
paper are you reading from ?

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—The Halifax
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that I should give Mr. Angell’s views on
that point. Speaking about the work-
ings of the Commission he said :—

When the representatives of the various
Governments met to present their cases they
differed so widely in the® propositions and
methods that it seemed as if they never
could all agree.

That shows the inhereat difficulties

. { that these gentlemen had to encounter

and enhances the credit due to them.
It is a wonder that instead of their being
reproached for being there three months,
they should have arrived at a settlement
at all. But from all I know of those
gentlemen, I have not a personal acquaint-
ance with Mr. Angell, but I do know the
other American Commissioner, Mr.
Putnam, and I can speak of him as an
able lawyer and an honorable man ; and
in the eminent ability and force of
character of the Commissioners from
England and Canada I think we have
the very best assurance that all those
gentlemen went into that discus-
sion with a single eye to obtain
the best possible terms, as a solution
of the question, in order to secure a
treaty which would bhe fair and reason-
ably satisfactory in its leading features
to all. And they succeeded in that ob-
ject—they thought they did at all events,
and whether they did or not I shall say
nothing further on the subject until the
proper time arrives, 'My hon. triend
spoke of previous treaties, and of the
misfortunes incidental to them as regards
ourselves, arising from the fact that they
were made by Englishmen. I feel a
good deal of sympathy with the views
my hon. friend expressed, because un-
doubtedly although most of those things
took place before the time of many of us
who are here, yet we all feel that in the
past there have been some such sacri-
fices. The last treaty in which we suf-
fered was the Ashburton Tieaty. Even
in the Treaty of 1818 the colonies—
then Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island who were interest-
ed more particularly in those fish-
eries—had very sore feelings about the
arrangement. They had no voice in the
matter, but they were bound to submit.
In the same way, going back a little
further to the settlement of the line
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which cut off a very large portion °f|

what was really our due, and handed it

the then colony of British Columbia,
which resulted in that colony becoming

over to the State of Maine, before the|a province of the Dominion of Canada.

Ashburton Treaty at all. Instead of the
line of the Penobscott we were brought
up to St. Croix, and afterwards further
north. In all thése cases Canada was
not represented. I imagine that no
one finds fault with the reciprocal
treaty negotiation of 1854. Nobody
finds fault with the treaty of 1871, when
Canada was so ably represented by the
present Prime Minister; and I think
before we get through with the present
treaty we will find that it was most for-
tunate that Canada was represented on
this second treaty of Washington.

Under all the circumstances, I do not
wish to occupy any greater time except
to say that whatever may be the merits
or demerits of this treaty—however it
might have been made better or
worse, I think we must all agree that it
is a most fortunate thing in the interests
of humanity and of civilization that that
treaty has got to a satisfactory issue, and
I will say further in conclusion that the
consummation of that treaty 1s a fitting
and triumphant termination to the career
in this country of the distinguished
nobleman who has presided over us for
the last five years, and who is to be
shortly transferred to the vice regal chair,
the greatest gift in the hands of the
Empress of India, our gracious and
beloved sovereign.

Hon. MrR. McINNES—Were it not
for a remark or two made by the last
speaker, which I believe to be inaccur-
ate and contrary to facts, I would not
attempt to say anything upon this occa-
sion. The hon. gentleman from Amherst
(Mr. Dickey) in his patriotism and super-
loyal enthusiasm, said that ever since
Canada has been represented on any
commission to negotiate a treaty between
the United States and Canada, justice
has always been done to Canada. I will
briefly show that such has not been the
case. I will first refer to the Washington
Treaty of 1871, when the leader of the
Government was the Canadian Commis-
sioner, and was the leading spirit on that
Commission. Some three months before
that treaty was signed, the right hon.
gentleman entered into negotiations with

Hon. Mr. DICKEY.

The terms of union were agreed upon,
signed and sealed, and all that was
necessary, even from a technical point of
view, was the issuing of the proclama-
tion on the 1st of July, 1871 but not-
withstanding the fact, the right hon.
gentleman (Sir John A. Macdonald)
negotiated those terms, and that he was
the Canadian representative on the Com-
mission at Washington, British Columbia
was treated as a colony or foreign coun-
try, was never taken into consideration,
and in the benefits which accrued from
the fisheries clauses of the Washington
Treaty the Pacific Province had on
share.

Hon. MR MILLER-—Was British
Columbia then a portion of the Domin-
ion?

Hon. Mr. McINNES (B. C.)—I
thought I had made myself sufficiently
explicit when I stated that only six
weeks before British Columbia formally
became a province of the Dominion, the
Washington Treaty was signed by Sir
John Macdonald and his colleagues, by
which British Columbia was deprived of
all benefits thus accrued or expected to-
accrue from the treaty, although he (Sir
John) had negotiated and consummated
the union of British Columbia with the
Dominion weeks before that.

HonN. MRr., MILLER--She was not
then part of the Dominion.

Hon. Mr. McINNES (B. C.)—Well,
if that is not a satisfactory illustration of
how we have been shamefully neglected
I will refer to another case. San Juan
Island, the key to the Pacific province,
and to the terminus of the Pacific railway,
was worse than given away without an
honest effort being put forward to save
it to the Dominion of Canada. But if
the Canadian Commissioner in 1871
overlooked the just rights of the Pacific
province, what position is she placed
in to-day with respect to this
treaty? It is well known to every
gentleman here that we have vast
fisheries out on the Pacific Coast—I
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ed a certain point—that point where
Imperial influence or interests induced
him to yield to Chamberlain or Salisbury,
and sacrifice the interests of his country,
Canada. If the treaty, as it has been
outlined to us, is correct—and I believe
it is—1I claim it was the bounden duty
of Sir Charles, as a true Canadian, to
have withdrawn from the Coinmission
whenever the just claims, the sacred
rights of Canada, were to be sacrific-
ed to satisfy Yankee avarice and Im-
perial selfishness and folly. Unfortu-
nately, in the past our territory has
been carved here and there, as any- .
one looking at the map of Canada can
see. There is a “V” extending into
Canada between New Brunswick and
Quebec, and at other important points
our territory has been given away to our
neighbors. For instance at the north:
west angle of the Lake of the Woods the
United States extend northward, for
what reason I never could find out, and
the same occurs on the Pacific coast
where they have got possession of the
Island of San Juan.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY.—Is it not a
fact that the giving away of the Island of
San Juan was, not by a British Commis-
sioner at all, but by the Emperor of Ger-
many, who acted as arbitrator between
the parties.

Hon. MrR. McINNES (B.C.)—I am
perfectly weil aware of the fact that it
was left to arbitration: that is why I
The Imperial authorities
have never looked after the colonial in-
terests as they should have done within
the last quarter of a century. I believe
if Canada had at that time Insisted upon
her rights as she did on a memorable
occasion in 1876, when the Fisheries
Commission sat at Halifax, the result
would have been different. The only
occasion when Canada secured a meas-
ure of justice was when the Fisheries
Commission met, and our success on
that occasion was due to the fact that
the gentleman then at the head of affairs
in this country insisted that no one but
a Canadian should represent Canada on
that Commission, as the question to be
settled was purely a Canadian one. That
was why we we were awarded $500,000
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a year for the fishing privileges which we
are now willing, even thankful, that the
Americans should accept for nothing.
Why are we left on the Pacific Coast
with our fisherics unprotected and with
no headland rights decided or defined,
and in such a position that American
fishermen can enter our waters and fish
as they please? All who are acquainted
with the geography of the Pacific Coast
know that from San Francisco north-
ward there is an unbroken wall of coast
extending eight hundred miles without
an indentation worthy the name of a
harbor, until you get to the Straits of
Fuca and from that point we own the
coast to Alaska. Between Vancouver,
Queen Charlotte and Valdees Islands
and the mainland, in the Gulf of Georgia
and the various inlets there are thousands
of miles of sea coast without any boun-
dary defined within which the American
fishermen are or are not permitted to
fish. I think when this Treaty was un-
der consideration, the least that could
have been done was to have shown the
people of the Pacific Province that their
interests were not overlooked. As far
as the Treaty itself is concerned I
entertain a different opinion from that
expressed by the hon. member from
Lunenburg, and I do not agree even
with the hon. member from Amberst.
They appear to think that the leader of
the Opposition committed a great wrong
in discussing the question on this occa-
sion. I have no doubt there is a good
deal of sympathy for the poor member
for Ottawa who has received such a
severe castigation from the hon. member
from Lunenburg especially. He must
have winced under it, but if the hon.
member from Lunenburg -failed to put
himself in possession of the facts
connected with the question, as the
hon. member from Ottawa had
taken care to do, it was his own fault
and the misfortune to the country, and
especially to this House. The hon.
member from Ottawa was perfectly
justified in raising this discussion and
expressing his views freely, and from
what I have seen and read of the Treaty
I concur in his opinion in every particu-
lar. I wish it were otherwise. I sin-
cerely hope that when I cnme to study
the treaty more closely that it can bear a

Hon. Mr. McCINNES.

more favorable construction. 1f so,
when the Treaty itselt is brought
before the House I shall rise and wil-
lingly admit my mistake ; but I fear the
Americans have succeeded on this, as on
everyotheroccasion but one, in gettingall
that they wanted from us. They have
taken piece after piece of our territory,
and now they are invading our waters,
which ought to be as sacred and belong
to us just as much as the land which
they border.

HoN. Mr. MILLER—My hon. friend
considers that the Commissioners be-
trayed the interests of the fishermen on
the Atlantic coast ; does he not think it
fortunate, and a subject of congratula-
tion, that the interests of British Colum-
bia also were not entrusted to them?

Ho~N. MR. McINNES, (B.C).—The
worst the Americans could have done
would have been to deprive us of our
fisheries, or have the free use of them,
and that I claim they will have under
the present treaty. So, in the first

lace, I want British Columbia to be
treated as a province of the Dominion,
and in the second place I see no neces-
sity for all this form and farce of a one-
sided treaty, or rather give-away.

Hon. MR. GIRARD.—I was under
the impression that the Speech from the
Throne, would have been discussed by
the mover and seconder of the Address,
that they would have been followed by
the leader of the Opposition and the
leader of the House, and the resolution
would have been adopted, and my in-
tention was to make no observations at
this stage of the session, but as that
course has been departed from and some
allusion is made to Manitoba and the
North West Territories in the speech, I
think it my duty to refer to some im-
portant matters relating to the section of
the Dominion which I have the honor to
represent here. I desire to give the
House some information which may
induce the Dominion to continue its
liberal policy towards us. I may say, in
the first place, that I believe I convey
the views of the people of Manitoba
when I express regret at the approaching
departure of His Excellency from Cana-
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out of this question some of our people
tried to build a railway of their own from
Winnipeg to the United States frontier,
but the Act providing for the construc-
tion of that railway was disallowed. Not-
withstanding the disallowance, the local
Government, believing that they had
the majority of the people with them,
tried to proceed with the construction of
the line, but failed and have been well
punished for their mistake. They have
been obliged o retire from power, being

,|unable to find a majority to sustain

them. An effort is being made to
abolish the protection of the rights of
minorities in special cases, by repealing
the disallowance power in the British
North America Act. I do not know
whether that would be advantageous or
not, but I do know that an effort was
made in Manitoba to build the railway
after the law authorizing its construc-
tion was disallowed. My opinion is, and
I think the House will agree with me,
that when an Act is disallowed the local
Government cannot enforce it because
there is no such law. We punish a private
individual for infringing the law in trifling
matters, yet we tolerate open defiance of
the law of the land by a local Government,
because the decision of the Dominion
Government becomes the law of the
land in a case of this kind. The local
authorities openly defied the central
power and in attempting to carry out an
illegal undertaking incurred large expen-
ditures, all of which will have to be paid.
It seems to me that there should be
some provision for the punishment of
those who thus violate the law—that they
should be attainted in some way. If it
is not treason it is certainly a serious
offence against the public order, if not
against the law of the land. 1If there is
any one charged with the duty of main-
taining peace and order it must surely
be the local authorities and especially
the local Governments. I have not
taken any part in the difficulty which
has arisen in Manitoba, but I feel it my
duty to state here the position of affairs
and let the Government devise the best
policy to pursue under the eircumstan-
ces. I donot know what the Govern-
ment in Manitoba propose to do, but I
understand that they have decided to go
on with the undertaking indefiance of the
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facts because 1 think a remedy should be
found to prevent such a gross public
scandal in the administration of the
affairs of the country. The power of
disaliowance should be exercised with
great care, and only in extreme cases.
No doubt circumstances have obliged
the Government to act as they have
done, but the time has come when the
Dominion Government and the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway authoriiies must
find some way to terminate the diffi-
culties which have for some time existed
in Manitoba. Some means must be
found to enable the local authorities to
proceed with the construction of the Red
River Valley Railway, which is so much
needed to facilitate the trade and com-
merce of the country. 1 do not oppose
that scheme, but I am opposed to the
means employed to ensure its construc-
tion. large sums are expended to pro-
mote the settlement of the country. We
send agents to England and other Euro-
pean countries to induce people to come
to Canada, but until we can assure them
that there is no prospect of trouble
arising in the North-West, such as we
had last summer, it will be difficult to

persuade strangers to make that
country their home. The subject
of the Fisheries Treaty is one

of such importance that I do not care
to say much about it at present. I have
merelv to remark that even though the
Treaty should not be ratified by the Sen-
ate of the United States it will serve a
good purpose. It will help to mitigate
the hard feelings which have in one way
or another arisen. The conference be-
tween the representatives of the three
countries will naturally contribute g‘o
facilitate communication between thern,
and if it should be found necessary to
re-open negotiations at any time it will
be easier to arrive at a satisfactory con-
clusion as to existing difficulties, and
also lead to better relations, in com-
merical matters, with our neighbors. We
must feel satisfied that the best has been
done in the interest of Canada, when we
consider the character of the men who
represented us at Washington. No man
in Canada possesses in a larger degree
the confidence' of the public than Sir
Charles Tupper. He was there to guard

Hon. Mr. GIRARD.

his reputation was at stake, and at his
advanced time of life when his hair
is whitening from the effects of hard
work, we cannot suppose  that
he would sully an honorable career, by
neglecting or sacrificiag the interests of
his country. He had the assistance of
the Minister of Justice and the Minister
of Marine and Fisheries, both of whony
are thoroughly acquainted with the fish-
erics question, and have the unbounded
conli lence of their fellow-countrymen. 1
shall now say a word or two with refer-
ence to the North-West Territories. We
admit that it is a very important part of
the Dominion, and that it is destined to-
become, ere many years, still more im-
portant. I remember the first three or
four years after my first arrival here T
found it difficult to say that Manitoba
and the North-West Territories would
very likely become as imiportant in every-
thing which gives prominence to a coun-
try as the Eastern Provinces. I am very
likely to see my predictions realized.
The increase of population and the de-
velopment of our resources has been
such that before many years the North-
West Territories will become, if not the

most important, at least one of the
most important sections of the
Dominion. We must all have

seen with pleasure the introduction
this session of a member from Edmon-
ton—from the extremity of the North-
West Territories—called by his Queen
to become a Senator of Canada. He is
a gentleman well qualified by his know-
ledge of the North-West Territories, as
an old Hudson Bay factor, to be a mem-
ber of this hon. House. T hope it will
not be long before the Government ap-
point another member for the same
Territories, as theyare empowered to do
under the law. With two members here,
ready to furnish information when called
upon, the North-West Territotes will be.
well represented in this House. When
provision is made to organize a Govern-
ment for that country I do not know
what measures will be adopted, but L
hope it will be something less complicated
and expensive than the first organization
in Manitoba. Perhaps the people there
are not quite prepared for all the ma-
chinery requisite for the local government
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agree with me that it isa farce. Ido
not think that there is a man of sense in
this body who does not feel that voting
by ballot is a complete humbug. The
election in Glengarry was by ballot : did
it prevent bribery—has it ever stopped
bribery ? I know that my views are un-
popular, but that does not prevent me
from expressing them. I think in their
heart of hearts two thirds of the people
will agree with me.

HonN. Mr. BELLEROSE—The fact
that great latitude is given by Parliament-
ary practice to speakers debating on the
address from the Throne has suggested
to me that I should take the occasion
during the present debate on the address
in reply to Ris Excellency’s speech at
the opening of the present session, to

in. | put before hon. gentlemen my remarks

on the blue book intituled “Supplement-
ary Report on Penitentiaries for the year
ending on the 3oth June,1886,”—a book
which was laid before Parliament by the
Government at the end of last session.
No doubt hon. gentlemen remember the
many attacks made in this book against
me, someof them soinjurious,that an hon.
Senator thought it his duty, last year, to
call the attention of this House to such
an abuse of the privileges of Parliament,
and call upon the Government to say
what they intended to do. The hon.
leader of the House answered :—

“ My colleagues feel as warmly as this
House can do the gross impropriety that has
been commited by the official inserting this
note, * * * without authority of his superior
officer and in contempt ot this House, I
may say that he has received a very severe
reprimand, and steps have been taken to
mark the sense of the Government in
another way, and it is now under considera.

tion what further steps will be taken on the
subject.”

After such a solemn promise from the
Government I thought I ought to refrain
from entering into any details and throw
no obstacles in the way of settling the
difficulty, but rather leave them to vin-
dicate both this House and my humble
self. A year has elapsed and the Gov-
ernment have not done anything which
can be considered in any way a
vindication of the honor and dignity
of this House.  The ‘consequence
is that' I now stand in a far
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worse position than the one I held last
year. Then 1 stood charged by a
servant of the Government, while to-day
I stand under the same charge sanction-
ed by the Government. Under existing
circumstances I am in honor bound to
do something more than was my former
intention. I cannot remain silent. If
I am such a man as the insinuation in
the blue book, sanctioned by the Govern-
ment, would represent me to be, I should
not occupy a seat in this House. If I
am not such a man, then it is my first
duty to establish the fact and so leave
to hon. gentlemen the task of dealing
with the grave insults placed upon this
House in this blue book, by a
servant of the Government, under the
pretext that I had acted the part of a
a mean man in connection with the
troubles at the Penitentiary of St. Vin-
cent de Paul. With the permission of
hon. gentlemen the latter course is
the one which I shall now follow.
Doubtless your permission will be readily
given. Every member of this House
must be anxious to know whether or not
their colleague, who has been the object
of such a grave breach of the privileges of
this House, has given occasion for
the course followed towards him
and which is so injurious to this
House. My position is a delicate one
The task of making my case quite clear
in a language which is not my native one,
is indeed difficult. But as the attack has
been made in English I consider it only
fair that my answer should be in the
same language, and as the attack has
been made in writing, I shall take the
same stand in regard to my defence. In
this special case hon. gentlemen I beg
your indulgence and request that you
will specially favor me by premitting me
now to read my answer to the allusion
in the blue book referred to. I have
given notice that I will bring this ques-
tion before the House to-morrow, but if
this hon. body, and particularly the hon.
leader would prefer having the address
voted upon, and take up this question
afterwards, I am ready to submit to the
decision of the House.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—While I think
it commends itself to the good feeling of
the House that my hon. friend should

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE,

have an opportunity, not being familiar
with the language, of placing his views
on record by reading them by way of
a personal explanation, at the same time
we are all aware how much the patience
and courtesy of the House has been
strained on some occasions by the read-
ing of long papers. In replying to a
personal attack under the circumstances,
I think the feeling of the House will be
to allow my hon. friend to take the
course he has suggested, until he hears
some expression of non-confidence.

Hon. Mr. HAYTHORNE—Those
hon. gentlemen who have preceded me
in this debate have very clearly and ably
expressed their regrets at the approach-
ing departure® of His Excellency the
Governor-General. I join sincerely in
the regrets which have been expressed
in that connection, I think the system
which the Canadian Constitution pro-
vides for the choice of the head of our
Government is one very favorable to this
country. In point of fact Great Britain
lends us, for a limited period, one of her
most celebrated and experienced states-
men, and as the termination of that period
is now near at hand, we must reconcile
ourselves to take our leave of him. But
I hope this : in whatsoever region of the
Empire or elsewhere His Excellency and
family may have their fortunes cast, that
at all events they will be able to fall
back, in their memories, upon the period
spent amongst us here in Canada with
pleasure and satisfaction. The Speech
commenced with an allusion to the agri-
cultural pursuits of the people of the
Dominion and told us that in some
parts of our country the returns from the
labors of the husbandman have not been
as satisfactory as could be wished. 1
consider that, looking at the extreme
breadth of this Dominion, stretching as
it does from the Atlantic to the Pacific,
we must expect that such contingencies
will happen. I have before now stood
in my place rather inclined to complain
when a deficient harvest had affected
the Province from which I come, that we
had been rather overlooked in the Speech
—that it had been taken for granted that
our crops in Prince Edward Island were
equally good with those of other
parts of Canada. In this connection it
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chance of denial, because I know of
many of the circumstances myself. I
know that in the Province I come from
American fishermen have been treated
invariably, and for years past, with the
utmost courtesy and good will, and the
harsh and uncalled for remarks which
have been made, both in the correspon-
dence between the United States and
the Imperial Government last year, and
which appeared recently to a certain ex-
tent in the published correspondence
were I think altogether uncalled for, and
in most cases without any foundation
whatever. If the House will pardon me
for a moment I should like to read a
few lines from an American source. It
appears in the blue book which was laid
before us last session entitled ¢ Corres-
pondence Relative to the Fisheries
Question 1885-7.” Here is what Capt.
Blake, of the United States schooner
‘“ Andrew Burnham,” writes :—

¢ We finally headed up for Port Mulerave
in Canso, expecting to receive rough usage
from the authorities, but to our surprise
found Collector Murray a perfect gentleman,
willing to aseist me as far as he could with-
out encroaching on the Canadian laws.
Frow there we put in at Port Hawkesbury,
and boarded the cutter ¢Conrad,” and asked
the captain for instructions in regard to the
three-mile limit, and what privileges, if any,
we had. I was answered, in a courteous and
hearty way, that he did not have them
aboard, but that he would go ashore in & few
moments and get me a printed copy of the
regulations; which he did, and assured us
that if we followed them we would be
unmolested ; that he was there to see that
the law was not violated, but not to cause
unnecessary annoyance. After receiving
instructions from the captain, tharks to
im, I went to the Custom House and
entered my vessel, paying twenty-five cents.
I found a very pleasant gentleman in the
collector, who did all in his power to relieve
my mind and make us comfortable.

““Souris was our next port of landing,
where we also reported, and were well treat-
ed. From there we went to Malpeque,
where we found another gentleman in the -
collector. We met the cutter ¢ Houlet’ at
Cascumpec, and had several interviews witk
her commander, Captain Lorway, whom I
found a quiet, just and gentlemanly officer.
My vessel was one of the fleet ordered out of
harbour by him. At that time it was as
good a fish day as one could ask for, and
the instructions were plain that at such

Y |times we had no right to remain in harbour.

At o time is there much water to spare on
the bar, and it is a common occurrence for



46

" The [SENATE)] Address.

vessels to ground in going in or out, and
that some did touch was due to ignorance of
the channel or carelessness on the part of
captains. At the time the order was issued
the weather was fair, but before ali the fleet
could work out through the channel, one of
those sudden changes of weather, 80 much
to be dreaded on such a coast, came, and
the cutter rescinded the order and the fleet
returned. It has been printed in a Boston
paper that, owing to being forced to sea by
the cutier’s orders in bad weather, my
schooner, the ‘Andrew Burnham,’ fouled
two Englishmen and narrowly escaped seri-
ous damage. If true, 1t would look like a
hardship. It was simply this: In getting
under way, in a emall and crowded space,
finding I would not have room. I dropped
our starboard anchor. That not holding,
we let go the other, and it brought us up all
right; not much in this to point to as an
outrage or danger from stress of westher. I
believe Captain Lorway would be a man who
would carry out all the requirements of the
Canadian laws, but I saw pothing in my
experience in those waters that could be
considered as bein%‘ arbitrary or taking a
mean advantage of his official authority to
annoy anyone. Captain Lorway has been a
master of vessels for twenty-five years, is a
wan of high repuiation as a seaman, and as
good a judge of whether the weather is
favorable for a vessel to go to sea as any
man who walks a deck, and when he order-
ed the fleet to sea he went himself, and I
know he would not order a vessel to leave
harbour if there was any danger of loss of
life or property. We reported at Cascum-
pec, and were treated the same as at all
other ports we touched at, If our vessels
would attend to reporting at the Custom
House, the same as they do in our ports, no
trouble would be met with.”

Many other passages might be quoted,
showing that the alleged brutality of
Canadian officials 1s an invention, and
that the conduct of the Dominion and
her Provinces the very reverse of that
imputed to them by certain interested
Americans.

Not to proceed with those extracts for
which the time is not appropriate, I may
say that these are not solitary instances.
There are abundant instances of the same
kind throughout this publication, and in
the various concessions made by Canada
and the provinces to the fishermen of
the United States and their Government.
I think the time is not inappropriate to
apply an antidote to the tale that has
been spread abroad respecting the Can-
adian officials. In my judgment the
whole of this fisheries dispute has been
not the outcome of any feeling of great

" Hon. Mr. HAYTHORNE.

wrong committed by the British colonists
upon the Americans, but.it is the out-
come of disappointed greed of certain
New Englaud fisherman and some un-
scrupulous politicians, who wish to dis-
place the parties in power in Washing-.
ton and to instal another President in
the White House; and for that reason
do not hesitate to misrepresent facts so
as to secure for their party the votes of
the New England fishermen. But I
appeal to hon. gentlemen, is it not a
matter greatly to be regretted that the
interests of a neighboring colony such as
the Dominion of Canada, and
the interests of two great and
powerful nations such as America and
England should be jeopardized through
such mean and ignominious motives ?
Happily such is not the general feeling
of the people of the United States. The
general feeling aof the people of the
Republic, in my opinion, is one of warm,
honest friendship for the people of Great
Britain. Of course to make this state-
ment and allege nothing in proof of it
would be a mere piece of verbosity ; but
I appeal to the conduct of the American
ministers of late years in Great Britain
and to the receptions that those minis-
ters have met whenever they thought
proper to appear in public. Take for
instance the two most recent ministers,
Mr. Lowell and Mr. Phelps. Iremember
an occasion, not so long ago, after the
decease of a well known English clergy-
man, a famous writer and preacher, a
favorite both in England and the United
States—I allude to the late Dean Stanley.
It was proposed that a monument should
be erected to him in Westmingter Abbey,
and the very elite of England were
summoned to consult as to how tkis
should be accomplished. The American
minister was there. He met our
Princes of the blood, our aristocracy,
representatives of our literature and
members of the press, and amongst
them he spoke the mind of the people of
the United States, and it was remarkable
that it should be identical with the mind
of the people of England on this ques-
tion, and through their Minister in Lon-
don they prayed that they might be
allowed to contribute to the monument
to be erected in Westminster Abbey to
the memory of this English clergyman
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occurs to me that while I abstain from
going into the merits or demerits of the
fisheries question, some remarks inci-
dental to the subject are not altogether
inappropriate.

Pursuing the subjects of the address,
I perceive that the Government propose
to take action once more upon the
Electoral Franchise. It certainly does
not seem to indicate a very high grade
of statesmanship having to deal at such
short intervals of time with these impor-
tant questions of the franchise and elec-
tion laws. I cannot say that it disappoints
me very much, for I always anticipated
such would be the case ; the provisions
of the Electoral Law are so cumbersome
and so inappropriate, that the sooner
they are amended the better. I hope
when the amendments are being made
that the Government will introduce
clauses which will give to the people of
the localities a more direct interest in

;| the registration office than they have

hitherto had, and that there will be less
of Government patronage and Govern-
ment appointments connected with it.
The people, through their local alithori-
ties, are best able to make such appoint-
ments as will carry out the details of the
business, while the judges of assize are the
fittest and most independent authorities
with whom should rest the appoiritment
of Revising Barristers—much more fit-
ting than any party Government can be.
My memory carries me back to the time
when, after the passing of the first
British Reform Bill, the electoral lists
went into operation in England and I
have a distinct recollection that upon
the gates of the parish church the voters’
lists year by year were posted ; and the
judicial authority who revised those lists
was appointed, not by the Government,
but by the judges of assize, and that
system continued I think until the pas—
sing of the latest reform bill in England,
when other provisions were made.

I presume from the clause relating to
railways that it is intended that the bills
to amend the Railway Act which it is
proposed to introduce, will have special
reference to companies’ railways ; but I
do hope that whatever measures the
Government introduce will also have re-
ference to the national roads, because I
am of opinion that they are in need of
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reform in their management quite as
much as the companies’ roads. At all
events, supposing its should appear that
they need reform, would it not show the
confidence the Government feel in the
superior management of their own roads?
But while I can say this,and I am
willing to do so, that as far as my
observation has gone the road beds of
the Government Railways over which I
have travelled appear to be in excellent
order and the carriages in which I
have travelled appears to be in good
condition, it does seem to me that there
is a want of good management at the
stations and that the number of men
employed are inadequate to conduct the
business. It must be recollected that
on railroads such as we have in Canada
the traffic comes during a limited
period very heavily on the employes,
while at other times they may have
considerable leisure ; the consequence
is that those inconveniences react upon
the passengers in general. Quite within
a recent period I have observed things
which I thought ought not to be tolerated
upon ‘any raitway. For instance passen-
ger trains arriving at a station are not
drawn up to the platform. It causes
great risk, besides the period for stopping
is so ill defined that passengers are put
to much inconvenience. These defects
are very easily remedied in the hands of
competent managers who understand
the business.

I have given notice myself to-day
with reference to affairs iIn my own
Province to which 1 do not intend to
allude at present. I feel that perhaps
the House has treated me with almost
too much indulgence in listening to me
for half an hour at this advanced period
of the evening, but I could not refrain
from rising to my feet, because it would
have been the first occasion since I held
a seat in this House that I did not offer
a few remarks on the Address at the
opening of Parliament.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—In closing a
somewhat prolonged debate, it is not
my intention to discuss at length any
of the matters referred to in the Address,
which must necessarily come before the
House in another way. The feeling has
long been gaining ground both in this

Hon. MrR. HAYTHORNE.

country and in England that as to im-
portant questions which are likely to be-
come subjects of debate during the ses-
sion upon a substantive motion, it is not
expedient to spend time in discussing
them upcn the Address, when no ma-
terial result can be obtained from such
discussion. It is not therefore my in-
tention to enter upon any of the subjects
mentioned at any length, but merely to
glance hastily and cursorily at some of
them, which have formed the subjects of
remark by hon. gentlemen opposite.

Of course, no one can differ from the
opinions which have been expressed as
to the two gentlemen who moved and
seconded the Address, and the compli-
ments which have been paid to them.
We were unfortunate in the lamented
illness of the Hon. Senator Rolland,
who, it was understood, was to per-
form the function of moving the Address,
but we were gratified by being able
to hear on that subject a gentleman
who has distinguished himself so much,
not only in the other representative
house of the Dominion, but also in his
own province ; and I think the Senate is
indebted both to him and to the hon.
Senator from Hamilton, for the manner
in which they performed the im-
portant duty which they assumed at the
commencement of the Session. A sub-
ject which they and other hon. gentle-
men have referred to, that of the
departure of His Excellency the Gow-
ernor General, is one on which, also, I
am sure this House will have but
one opinion. Everyone will cordially
concur in the sentiments of appreciation
of His Excellency’s services in his high
position, and of regret at his departure,
which have been expressed by every
gentleman who has spoken. We must
all admit, and we will all, I am sure, ad-
mit gladly that His Excellency has per-
formed his duties in an eminently consti-
tutional manner, and that he has also dis-
tinguished himself by promoting in every
possible way a taste for the fine arts, and
culture generally, throughout the Domi-
nion. It must not be forgotten that
like Canada herself, His Excellency
represents two of the great races.of the
world ; and while he has shown his
English extraction by the practical
thoroughness of his attention to business,
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tive, which do not exist in the Treaty at
all—not even in the newspaper copy of
it which my hon. friend cursorily glanced
at before he made his speech. I.do
not think, unless my hon. friend parti-
cularly wishes it, that 1 will on this
occasion even go so far as to point
out any of those points, though it would
not be certainly difficult to do so. Onre-
flection however, I will refer to one.

My hon. friend referring to the
articles of the Treaty, spoke of the case
of an American ship coming into port

- |in consequence of some disaster or

casualty. As my hon. friend explained
to us, a disaster or casualty might
consist in the losing of a hawser, the
carrying away of a topsail, or some un-
foreseen accident, incident to seagoing
vessels of that description, and then he
argued that upon that pretence, having

.| come into harbour, she was authorised

to perform all the acts of a trading
vessel, unload and sell, tranship
reload again, and go out to sea and
fish, My hon. friend in that cursory
glance of his, only looked at one half of
the paragraph to which he referred; it
is article 11 of the Treaty which
provides that :—

¢ United States fishing vessels entering
the ports, bays and harbors of the eastern
and north-eastern coast of Canada, or of the
coasts of Newfoundland under stress of
weather or other casualty, may unload, re-
load, tranship or sell,subject to the customs
laws and regulations, all fish on board.”

That, certainly, is in the treaty as my
hon. friend said: but in the cursory
glace which he gave the article, he did
not read the remainder of the sentence’
which is as follows.

 When such unloading, transhipment or
sale is made necessary as ircidental to the
repairs,”

Now, the unloading and sale of the
cargo or its transhipment to United States

y | ports would not be necessary as inciden-

tal to the repairs, that is to the purchase
of a new hawser, or the fitting of a new
topsail.  And all the reproaches levelled
agairst the Treaty in respect of this
article were entirely groundless. But I
am not going into the Treaty at any
length ; I wish merely to indicate that I
do not concur in the view of the Treaty
which my hon. friend has stated to the
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House. I differ from him in toto as
respects that, and, when the Treaty comes
down, I have no doubt, my hon. friend
having read it, and carefully studied its
provisions, will deal with it with that
candor and fairness which we know is
his usual characteristicc.  That I am
satisfied of.

My hon. friend from Halifax (Mr.
Power) was more moderate in his deal
ings with the treaty, and I was pleased
to see that he is quite prepared to con-
sider it upon its merits, and discuss it
upon its merits, when it comes down,
with a fair appreciation of the difficulty,
which, no doubt, both sides had to
encounter in arriving at any conclusion
at all. There is just one point in my
hon. friend’s observations to which I
would refer, and that is as to the discus-
sion which took place last session with
regard to municipal laws. My hon.
friend put a notice on the paper last
session, in which he called the atten-
tion of the Government to the necessity
for insisting in any negotiations which
might take place, that United States
vessels should be required to conform to
the municipal laws of the Provinces into
whose ports they enter. My hon. friend
will be gratified to see that there
is a clause in the treaty devoted to
that subject. It is a fact that at
one time the American Government
contended that their ships were not
to be bound by our municipal
regulations, because in that case they
argued that they might be deprived of all
the benefits of the Treaty of 1818 ; but
they receded from that position, in the
main, long ago ; and now, an article of
the treaty, so far as I can judge from the
newspaper report of it, provides expressly
with respect to the precise point to which
my hon. friend called my attention.
Only one word more with regard to this
treaty. My hon. friend from Ottawa
read a passage; and I have seen 1t
quoted in newspapers and in speectes
with regard to the treaty, a paragraph
from the correspondence laid on the
table last session, and my hon. friend
claimed that the Government had
entirely forgotten the position they then
took. The paragraph is as follows :—

«8uch a surrender on the part of Canada
would involve the abandonment of a valu-

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT.

able portion of the national inheritance of
the Canadian people, who would certainlv
visit with just reprobation those who were
guilty of 8o serious a neglect of the trust
committed to their charge.”

~ Now to what does this refer? My
hon. friend would have us helieve that
this has reference to the arrangements
which are made in the treaty, and to the
concessions, if any there be, which are
contained in the treaty. In point of
fact this occurs in a representation of
the Privy Council upon a formal state-
ment of all the pretensions of the Ameri-
can Government, in correspondence
long before the appointment cf the
Plenipotentiaries ; not merely those
which had been dealt with by this
treaty, but many of them I dare say not
brought up at all in the discussion upon
this treaty. They are summed up by the
Privy Council in this way :—

It is not to be expected, that after hav-
ing earnestly insisted upon the necessity
of a stricf maintenance of these Treaty
rights, and upon the respect due by foreign
vessels, while in Canadian waters, to the
municipal legislation by which all vessels
resorting to those waters are governed, in
the absence moreover of any decision of
a legal tribunal to show that there has been
any straining of the law in those cases in
which it has:been put in operation, the
Canadian Government will suddenly and
without justification supplied by anv new
facts or argumentg withdraw from a position
taken up (feliberate]y, and by doing so, in
effect, plead guilty to the whole of the charge
of oppression, inhumanity and bad faitl.,
which, in language wholly unwarranted by
the circumstances of the case, have been
made against it by the public men of the
United States.”

That is the conduct which the Privy
Council stigmatizes as a surrender on
the part of Canada of its national in-
heritance, and no such circumstances,
no such pleading guilty, no such admis-
sion or abandment of its pretensions is
to be found in this treaty, or in the con-
duct of its representatives. On the con-
trary I am confident we will find, when
we reczive this treaty, that it will be con-
sidered in the words of his Excellency,
‘“ honorable and satisfactory to both na-
tions.” And it will be found that neither
our representative from Westminster nor
our representative from Ottawa has be-
trayed in any respect the interests of the
Dominion. But my hon. friend com-
plained that while sympathy was ex-
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the people had no money with which to
pay for it, no matter how cheap it was
And that same stagnation in trade, and
absence of reward tor labor, in every
branch of business comprised all the
products of the farm. Then butter was
made into car wheel grease for want of
somebody to buy it and eat it. That
kind of stagnation prevailed when we
had none of these cotton kings,
no ranch kings, no iron masters
and no sugar refiners such as we
now hear about, many of those indus-
tries now existing, employing tens of
!thousands of our people, and enabling
them to earn not only, the necessities
but the comforts of life by honest labor
in those industries. I hope that my
hon. friend, in speaking of all those
industrial undertakings, does not mean
to say that he wishes them to stop—that
'he wishes to destroy all those manufac-
jturers; thac he wishes us to send to
other countries our laborers and mechan-
ics, who have now become skilled in the
working of those industries ? I sincerely -
trust that he does not mean that ; and I
think the country is to be congratulated,
as His Excellency says it should be, on
its prosperity, and I understand the
phrase to include the people prosecuting
these great manufacturing industries of
tour country, as well as, and no more and
ino less than the numerous and important
section of our people engaged in agricul-
ture. 1 regret that the drought, and not
the Tory Government, has caused
a shortness in the crop in some not very
extensive sections of the country, but I
hope 1 do not understand my hon.friend
correctly if he suggests that another re-
medy is, not even to go back to the
state of things in 1878, but to hand all
the property and the industries of this
country over to another? I tooka hur-
ried note of my hon. friend’s remarks
but still I doubt if he really started the
idea of unrestricted reciprocity or com-
mercial union, as a remedy for all those
things of which he complained.

. Hon. Mr. SCOTT—Unrestricted re-
ciprocity, not commercial union.

Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—I have never
been able to discover any difference be-
tween them, and I do not think there is
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any difference. I am not going to dis
cuss them now, for they may be subjects
for discussion on another occasion. But
it seems strange to me that my hon.
friend should complain of some conces-
sions which he says have been made by
the fisheries treaty, as a sacrifice of the
interests of Canada ; yet should be
prepared to hand over the whole of those
fisheries to the United States., without
any remuneration or any advantage
whatever, beyond simply the right of
shipping their produce to the United
States free of duty.

Hon, Mr. SCOTT—A free market.

HoN.Mr.ABBOTT—That is,the hon.
gentleman proposes to introduce into the
fishing grounds of Canada—this inherit-
ance of incalculable value—60,000,000
people, and to grant to them the same
rights in those fisheries that are now pos-
sessed by our five millions. In that
way, probably, at the end of ten yelrs,
we would find the coast of Canada, like
the coast of Maine,without sufficient fish
to repay the fishermen for visiting them.
That invaluable property he does not
hesitate to hand over ; and what else ?
He would give them all Canada as a
free market for their manufactures, and
so produce a state of things worse than
the condition we escaped from in
1878, when, notwithstanding the ex-
isting duties, our markets were made a
slaughter ground for American manufac-
tures : so that it was impossible for native
industries to stand up against such com-
petition as we were subjected to by the
wealthy capitalists, and trained artizans,
of the enormous manufactories of the
Eastern States. So that in addition to
the fisheries, the home market our man-
ufacturers have a right to look to, would
be harded over ; trade would be diverted
from our shores; our revenue would be
destroyed ; the control of our own traffic
would be taken from us; and, in fact,we
should lose everything that a free, an in-
dustrious, and a spirited people, as I
hope we are, could value—all are to be
handed over to our neighbors.

Hon. MRr. SCOTT—No.
Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—VYes we should
Hox. Mr. ABBOTT.

be deprived of the power of fixing our
own duties and therefore of regulating
our own revenue. Itis a policy which
I bope I shall have an opportunity of
exposing before long. To adopt unres-
tricted reciprocity would be to abandon
the entire control of our uwn affairs. It
was such a policy as this which brought
about the trouble between the United
States and England when the tea was -
thrown into Boston harbour because it
was taxed by a country in whose Parlia-
ment they had no voice, and by the
imposition of duties over which they had
no control.—

Hon. Mr. MILLER—Worse than
that ; the country that taxed them was
the Mother country. ’

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—How could
we do anything to promote the expansion
of our trade under commercial union ?
Every measure for that purpose would
have to be subjected to the control of the
American  Government ; and what
should we do for revenue? Should we
take the pittance that might be dealt
out to us by the United States at their
pleasure as a gratuity for what we have
relinquished and to enable us to carry
on our Government and pay for the ad-
ministration of justice ? Such a position
is one I hope I may never live to see,
and I do not believe that I ever will see.
I have too much faith in the spirit of in-
dependence of the people of Canada to
believe that such a state of things can
ever be allowed to prevail.

The hon. gentleman from New West-
minster (Mr. Mclnnes) made some
plaintive remarks as to the neglect of his
Province, with regard to their fisheries.
Now, the reason why I think this Com-
mission did not take up the question of
their fisheries, was, that it was not refer-
red to them-—and if the Commissioners
made such a bad Treaty as his remarks.
a little while ago indicated, it was a for-
tunate thing for that Province. The
whole discussion before the conference
was as to the fisheries on the North-East
coast of America ; it was with reference
to those fisheries that there has been a
series of disputes lasting from before
1814 ; and it was with respect to those:
disputes that the reference was made.
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has any knowledge in International Law.
So that my hon. friend may rest satisfied
that such lamentable transactions as
those in Behrings Sea will not in all pro-
bability be repeated.

I am sure that everyone will feel grat-
ified at the moderate way in which my
hon. friend, coming from such a warm
atmosphere as Manitoba (I speak of
artificial heat), has been pleased to treat
the question of disallowance. Iam sure
my hon. friend has considered, and I
think probably a good many people in
Manitoba have carefully considered the
position of this matter. In the first
place, as was said last session, when the
matter came up for discussion, the policy
which they claim they are injured by, is

.|one which was adopted betore the

present Pacific Railway Company was
incorporated. It was adopted before the
present Government came into power.

?| It was adopted by Mr. Mackenzie’s Gov-

ernment, and was followed up by this
Government; it received the approba-
tion, I think of the large majority of the
representatives of Canada last ses-
sion, and I am not disposed to con-
sider that that decision has been
changed. The enormous expenditure
made by the country to establish the
C. P. R. was made for the purpose of
creating a highway between the two
oceans on our own territory, and to
secure for the Dominion the trade of its
own ports. The efforts being made in
Manitoba tends to divert the trade of
the North-West from a large portion of
Canada. The war which has been de-
clared, nominally against the C. P. R.,
is really a war against every port on the
Atlantic seaboard. It is a war against
St. John, Halifax, Quebec, Montreal ;
in fact, against every port to which a
ship has access in the waters of the Do-
minion, because it is calculated to divert
from those ports, and into the ports of a
foreign country, the traffic which we had
a right legitimately to claim for "our-
selves as just compensation to the Do-
minion for the expenditure upon
our naticnal highway, and for the
protection generally, of the trade
of our country. It is not to be
denied that the people of Manitoba
and the North-West must have sufficient
means of transportation for their products
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at reasonable rates. That is a principle
which must be conceded, which no one
can deny, and which no one is disposed
to deny. It has been said that there has
been an interruption of this transporta-
tion during the past winter. I under-
stand that trains have been delayed, but
to say that it has been to the extent or
has assumed the proportions which are
stated in the communications from that
country, I think my hon. friend himself
will admit is absurd. Every day fur-
nishes evidence that the extraordinary
statements as to the blockade as it is
called are enormously exaggerated.
The actual figures have been given,
showing the exact number of cars which
are in default, and which were not fur-
nished from day to day during the whole
period of this so-called blockade. And
that statement shows that from 250,000
to 300,000 bushels of wheat, or about
four days work, is all that is in delay. [
see that Brandon has passed a resolution
backing up the Winnipeg Board of Trade
on this subject. I have had occasion to
see a return made by a bank agent at
Brandon, whose duty it was to give
exact information on this subject, quite
independent of the Government or of the
railway, which came down four days ago,
and which said that the previous week
23,000 bushels of wheat came into
Brandon, and the railway company had
furnished 73 cars. These cars were suf-
ficient to carry down more than the
whole of the wheat sent in, yet I find
Brandon is one of the places which has
protested against “ the blockade.” A
little consideration would show how un-
reasonable this outcry is. We have had
a severe winter, and for three or
four weeks an almost unprecedented
quantity of snow north of Lake Superior
and westward of it. The railways in
the Western States, instead of being
moving all the time,-as the Canadian
Pacific Railway has been, have abandon-
ed whole trains in the snow for six weeks
at a time. Those gentlemen who make
those representations from Manitoba
know that this is the fact. What is
needed on the Canadian Pacific Railway
is additional cars to carry this traffic.
My hon. friend knows perfectly well we
will have from his Province this year
about 12,000,000 bushels of wheat to

Ho~. Mr. ABBOTT.

export. What proportion does that bear
to the exportations of previous years?
It is not many years since I had the
honor of being engaged in the discussion
of the charter of the Canadian Pacific
Railway Company, and at that time it
was stated that probably one train a day
would be sufficient to carry all the
traffic for that road for years. Itis just
eight years ago since that discussion took
place,and in good faith on all hands,it was
supposed that one train a day might
accommodate the western traffic that
would come to the Canadian Pacific
Railway. And this year its wheat traffic
has jumped say from 4,000,000 hushels
to three times that amount.  Is it strange
that with such an extraordinary ratio of
progress in the traffic the company
should find itself, for a time, hampered
for want of rolling stock, in the carrying
of traffic so far exceeding the most
extravagant calculations, I am not able to
tell you how many trains a day have
been passing over the Canadian Pacific
Railway this winter, but at least from
fifteen to twenty trains a day have been
carrying the products of the North-West
to the seaboard during the whole season.
Additional elevators and warehouses are
urgently required, and an additional
guantity of rolling stock is needed, more
cars and more locomotives, and we
understand efforts are being made to
obtain them ; and though we may have
another harvest next year as far exceed-
ing this one as the harvest of this season
has exceeded the last, I hope there
will be found no necessity for any
complaints of transportation facilities.
I repeat that the North-West and Mani-
toba claim no more than their right,
when they demand that they should have
means of transportation, prompt and
sufficient for the products of their coun-
try : and no effort will be spared in the
provision of such means, consistent with
the interests of the Dominion.

With these few remarks, I shall simply
say that I hope the Address will be
adopted, and that when the Treaty itself
comes down, the most important subject
referred to in the Speech, we shall be
able to fulfil the hope expressed by His
Fxcellency. As respects all the other
subject matters of the Speech, I may say
that everyone appears to approve of them
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as proper subjects for legislation, and I
trust when the Bills come down, that
there will be a candid and fair concur-
rance of both sides of the House, in en-

€avoring to make them as perfect as
Possible,

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned at 6:20 p. m.

THE SENATE.

Ottawa, T uesday February 28th, 1888.

THr SPEAKER took the Chair at 3
O'clock,

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE PROCEEDINGS.
MOTION,

Hown. Mg, GOWAN moved ;—

That a Spec; : i
pecial Committee be appointed
:gu';;;ne new Rules and Orders mf(ﬁ'orms
regulatl,l‘g proceedings in divorce, and for
OF i Ing the procedure upon applications
Omm?:;ce before the Senate, and that such
Heuei] ee shall consist of the Honorable
Pelleti::a f}olzvbott,M Miiller,ldchtE, Divckey,

s er, E:1 i
Haythorne and the mz‘::-a (B €, Vidal,

koo 41 think it is within the
ouge gi of many members of this
o subt' at for some years past
and thJeCt of divorce proceedings
have net practice  concerning it
Y ow Ot been favorably regarded.
D persnnal observation has led

me to the conclusion that some reform
is urgently needed, and I am satisfied
that every one who has considered the
subject must be impressed with the
necessity of something being done
towards placing the proceedings for
divorce in Parliament on a better and
more satisfactory footing. I had hoped
that possibly the matter might be
undertaken by the Government, or that
some gentlemen of experience in the
House might have engaged in the neces-
sary study and preparation and submit-
ed a scheme to effect the needed reform,
but no one seemed dispased to do so,
so feeling very strongly impressed with
the necessity of action, I made up my
mind that as a matter of duty I should
submit the question to this House, and
accordingly I gave the notice which is -
now upon the paper. It is due to the
House that I should enter somewhat
fully into the matter and explain some
details of the measure, for in a matter of
this kind, not merely the principle
should be given, but the manner in
which the remedy proposed is to be
carried out, should be explained also, it
being largely a matter of proceedure. I
regret that it has not fallen to some one
more competent to deal with the subject
but after a very careful consideration
and much reflection, I have prepared a
measure which I trust may not be found
unacceptable, for I am persuaded that
it is necessary, and I feel confident that
it will be an improvement on the existing
procedure and remove many, if not all,
the objections which have been urged
against it, and that without addirg
one farth'ng to the public burden.

- There are few hon. gentlemen from
my own Province at least, who have not
heard complaints and objections touch-
ing the mode of proceedure in divorce
cases, and there has been generated a
desire for the establishment of a divorce
court as a remedy. I do not,as I now
view the matter, favor so expensive and
radical a change. The remedy, I believe,
is in our hands, and can be promptly
applied, and with a saving instead of a
large outlay to the country. There is
beyond doubt, a general and strongly
expressed sentiment for a reform of some
kind, whatever form it may assume. I
have been told that no manifestation of
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public opinion will aid a move in the
Senate, wherein only the reform I pro-
pose can be accomplished. This, and
many other unkind and unjust things
have been said of the Senate. As respects
this particular allegation that the influ-
ence of public opinion is not sensitively
felt in this chamber, I believe it is not
true, and I am acting now becausz I so
think. For the most part, men advanced
in years of the people, from the people,
and representatives, as we ought to be,
of the independent worth and intelli-
gence of the community, all our interests
bou: d up in the prosperity of our coun-
try, which I believe, includes the conser-
vatism of existing institutions, so un-
worthy a feeling as indifference to public
opinion—well-considered public opinion

" —ought not, and does not prevail in this
chamber.

The subject of divorce I know has
occupied the thoughts, if it has not tound
full expression from the lips of very many
earnest Christian men in Canada, men
who have looked with horror and alarm
upon the lax administration of the law,the
encouragements to divorce in other hands
—wherein also was the feeling of alarm
and the warnirg voice heard—too late
or despised.

In France a system of lax divorce was
established by the law of 1792, and was
substantially confirmed by the code but
was abolished on the restoration. From
1830its re enactment has been frequently
pressed ; in 1884 it was again establish-
ed, and this with the experience of their
own past, and in the face of the dire evils
laid bare in the history and statistics of
divorce in the United States. M.
Nagquet, who introduced and vehemently
advocated the law of 1884, was for
divorce without any reason assigned and
by either party even against the will of
the other.  His constant cry was “ je suis
pour la solution de 1792.” He argued
for supreme laxity, giving as a reason the
further we can get away from the existing
law of prohibition the better; other
alleged reasons are “liberty” and
“ civilization,” as thus :—

¢ Je suis pour la solutionla plus large,
parce que j’ai au plus haut degré le respect
de la liberté individuelle, et que je ne
saurais admettre, en aucun cas, que'la loi
puisse contraindre , les citoyens corporelle-
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went dans un ordre de choses oi, en dehors
de la libre volonte, il n’y a plus que dégra-
dation, immoralité révoltante.”

On the same wide principle he de-
fends the repudiation of an unwiiling
partner at the pleasure of the other:—

«Il est contraire au principe de notre
civilisation actuelle qu’un homme ou une
femme puisse étre contraint corporellement ;
les contrats n’ont d’autre sanction que la
condamuation & des dommages—intéréts ou
des condamnations analogues, jamais I’obli-
tion de faire ou ne pas faire. Le divorce
eat doncfde droit lorsqu’un des époux,
Pexige, ~alors méme au’il ne s’appuie
sur aucun motil légal pour P’exiger.”

A franker exhibition of logical selfish-
ness than this application of the contract
theory it would be hard to find. It is
but one step from this doctrine to what
of Baron Wilhelm Von Humbolt and his
commentators in the Westminster
Review.

(I have quoted M. Naquet from a
most admirable work ¢ Marriage and its
Enemies in England,” by John Walter
Lea, a well known writer on Christian
morals.)

I have not been able to see the law of
1884. Strangely enough it'is not to be
found in the Library of Parliament, but
judging from a published letter of M.
Naquet in July 1884, the measure must
have been largely in harmony with his
vicious views. He says—*“ Je suis donc
trés content de résultat obtenu.”

I should like to show something of
the workings of lax divorce laws in
France, but my imperfect knowledge of
French is a difficulty. I may mention the
evil showed itself from the first. Within
three months after the passing of the law
of the National Assembly (for the encour-
agement, I may say, of divorce) almost as
many divorces as marriages were register-
ed in Paris, and in the whole Kingdom
20,000 divorces in eighteen months-—a
perfect deluge of immorality overflowing
the country. Well might Abbé Gregoire
exclaim ¢ Praiment cette loi-ci vent bien-
tot desoles” toute la Nation.” But what
concerns us more closely is the growth
of the evil in the United States a country
with which we have such intimaterelations
and which borders us for some 3,000
miles. Hear what some of their own
writers say.
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A writer in a leading American jour-
nal some years ago, speaks thus : —

“ The large number of divorces granted in
the United States, the rapidly increasing
“umber ot applications for divorce, the ever
<hanging variely of causes of divorce, and
“le_ strong dispos'tion manifested by legis-
lative bodies to afford every facility asked
or a dissolution of the marriage con-
tract, is engagiug the earnest attention of
Moralists and thinking men.”

A well known American divine, after
referring to the fact that *formerly the
law allowed less latitude to applications
or divorce ” and speaking of the progress
Of the evil as “alarming and terrible,”
'f“"d “ the baneful influence of this cor-
.. Fuption on a people otherwise remark-
- ably distinguished for their intelligence,

morals and religion,” and pleads in

Scathing language against latitude in di-
‘Vorce,

i The progress of divorce,” said he,
“‘though different in different countries will
In al] be dreadtul beyond conception” * *
t ey are divorced and undivorced, adul-
‘terers and adulteresses, of whown the spirit of

ruth hath said that not one of them shall
eoter into the Kingdom of God. Over such
‘:)ect)untry a virtuous man, if such an one
o found, will search in vain to find a virtu-
‘\v"lls wife. Wherever he wanders nothing

‘ll meet his eye but stalking bare-faced
(l:)o lution—the realm around him has be-

Ome one vast brothel ; one great Province
ot the world of perdition.”

A more recent writer says :

€.
fo ‘ Among the social problems which are
rafiqed upon us for solution none are maore
lcal in their relation to society at large
wi:}l: the matter of divorce,none are charged
2 greater danger for the future of the
. hmted States. Ifthe foundations be des-
o *;d what can the righteousdo®* * * *
ent statistics are appalling. Where we
:zléld least expect it iEpNew jﬂngland the
ar of the Puritans the evil is assuming
‘maﬁe_Ponruons. The ratio of divorce to
ten. LBEE in several States i now ag one to
one g’ even greater in some States, and in
cl‘easet;te the ratio has, within 20 years in-
city * gorn Lto5l,t01 to 21! * Inthis
court, (New York) < in only three of our
decre:d dearly 3000 divorces have been
was a1 Bince 1870 and the number in 1882
n A'most double thai in 1872. Where-
%“nd‘g‘ll this grow ? Is it not time to
€ alarm is not the marriage bond

Coming a rope of sand.”

ter‘:{)n‘mgﬁ the causes stated for this
T le state of morals is

he extre i i i
sey me laxity of divorce laws in
eral States by which every facility is

f

wiorded sor annulling the marriage con-
tract.”

And the writer goes on to say—

¢ Qur Courts have a duty on the case. In
the interests of morality and public virtue
they are bound to frown upon this growin
laxity and lay a strong hand upon the evi
to the full extent of their power Also to
take the lead in a movement for reform of
State divorce laws, and to secure a National
law that shall be uniform and wholesome in
its operations.”

I quote from an able and well®known
periodical “ The Homiletic Monthly”
for November 1883.

1 will give another extract from the
same publication for July 1884, some
facts and statistics which may well startle
the virtuous and religious part of the
community.

¢« Connecticut granted 91 divorces in 1849
—aboutone for each 35 marriages of the year.
In 1878 the annual average for 15 years had
become 445. or one to every 10'4 marriages.
Vermont granted 94 divorces in 1860, or one
to every 23 marriages ; and 197 in 1878,with
& ratio to marriages of one to 14. Massa-
chusetts 243 in 1860, or one to 51 marriages;
and 600 in 1878, or one to 21'4. In New
Hampshire there were 107 in 1860, and 314
in 1882. This latter year the ratio was one
to 10-9; in the former it must have been
about one to 31. Rhode Island recorded 162
in 1869, or one in 14 marriages ; and 271 in
1882, the ratio becoming one to 11. There
were 587 in Maine in 1880, probably one to
at most 10, or possibly even 9, marriages.
From such reports as other States give, a
similar condition of things is found. The
ratio of divorces to marriages in Ohio was
one to 26 i 1865, while 1,806 divorces were

ranted in 1882, or one to 16'8 marriages.
%n the two most populous counties of Minne-
sota the ratio of divorce suifs to marriages
rose in ten years in the one county from one
to 29'3 to one to 22°9, and in the other from
ouve to 19 to one in 12. For six years the
ratio of divorce suits begun in Cook County,
I11. (Chicago), to marriage licenses issued
wag one to 9'5. In 1882 the ratio of divorces
actually granted was found to be one in 13'4,
which ‘is almost exactly the ratio for the
year before in Louisville. St. Louis granted
“ about 305 divorces” in one year, and in
the pext 4:0 suits were enter San Fran-
cisco divorced 333 married pairs in 1880,
and 364 the next year Making the estim-
ate of 9 marriages to 1,000 inhabitants, there
were granted in thac city in the latter year
a divorce to each 578 marriages! Rev. J.
E. Dwinell, of California, gives the statistics
of 29 counties, out of 52 in that State, which .
show that 5,849 marriage licenses were
issued and 789 divorces granted, or one
divorce to 741 licenses, Yet counties in
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other States than California make as bad or
a worse showing. Philadelphia, it is said,
granted 101 divorces in 1862, 215 in 1872,
and 477 in 1882. There were 212 in New
York City in 1870, and 316 in 1882. Com-
plete returns show that New England
granted 2,113 divorces in 1878, and probably
the number last year wag still greater, not-
withstanding important legislation which
has reduced the number in some of these
States. It is safe to say that divorces have
doubled in proportion to marriages or popu-
lation in most of the Northern States within
thirty years,

“ Krofh a recent report of the ¢Italian
Bureau of Statistics,’ covering a period 01{
ten years, we learn that theincrease ior eac
1,000 marriages belween ‘71 and 19 in
France was from 446 fo 914, in England
and Wales from ‘98 to 2-17; in Denmark
from 3627 to 4029. Between 1871
and 1880 Ttaly remained stationary: Bel-
gium increased from 2:85 to T40; Holland
from 520 to 7-35; Scotland from 11 to *29;
Sweden from 4:96 to 7°50; and Roumania
from 9:05 to 10-86. Switzerland has the
highest figures in Europe. Her rate is about
46, but in some cantons it is far higher.
Other countries report for shorter periods.
In Wurtemburg the increase is from 567 in
1876 to 12 25 in 1879; in Saxony from 21 in
1875 to 31°42 in 1878; in Thuringia from
14:33 to 1748 in eight years; and in Baden
from 4 53 to 7-31 in seven years; in Alrace-
Lorraine from: 4:46 in 1874 to 7-85 in 1880;
in Hungary trom 674 in 1876 to 10in 1880;
#d in Russia from 1-33 in 1871 to 2:05 in
1877. From these facts, as reported both
from the Old World and the New, it is ap-
garent that th>re is a rapidly rising tide of

ivorce among the progressivc nations,
though the main swelland crest of this dark
tidal wave is in America; and this is
nowhere higher than where it breaks into
the Pacific.”’

and still later in the January number of
1886 of a * Monthly Magazine of relig-
ious thought and discussicns of practical
issues,” I find the following :—

¢ The country begins to be pretty
thoroughly aroused to the evils of frequent
divorce and the necesuity of wise and efficient
measures to ward off the imminent danger
to the family and to the state and church as
well.  The evil has put on such fearful
proportions during the last few years and
chimes in so readily with the present
demoralized condition of society, that only
combined special and persistent measures
will have the least chance of success.”

“The National Divorce Reformed
League,” a most admirable association
formed in New England in 1881, seems
to be doing a great work in connection
with auxiliary bodies having similar aims.
Its membership includes representatives
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of all leading Christian bodies, Protest-
ant and Roman Catholic, and it is con-
ducted upon principles of Catholicity.
The Rev. Wm. Dike, the corresponding
secretary of the society, an able, earnest
and energetic man, is doing a noble
work, and under many difficulties dif-
fusing information and arousing public
attention to the nature and extent of the
evil. The influence of the society he is
connected with, mainly through his rest-
less efforts, has, in- the United States,
been widely felt, and it has been the
means of securing more stringent regu-
lations in respect to divorce in several of
the States. :

I might go on for an hour citing the
opinions of great and good men in the
neighboring Union and multiply statis-
tics going abundantly to show the evils
of lax divorce laws and a still more lax
administration, abounding in frauds. I
could tell of allaring notices by “divorce
‘“ brokers guaranteeing secrecy and speed
“in securing a divorce for citizens of
‘“any State or country—advice free”—-
invitations to our people to “cross the
lines,” come back as divorced and call
themselves free : but I have said enough
to show the utter demoralization-—the
low ante-Christian views which prevail
respecting the marriage state and the
family. And *if the family be struck
down the foundations are destroyed and
the State and the Church must fall with
it.”  But how is the family to be pre-
served if the religious sustenance be dis-
dained and the merely pactional is to
take its place. In this connection [
would quote the historian Lecky, from.
his grand work on European morals :

¢ Against these notions (of transient con--
nection and easy divorce) Christianity de-
clared a direct and implacable warfare. * * *
It taught as a religious dogma, invariable,
inflexible and independent of all utilitarian
calculations, that all forms of intercourse of
the sexes, other than life long unions, were
criminal. * * * There is probably no other
branch of ethics which has been so largely
determined by special dogmatic (heolog{'w

ana there is none which would be so deeply
affected by its decay.”

Thank God the people of Canada
know how to estimate and do value and
cherish the sacred character of the matri-
monial tie, the purity and sacredness of
the famiiy—they know these sentiments
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—attributes of the higher law—are the
Source and life of Christian civilization
and that without them no nation can
Permanently prosper. One of the ablest
and purest writers and thinkers of the
day, Goldwin Smith, has well said—
.. The family is of more importance than
. the State’; the family may regenerate
N the State but the State cannot regener-
ate the family.

We may well be thankful that 7« can
Show a cleaner record than that of any
other progressive people on the face of
the earth.” Till within a few years the
Tatio of divorce to population did not
€xceed one to a million of o people
(the highdgt in any year was under three
to a million) but who can deny that a
germ of evil has reached us, who can
deny that there is evidence of a growing
tenden_cy towards loose views —a folerance
Ol sentiments that a few years ago would

ave been promptly scouted and con-
d‘?mned. Nor is it to be wondered at
With the contagion of evil example at our
00rs, a sort of legalized licentiousness
under the specious veil of divorce, obtain-
able in some States on the most frivolous
grounds—decrees almost mechanically
granted with indecent haste—a frightful
¢vil all the more fatal to morals and the
IT:dre dangerous to us because flourishing
th er the shadow of law and amongst
€ Citizens of a great and mighty nation
—Deople of our own race, speaking our
Mother (ongue, with whom we are in
§§2~er,a‘ and constant communication—
Coula » literary ~and commercial, their
et Ntry bordering us for some 3,000
t:les. Yes, the best men in the United
. sttes have looked upon their divorce
ystem as a malignant epidemic of evil.
n:::le thirty years ago the evil was con-
Domer t0 a few States, but the diffusive
and nOf poisonous principles prevailed,
from tl?w 1t has overspread the country
early 4 € Atlantic to the Pacific. In the
distaays the people saw the danger at
erh nce, and abhorred the evil thing,

w o 2PS they thought with Pope——
Ti]c:tls & monster of such hideous mein
t0 be hated needs but to be seen ;7

and 4
“hd disregarded the moral :

et seen too o
We first c oft familiar grows her face—

and the | r{dure, then pity, then embrace;”
—its Ir‘l‘-.llPSlduol.ls influence worked on
align effect is now palpable to all.

Dare e say proximity to evil example
can work no corruption of sentiment
amongst us. Are we in any respect
better than the men who assisted to ex-
tend the mighty nation to the south-—
the men of the strong will and toiling
hand, who in the field, the forest, tle
minz and on the lzke and the river,
worked, and worked successfully, in ex-
tending the settlements, and doing all
that intelligence and labor could accom-
plish? No, we can claim nothing of the
kind—as they were so are we. Human
nature is the same, and the influences
they succumbed to must sooner or later
operate with us it we do not (warned
by their past) take precautions in
time. Let us not slumber under
the conscious feeling that no gen-
eral loosening of moral restraints is to
be found in this community. Eternal
watchfulness is one of the safeguards of
National purity as well as liberty. I.ct
us take precautions in time. We have
ample provision to guard against the in-
troduction of contageous diseases an«|
for treatment should they appear. Surely
something may be done towards public
safety in respect to a virus worse than
leprosy itself regarding its effects on the
social condition. It is the province of
law in the National life to protect and
conserve, and the conservation of morals.
is a worthy and a noble aim,

The subject of divorce has not been
unnoticed in the public press, but it has
not been pressed upon public attention
by those who might be expected to
notice the moral and religious bearing of
the question. And yet we Canadians
value religion and its teachings. We
have churches, church buildings and
“meeting houses” thickly dotted over
the country. Nearly every religious
body has an organ of its own, our
ministers we count by the thousand.
One is almost tempted to ask-——are
the watchmen all ignorant, or are
they blind or sleeping, that loud warniny
voices have not rung again throughout
this Christian land. Even the notorious
Col. Ingersoll had a word to say against
lax views touching marriage and the
family ; declining in this particular the
teachings o' his infidel school.

His words are emphatic. He says:

“ Civilization rests upon the family. The
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good family is the unit of good govern-
ment. The virtués grow * * where one
man loves one woman. Lover, husband,
wife, mother, father, child, home—without
these sacred words the world is but a lair,
and men and women merely beasts.”

I find this mentioned in an admirable
hitter work ¢ Mistakes of Modern Infi-
dels™ by the Rev. Mr. Northgraves, a
Canadian priest, who remarks “ this is
almost the only truth to be found in the
book named, ¢ Mistakes of Moses ’ #fand
adds :—

Take away God’s revelation and how will
you show that man may not have as many
wives a8 the Grand Turk * * You are in-
cousistent in _using such arguments while
rejecting Christianity. You cannot produce
{rom al% the repertoirs of infidels & solid
argument against polygamy.”’

This may be said for Ingersoll that he
does not at all events glory in the senti-
mental impurities of Eugene Sue who
speaks of marriage as a galling device.
A pledge that cannot be taken without
falsehood or folly. “We ought not,”
“ Sue says, “to accept such bonds for
“were our love to cease we would wear
“ chains that would then be a horrible
“ tyranny. ”

1 have dwelt pzrhaps too lon nhi;
aspect of the subject and sh>1  have
reserved my small measure of strength,
to speak of the practical side ; but T felt
it a plain duty to bring out facts and to
direct attention to great dangers which I
believe threaten us, but may be averted
by the zealous use of proper means.

The Constitution has conferred upon
Parliament the power of granting divorce,
Whether it would have been been better
to enact a general law on the subject
and leave a court or courts to apply legal
rules in particular cases, I do not now
pause to discuss. Z%ere is the power
and what has been done to regulate its
exercise? Whatever differences of opinion
there may exist on the subject of divorce,
all will agree with me that the law which
permits separation between man and
wife—the dissolution of a sacred life tie
—should be administered by a known
and safe method, the causes of dissolu-
tion supported by reliable evidence,
severely, calmly and discreetly tested,
and the enquiry conducted with some
regard to legal forms.

Those who feel contrained to vote
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against divorce in every case will I hope
cee with me, that any scheme for better
regulating and guarding the exercise of
the legislative power of divorce against
hasty or imperfectly considered action
and calculated to secure what is orderly
and safe in administration will be a
positive good, and 1look with confidence
for their favorable consideration of the
scheme, and trust that they will accord at
least as much sympathy and aid as those
who hold the same views in the United
States Aave accorded to the efforts for
divorce reform in that country.

A legislative body is not, necessarily,an
unsafe tribunal for dealing with applica-
tions for divorce ; but if it be essential to
safe working in the ordinary courts of jus-
tice,that #4ez» proceedure should betraced
out and known, by a stronger reason is
this required under a legislative process.

The existing rules of the Senate, which
had their origin many years ago, are
incomplete and imperfect, giving rise to
well founded complaint causing waste
of time ; and they tend, in my judgment,
to uncertainty in result.

Before going into the question of new
rules and orders, a brief reference to the
practice of divorce may be made.

In England, before the passing of the
Divorce Court Act (1858), no court ex-
isted which could give complete redress
on the violation of matrimonial duty,
but as early as 1697 the practice sprang
up of obtaining private Acts of Parlia-
ment to release parties a winculo matri-
moni; in case of adultery, and to set
them free to marry again.

This jurisdiction was exercised from
the first, by passing a law in favor of
those who made out a case for interfer-
ence by Parliament. .

I find the Legislature of Upper Can-
ada assumed and exercised the power of
granting divorce and passed private Acts
for the purpose.

The Province of Lower Canada never
passed any Act granting divorce, nor do
I find any application of the kind was
made to the Tegislature of that Province,
the inhabitants appearing to be satisfied
with séparation de corps. Yes, le drapeau
du Bas Canada est sans tacke. 1 was
not surprised to find the fact brought
out in an interesting work, showing much
conscientious care and research, Ze
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—

Divorce et la Séparation de Corps, recent-
ly published by Mr. Fremont, of Laval
niversity.—Remembering my own early
feelings, in the time before health and
Strength had left me, I can understand
this clever young French Canadian glory-
7#g 1n a fact so honorable to his native
land.  For of all the confederated Prov-
Inces Lower Canada alone floats a stain-
less banner in the pure azure that over-
Spreads Acadian homes.
uring the union between Upper and
Ower Canada two Acts for the disso-
Ution of marriage were passed, but a
Court empowered to grant divorce was
Never established in any of these Prov-
Inces. In the Province of Upper Can-
ada the Legislative authority to entertain
applications for divorce was not qustion-
ed. 1In United Canada it was disputed,
but the right was maintained and private
Acts, as T have mentioned were passed
¥ both Houses and subsequently re-
ceived the royal assent, and such became
the settled practice.
So far as I am able to trace the bills
Ol:’dlvorce they were in “Upper Cana-
4" and “Canada” treated as gwast judi-
cal proceedings, and, to some extent,
35 between party and party though the
gislature was, of course, in every case
of the kind making a law.
In the Provinces of Nova Scotia, New
funswick and Prince Edward Island
inolll’_ts of Divorce were constituted, and
- Existence at the time they were con-
cderated, and are still in operation. I
O?Ve bcer_l unable to get at the number
Cases in Prince Edward TIsland, but
ti:’e has been none since Confedera-
200 T am glad to be able to say this—

t will gratif i
y my hon. friend from
ﬁg?ne;ta, who is proud of his island

little of our fair young sister, our
be un_lster alone in her beauty pining to
and I‘Led to those she loves full well,
the dot (l)xpe my hon. friend may procure
erha € so ardently seeks for her, see

. shine PI;_Y union,and long bask in the sun-
iVOrceo her smiles. The number of
are s ins Ngranted since Confederation
m'n o kova. Scong, 49; and in New
or thilc » 37. It is hard to account
which S state of things in provinces
ave produced so many great and

men, whose honored names will

liv ‘ h
¢ forever in the history of the country

—provinces which have been in the past
and continue to be the nursery of states-
men rand scholars throughout the Do-
minion—except on the ground that, in
the material so in the moral, one does.
not require to live in the centre of a
swamp to imbibe the material poison.

British Columbia stands upon a some-
what peculiar footing. There the Su-
preme Court takes cognizance of divorce
causes, it having been determined by a
majority of that court in 1877 thatall
the jurisdiction conferred upon the Eng- .
lish Divorce Court belongs to and may
be exercised by the Supreme Court of
the Province. . Only fifteen cases, I am
told, have been before the court in the
ten years.

In 1864 came up the long contemplat-
ed plan of a union of the British North
American Provinces, followed by the
Quebec Conference and the settlement
of the hasis of an Act of Confederation ;
afterwards the adoption of an Address to
the Queen and finally the consummation
of the grand design for a new and ampler
national existence in the passing of the
British North America Act by the Im-
perial Parliament.

The general legislative powers of the
Parliament of Canada under this Act to
make laws for the peace, order and good
government of Canada, and an unfetter-
ed exercise of this power would neces-
sarily carry with it the authority to make
laws respecting marriage and divorce, as.
closely identified with public safety and
public’morals. (By a rarity of réasoning
it has been held in the United States,
that the State Legislatures caz’ grant
divorce unless prohibited by the Constitu
tion.) The Constitution of Canada has
not left a subject (once questioned) to
general expression. The power to make
laws respectirg marriage and divorce
has been made emphatic and express,
being assigned, in terms, exclusively to
the Parliament of Canada (Sec. 91 item
26) and for some 20 years Parliament
has exercised this power in passing laws
for the dissolution of marriage in 23
oases, Perhaps it was conceived that
the power to deal with marriage and
divorce would be delegated by Parliament
to a court or courts constituted for the
purpose, as had been done some few
years before in England. But the Par-
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liament of Canada has not seen fit to do
so; and my present conviction is that
Parliament has acted wisely in not parting
with ifs power. I think it is to be re-
gretted, however, that the Rules which
regulate bills of divorce have not received
the attention the importance of the sub-
ject demands, but have been allowed to
remain in the crude and incomplete
condition in which they are now to be
found.

A word in respect to the practice as-
sumed to be followed in the past. The
provinces I have named in the exercise
of their powers and the Parliament of
‘Canada in the exercise of the plenary
power aimed to follow, as far as reason-
ably could be done, the general princi-
ples upon which the Parliament of Great
Britain proceeded in dissolving marriage
by private bills of divorce, and rules were
fiamed to some extent regulating pro-
cedure.

In the Legislature of United Canada
hefore Confederation it was settled that
private bills for divorce, in analogy to
proceedings in the Imperial Parliament,
should originate in the Upper Chamber
and since Confederation it was settled
that they should originate in the Senate.
Dr. Bourinot, in his admirable work on
parliamentary procedure, thus puts it :—
¢ The British North America Act of 1867
“ places marriage and divorce within the
“ exclusive legislative jurisdiction of
‘““the Parliament of Canada. In
“ conformity with the practice of the
“ legislature of Canada from 1840 to
‘1867 all bills are initiated in the Upper
“ House of Parliament.”

The system of Standing Orders which
prevails in England has been followed to
'some extent in British American
provinces and the ancient usages of the
two Houses in England are referred to,
and as a rule recognized, if not always
applied in the solution of matters not
-expressly provided by the Constitution
or Standing Orders. The Senate of
Canada in 1876 adopted certain rules
and orders amongst them twelve in
relation to divorce intended to facilitate
the despatch of business to the extent
covered by them; and doubtless the
rules which result from the common
Parliamentary law would be regarded
as in force in matters not traced
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out, or when necessary to be re-
ferred to for the elucidation of the
Rules and orders adopted—a rule of the
Senate (112) expressly declares that in
all unproved cases the rules, usages and
forms of proceeding of the House of
Lords are to be followed.”

The practice of the English Di-
vorce Court and the forms of proceed-
ings and pleadings are too technical for,
and are unsuited to, a legislative proce-
dure, and the Rules we have adopted, so
far as they go, and in unprovided cases,
the rules and forms of proceeding in the
House of Lords, now constitute the
practice of the Senate in Bills of divorce.

Questions touching the dissolution of
marriage have of late years been very
fully elucidated in the judicial doings of
the divorce court. Comparatively few
cases have come before the House of
Lords since Canadian Confederation,
although it yet retains the power for
legislative divorces in certain cases.
There now exists in our Parliament much
difficulty in the solution of questions or
finding a clear analogy in determining
the exact principle by which discretion
should be regulated. Indeed, the deci-
sions of Parliament have not been quite
uniform in consequence of the great
latitude now assumed to exist, and 1t is
not easy to forecast what would be the
result of a bill for divorce on a given
state of facts, in the light of cases here
tofore passed upon by Parliament.

With regard to existing Rules cf the
Senate, so far as they touch divorce bills,
I think an examination will show them
to be defective both in expression and
substance, and that they need such revi-
sion as will place the practice on a
certain footing and secure uniformity and
regularity on sound recognized principles.

The business of every tribunal, whose
functions are set in motion upon appli-
cation made to it from without, should be
regulated in reasonable detail, suited to
the mode in which -the power is exer-
cised ; and in divorce bills especially,
which concern public order and are sus
generss, the rules should clearly set forth
the terms and conditions, and mode of
procedure between Parliament and those
who resort to Parliament for relief. This
is fitting in every quasi judicial proceed-
ing, and‘the judicial ascertainment of
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facts upon which a divorce may properly
be founded, should be made as perfect,
as 1s possible to be made, by means of
a tribunal of and in Parliament.

It has been urged that the establish-
ment of a divorce court similar to that of
England is desirable in order to secure
cheap, speedy, sound and uniform
admm_istration and that the machinery
or divorce should be purely judicial
Tather than quasi judicial and legislative
and arguments, of more or less cogency,
have been used in favor of a special
<court.

I am free to admit that a proceeding of
2 Judicial character by a legislative
Process is not without inconvenience :
Jut upon public grounds I should not
desire to see Parliament divest itself of
control in a matter which lies at the
very foundation of morarity, and the
Purity of domestic life, and consequently
the well being of saciety.

I'.'.ls well there should be room for
Clastic action-—the refusal to pass a law

N favor of one who has outraged
: ccency and morality—the  power
O exercise penal legislation,” if

Thiy ) in cases.
It ip]?wer, in the. pubnc'mterests,should
i ln » Temain with Parliament. When
tio : ved in the exercise of its high func-
o $,to make a special law in a particular
ase, perfect freedom of action should be
Preserved,
. a? court of divorce could merely de-
e :t the law and pronounce fixed judg-
com having relation to the individual
est alone.
aidhiere may be inconvenience as I have
not :ﬂ? the legislative. process, but I do
moumlgllt the inconvenience is insur-
iz ?)r §Ve1 bellege it may be mllm-
¢ rcome by appropriate rules
reg“latl_ﬂg divorce prgceggings.
of t“; In any case the argument in favor
o teStabh.shn.)ent of a court seems
a(iVisedOI Ob)ectlon_ and as at present
o I do not think it would be in
Public interests,
P al‘lia(:nl;l,mpe-r of cases coming before
i cat 1s Increasing, but with only
Probapic Ses since Confederation, the
arge addliltlilmber would not warrant the
ment any onal burden, the establish-

nd maintenanc i
would involye. e of such a tribunal

may so put it in gross

"Tis true in Parliament these cases are
disposed of but once a year, while a
Divorce Court would be always open ;
but I am disposed to think 7 woulg be
anything but a blessing to offer the tempta-
tion of a Court sitting always, for hasty
appeals to dissolve the marriage tie.
Moreover there would be more technic-
alty, of necessity, in the proceedings of a
Court, as may be seen in looking over
the proceedings of the English Divorce
Court cases, and many vexatious impedi-
ments not likely to occur in Parliament.
Then, as to delay : in most cases I think
the time in obtaining a final decree from
a Court would not be less, in the major-
ity of cases, than in obtaining an Act for
divorce.

The costs of obtaining a private Act
are said to be high, and some regard
this as an evil, but I venture to say they
would be little less in a divorce court
contest, and so, neither on the ground
of simplicity and speed nor economy in
procedure, can the arguments in favor
of a divorce court, in my opinion be sus-
tained.

Something has been urged, with more
force, on the ground of uncertainty in
procedure. I must admit the existing
procedure is incompetent and unsatis-
factory. 1 believe, however, this may be
cured by a revision of the Rules for Di-
vorce, and that a simple and intelligible
practice can be devised, under- which
parties interested, or their legal advisers,
could be able to clearly know the
method and conditions upon which relief
would, if granted at all, be obtained, and
which would prevent improper appeals
to Parliament—and guard against fraud
and abuses.

Withregard tothe rules which have been
framed and are now before you I would
say, speaking generally, they are design-
ed, in effect, mainly to form a single
standing tribunal of and in Parliament
wherein the pre-examination of the ques-
tions involved in each case could be
deliberately conducted; and discretion
guided and controlled in safe channels.
I believe the action of such a tribunal
(a good working special committee)
would be calculated greatly to aid in the
just determination of the questions
involved and would subserve and not
restrain the will of the Senate—would
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facilitate and not obstruct the expression
of its deliberate sense—what action
should be taken under given facts
and circumstances brought before
the House by its Special Committee.
It may possibly be urged from within
- that a single committee to do the whole
work of a session would be an unreason-
able demand upon the time and atten-
tion of a few.

It is certainly not a class of work one
would covet but even if irksome and
disagreeable, I cannot think there would
be the disposition to shrink from the
performance of a necessary duty. I may
be allowed also to observe that even
with ten or twelve cases in a session, a
greater number than has been yet before
us, the duty would not be more onerous
than that of a Court of Justice at a ses-
sion of the court. 'Tis true that other
duties would require the attention of the
special committee, but so far as my expe-
rience extends, in the early part of the ses-
sion at all events our duties are not over
burdensome, even to men advanced in
life who have any residum of energy.
To enable the amendments I propose
to be considered in their entirety, and as
a worked out procedure, I have drafted
Rules ; and with the observations I pro-
pose to offer upon each Rule, the House
will be more fully in possession of the

. means by which it is proposed to carry

the design into effect. I am anxious to
show that an improved procedure can
be worked out, and to do this it seemed
necessary to frame the Rules I submit.
I have had them printed, and copies
will be found on the Clerk’s table for
the use of those who desire to refer to
them. To avoid confusion in reference,
the Rules, twenty-four in number, are
lettered A. to X, I will take up in their
order. I thought that by thus going
through them I might hope to make
myself better understood and be more
easily followed.

The rules at all events may form a
convenienent basis for consideration in
Committee, and that will subserve my
design.

A. This rule embodies the most im-
portant feature in the change proposed.

The divorce proceeding, it will be
borne in mind, though legislative, is to
certain extent judicial, and in a sense

Hon. Mr. GOWAN.

between party and party—the manner of
trial and the method of proceeding
should be known and uniform, and the
power exercised upon known and intelli-
gent principles. ,

The trial is not before the Senate, but
before a special committee entrusted in
each case with certain necessary judicial
functions : the mode of appointment and
the composition of this tribunal is therefore
of the first importance.

Now, what is the present practice?
When a case is ready for. reference the
member having charge of the bill names
and moves the appointment of a
committee of nine to take evi-
dence and dispose of the case.
The selection apparently depends
upon that member ; and upon his notion
of fitness the composition of the Com-
mittee mainly depends. 'Whatever may
be the theory on the subject, there are
few cases, I think, in which the personal
weight and influence of the member
having the bill in charge fails to influence
the selection and appointment. Men
may act with the very best intentions, but
I must think #ke system neither safe nor
satisfactory. The appointment is of
judges and jurors for the particular case,
and not for the disposal of a// such cases
coming before fhe Senate; and at this
stage it is certainly an ex-parte proceed-

(ing. Moreover, when it is necessary to

appoint several Committees during a
session the range of selection is greatly
diminished.  Further, the work of a
session being divided among many Com-
mittees, none are likely to take the
marked interest in the work that
would be felt if the whole was
committed to one. Nor would the
same knowledge and experience in
working be gained as would be acquired
if the whole of this class of business was
given to one Committee, and the added
responsibility would doubtless secure
more deliberation, and I think safer re-
sults. With a small Committee, the
most experienced and very best men for
the duty in the Senate would be selected.

I would myself prefer seven to nine, the
number now selected in each case, in-
deed tke smaller the Committee the
more sensible every member of it would
be of the gravity and responsibility of
the position.
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Bills of divorce are still promoted be-
fore the Imperial Parliament. In the
-Oommons a select committee on divorce
bills is appointed at the beginning of
€very session ; in the Lords these bills
are committed to a Committee of the
Wh(?le Hcuse ; and witnesses are ex-
amined at the Bar, a most tedious and
Unsatisfactory method—such has never
een the course here, in the old legisla-
tive councils or in the Senate.

The practice of the English House of
Ommons seems on every ground the
est and most convenient method, and

the Rule A proposes a similar method
for the Senate—the appointment of a
Single committee to be called “the
Select Committee on Divorce.

Such a committee carefully selected,
a5 no doubt it would be, would be a
valua}ble aid to the House, promote uni-
Ormity of practice, and command full
Public confidence.

The double vote to the chairman in
€ase of equality of votes is as now.

B. The rule T have been speaking of
and Rules B, C and D refer to the con-
Stitution of the Inquisitorial Tribunal of

¢ Senate, the Judicial Committee or
ourt, so to speak, of the body.

There is always a difficulty in deter-
Mmining matters of fact in a numerous

dy, there is a special inconvenience in

tl?i)sng S0 in a popular body, and

v, S marked by the case in
‘I’?fce cases where difficult and
€licate  questions are sure to

;‘:‘s{e I‘eq_uiring some experience and a
an&egt Judl.c1al' spirit for examination
ais etermination. The House would
Orx!: and reasonably expect of this
en u?uttee, not only to make searching
“bzra:'y as to th'e facts, with all the de-
ut al 1on eg&ercxs§d in an ordinary court;
and SO to Investigate the rules of law
ase l_)r"l:ClpleS_ properly applicable to the
ial £ thus bringing together the mate-
oi; aIrlght decision.
.5 1 may be told, would involve
;‘:::]s]:;ierab\e labor and research, but it
eﬂ‘ectua]? necessary if the Committee is
tis try y l:O serve the purpose designed.
must beet € action of the Committee
Stand;. adopted by the ‘House—but a
ing in t%x Committee, appointed and act-
entire coi g:lay proposed, would have the
5 ence of the whole House,

and the Senate would rarely refuse its
approval of a deliberate report—at all
events, there would be the advantage of
examination and presentment by a
standing body of judges and jurors, so
to speak, of the Senate’s own appoint-
ment. ,

Under the present practice the Law
Clerk usually acts as clerk for each com-
mittee, but it is well to make express pro-
visicnon this head: and also as to the em-
ployment of short-hand writers, who now
act under special authority in each case.
The chairman, if alive to his duties,

would always give proper and
timely directions (as would the
president of - a court) and the
chairman would no doubt make it

his business, as it would certainly be his
duty, to see that the work of these offi-
cers was properly attendedto. Tosome
extent the existing rules cover the ground
in Rule C., but there is a provision for
hearing iz camera, to which I will pres-
ently advert.

D. Touching the next Rule D. At
present, Senators, though not on the
committee, may speak before the com-
mittee at any moment; but every one
familiar with the investigation of facts
and the conduct of business knows how
this may militate against the discovery
of truth in the examination of witnesses
and also against the proper and regular
conduct of an enquiry-—the present rule
which permits it, is proposed to be al-
tered, and only allow the Senator’s pres-
ence. .

My personal conviction is that all en-
quiries should be conducted in private.
Morality is not promoted by publicity in
such details and I think a committee
might be safely trusted with an en-
quiry in this way; but the previous
rule does not go that length.
I think however all will agree with me
that there aré cases, which should be
heard, for mere decency’s sake, with
only these who are bound to make the
enquiry and those concerned present ; for
example in cases of alleged impotency,
this is done in the English divorce court
and should be done here—and hence the
provision in the rule for hearing ¢z
camera.

E is the first rule regarding proceed-
ure proper—this rule, touching notice
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is substantially as now giving a form
with a view to uniformity. It is not to
lessen the period for publication, though
I think it might safely be done, if the
service of a copy of the notice was per-
sonally made. Publishing the notice is
a serious item in the expenses—

F. The existing rule touching service
is vague and should be more definite to
avoid question and discussion.

The principles of practice as to service
in the Superior Courts may well be
looked at as a guide they would at all
events give some aid in solving questions
by the light of adjudged cases—the rule
framed 1 think will meet the require-
ments of safety and definiteness.

G. I consider this an important pro:
vision. In England and in Scotland the
complaint is required to be verified, and
the action of Parliament should not be
invoked in any case where the petitioner
was unwilling to pledge his or her oath
to the honesty of the cause.

Requiring collusion and condonation
to be negatived would be a warning to
people that either was an answer in
defence ; and it might save a protracted
inquiry that in the end would be useless,
in case the matter negatived could after-
wards be inferred from the evidence as
existing in fact.

I would prefer the ordinary affidavit
as generally thought more binding in
conscience than a statutory declaration.
But then seriovs questions might be
raised to doing so, so I leave the matter
as now to a statutory declaration.

H. This is in accordance with the
existing rule—making the sum paid
in expressly subject to the order of the
Senate may not be unimportant.

N. This is a very important change.
at present the sufticiency of the proof
of service is determined onr the hasty
reading of the affidavits in the House;
often imperfectly heard ; a most incon-
venient and dangerous method in a large
mixed body. Few care to oppose tte
member who fights to maintain their
sufficiency ; and in any case that which
lies at the foundation of an appeal to
Parliament, natural justice requires
should be carefully scrutinized.

The first wrong step is likely to be
be taken here, and it is difficult to say
what would be cornsidered good service

Hon. Mr. GOWAN.

under skilful dealing, at all events the
decisions are not very uniform or con-
gruous. Refer it to a Committee and
you will secure proper and deliber-
ate scrutiny of the whole. The
sufficiency of the notice and of the time
of service, and that the bill does not
transcend the notice, but is congruous .
with it.

The present practice of having written
questions submitted in the House and
then put in a sort of mechanical way to
the witness at the bar, the answers to
which the witness has usually furnished
to him, and reads from the sheaf of
answers put in his hands, is an awkward
and tedious process, irksome to all, and
moreover a very unreliable mode of
examination. .

Further, the papers and docu-
ments referred to are entered at length
on the printed minutes ot proceedings of
the Senate, at no inconsiderable cost, for
page after page is filled by them, and
much valuable time, I think all must
admit, is wasted every session.

The work could be better done and in
half the time by a Committee. If econ-
omy of time and money is valued, this
should certainly be changed.

J. This is *he complement of the
previous Rule and points out the duty
of the Committee in detail. No investi-
gation should be had of the facts charg-
ed if all preliminary requirements have
not been fulfilled, and a committee will
be the best primary judges on this head.

The important service is that of the
notice of application ; if it can be fairly
inferred that the intended application
came to the knowledge of the party
against whom the divorce is prayed, it
may be reasonably concluded the pro-
ceeding will be watched, if opposition be
intended, and if the applicant is inform-
ed as to the manner he is required to
serve a copy of the the Bill it will be
in case of the applicant.

The latter part of the Rule is sugges-
tive and may be of practical value.

K. Perhaps this Rule is not necces-
sary and that the Committee could act
as indicated, but it may be well to give
a pointer for action in doubtful cases.

L. This Rule provides that the second
reading of the Bill is not to take place
till days after the reception of the
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report showing that the necessary pre-
liminaries have been complied with; and

|mﬁ'mf (against morality) on the part of

sense, in case of adultery, there is an

Tequires as now, the posting of the notice | the party complained against.

of the second reading, and the manner
in which the Bill is to be served is to be
Prescribed by the Committee in view of
the circumstances of the case. This
Provision, as to what is to be deemed
good service, will, as I said before, be in
Case of the petitioner and facilitate
action, [ think that fourteen days, the
time now required for posting, is unnec-
essarily long, and that half the time
Would be sufficient—but the time has
been left in blank.

M. This Rule is in substance the re-
Quirement of the existing Rule, but

roader. .

. N. Rule N alters the present prac-
lice, there seems no necessity for a
Special motion to refer, it should go to
Committee as of course. It will be ob-
Serveq that a general outline of the
duties’ of the committee is given.

he provision in the Standing Orders,

68 and 69, possibly would apply to

vorce bills, being private bills, but it
Will be better to make express provision
that they shall apply and make the

Ivorce rules complete in themselves.

O. It seems advisable to make ex-
Press provision as in the first sentence—
the defence is implied in the present
77th Rule,

It should be made quite clear that
Collusion is a bar, and that it is the duty
Of the committee to see to it. The
latter part of the Rule makes provision
analagous to that in the English Divorce

Ourt respecting intervention by the
Ql}e?n’s advocate. Intervention by the
tivl:ls[:er of Justice is not made impera-
cou. ut when parties are represented by
a unsel, indeed in every case, it is rather

N awkward thing for the fact finding
it(s)g]); 1o pursue an enquiry suggested by
g and which both the parties may be

8reed or interested in suppressing.
eeds po comment.
as 1 There is, I take it, no binding Rule
case ‘}’hat evidence should satisfy on a
ord; of the kind: but by analogy the

Inary broad rules of evidence would
wm’;“:te’f} on, though the proceeding is
the :\lew to making a law; for from
91‘“:«‘.““{6. of the case the enquiry is

#Judicial. Moreover, in a certain

But the present Rules do not lay down
or indicate what are the rules of evidence
generally, as in a court of justice—what
is necessary to the judicial ascertainment
'of facts. Rule 78 alone touches evidence,
and its expression but covers the celebra-
tion of the marriage between the parties,
and defines, upon that point, that evi-
dence by witnesses present at the marri-
age, or complete and satisfactory proof
of the certificate of the officiating minister
or authority shall be legitimate testimony.
This express provision onone point,Jeaving
the rest untouched is suggestive and
anything but safe; indeed it rather gives
the reins to latitude in other points. So
far as I know the broad and more im-
portant rules of evidence have not been
disregarded, but there should be neither
doubt nor room for discretion in a mat-
ter so important. Regarding the en-
quiry in divorce cases as gwasi judicial,
and in some sort a proceeding for pun-
ishment of crime, a known code of evi-
dence should be established and pre-
scribed.

You cannot take the law of evidence
in civil cases, which varies somewhat in
‘the several Provinces, but the law of
evidence in criminal cases applies to all
and is cdmmon to all —the enquiry will
be on a safe footing by taking the law
of evidence in criminal cases as a guide.

The Rules R., S. and T. substantially
cover the same ground as now.

It would perhaps be more convenient
if the subpwena was issued by the Clerk
of the Committee,rather than as now then
the Speaker could issue the summons in
blank to the Clerk. But it is not mate-
rial to dwell upon this or other minute de-
tails. It can be done by the Committee.

An officer of the House, if not a
Senator, ought, once for all, to be ap-
pointed taxing officer, and the law clerk
should I think be the one selected.

There are some blanks in T. to be
filled in. The printing I suppose should
be done by the printer who does the
work for the Senate. But he might be
left to look himself after payment for his
work—no certificate of payment should
be looked for from him—the Clerk of

the House would see that the proper
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number of printed copies of bills was‘which are demoralizing thousands an

forthcoming. - :

< U. This rule is instead of 112 as re-
spects divorce, but not in cast-iron shape.
Any general adoption of the rules and
usages of the English House of Lords
" would doubtless carry with it the qualifi-
cation ** so far as applicable to the Par-
" “liament and state of things in Canada,”
but I do not think 1t would be well to
adopt the English practice in terms and
unconditionally—the general principles
may well be applied.

The object of Rule V is obvious and
does not need remark.
© W. The old rules respecting divorce
are necessarily abrogated.

X. A few fornis are given to be varied
according to circumstances.

I have now brought my subject to a
close and acquitted |myself, however
feebly, of what 7 regard as a duty.

I had no hope of presenting the matter
in an attractive form, and I fear I
have tried the patience of the House. If
these Rules are not the best that can be
conceived they have at least been care-
fully and anxiously considered ; and I
am not without hope they will be re-
garded as an improvement on the pre-
sent Rules—at all events, they present a
consistent whole for regulating procedure
in a matter of great public concern.

I have carefully avoided taking a wider
range than was necessary and avoided
matters upon which there is a wide con-
flict of views—confining myself simply
to rules regulating divorce procedure.

If the House assents to the motion, I
hold myselt ready to give any further
information that may be required to the
Committee, and the rules I submit will
form at least a basis for discussion.

I now appeal to our hon. leader for
effective aid for I trust he will see in the
scheme proposed an important reform
and with his accurate knowledge and
long Parliamentary experience such aid
would be invaluable, and I respectfully
claim it from him as the leader of this
House.

My hon. friend the leader of this
House, if rumour be correct—sometimes
rumor is and sometimes it is not—is
about to deal a death blow to an evil
which has invaded the country from the
South—I mean the * bucket shops,”

HoN. MR. GOWAN.

sending every day men to the dock, or
causing them to flee theit c¢ountry in
disgrace and shame. I am hopeful that
the rumour may prove correct. I think
that a better work would not be possible
for any Government or any person having
the interests of the country at heart to
undertake. Working on these lines he
ought to bein full sympathy with my
humble efforts. He would put down a
vice growing out of the Zust of gain: 1
would erectbarriersagainst the indulgence
of vicious propensities of another kind
far more dangerous to the state.

Hon. MR. SCOTT—I am sure the
House is very much indebted to the hon.
Senator from Barrie for the exceedingly
able and thoughful address on the sub-
ject of marriage and divorce. He has
certainly exhausted the subject. The
first part of his address I thought
afforded the most convincing evidence
that divorce ought not to be granted
under any circumtances, and the number
of divorces in the various countries to
which he alluded increased with the
facilities given, and we probably
would fulfil best the duties that are im-
posed upon us by obstructing the
granting of divorces altogether. - Hold-
ing the peculiar views that I entertain
on the subject of divorce, 1 think it
would not be proper for me to serve on
the committee. Reading over the rules
and listening to the hon. gentleman com-
menting upon them, I am quite satisfied
that they are a decided improvement on
the rules now in our book, more particu-
larly the first rule which remits to seven
senators, who are to be a spcial tribunal
for the hearing of divorces that may
come up during the session. In that
way seven of the most capable members
of the House may be selected, and this,
at least, would be obtained by the intro-
duction of that rule, and the results
also probably would be more uniform
than  they are  at present.
As we know very well, there has been
very considerable diversity in the results
reached by the several committees to
which these cases have been referred.
1 hope the hon. gentleman will excuse
me from serving on this committee, for

the reasons I have already given. Being
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myself opposed to divorces, it would be
Improper that I should take part in the
formation of rules, not to grant facilities
(because those rules do not certainly
grant any greater facilities than now
exist), but rules for granting divorce in
any case whatever.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE—I do not wish
to take up the time of the House on this
subject very long. I do not agree wit
my hon. friend from Ottawa in opposing
divorce under any and all circumstances.
We should be very particular how relief
15 given ; still I think there are cases
Where it would be a very great hardship
Indeed to refuse divorce. If the commit-
tee is to be appointed, as I hope it will be,
Some attention should be given to Rule

Almost the same rule to a letter was
framed forty or fifty years ago—that is,
that there shall be six months notice
8iven in the Canada Gazette and in two
of the local papers. That was required
when we hardly knew what a railway was
—Wwhen it was harder to travel fifty miles
Sometimes than it is now to travel five
thousand. It entails unnecessary
€xpense upon applicants for divorce. In
the first place, notice must be served
Upon the respondent, and no other
Person being irterested, I cannot see the
Necssity of spending $70 to $1oo for the
Publication of this notice. I do not
Mean to say that the notice should not
be published at all, because if I were to
say so I would be termed a radical, but

think a month’s publication would be
sufficient, and $20 ought to cover the
WhOle_ expense. While the divorce
Committees to be appointed under these
rules should be careful to see that every-
thing is done properly, the House should
careful to diminish the expense of the
Proceedings as much as possible. In the
iy case, I know, the poor woman had
to work for years to get money enough
Mmake the deposit here of $200.
Sh(::ledmay be many such cases, and we
t ob .make'xt as easy for a poor person
Obtain relief as. for a rich person.

hoxI;IOI:!' Mr PELLETIER-—As my
re aliy be?ind on my right has said, I
debteq

arrie fo

eve the House is much in-
to the hon. gentleman from
T his elaborate speech on the

jection to giving my consent.

important subject of divorce, but I feel
myself in a very delicate position indeed,
because the hon. gentleman, before giv-
ing notice of his intention to move for a
committee, asked me if I would become
a member of it, and I then saw no ob-
But be-
ing in principle opposed to divorce, and
having considered the matter and heard
the remarks made by the hon. gentle-
man from Ottawa, I believe that al-
though the Committee is for the purpose
of restricting and limiting the facilities
for obtaining divorce, I wouid rather not
serve on the Committee, and would leave
it to some other gentleman, abler than I
am, to do so. Under the circumstances,
I hope the hon. gentleman from Barrie
will consent that my name shall be struck
out of the Committee.

Hon. Mr. MILLER—1I was not pres-
ent when the hon. gentleman from’
Ottawa addressed the House, but from
what the hon. gentleman from Grand-
ville has said just now I think my hon.
friend is unwilling to serve on the com-
mittee. I suggested to some of my hon.
friends who hold similar views in regard
to divorce, when I saw the new rules
proposed to be brought into the House
for the trial of divorce proceedings, that.
I intended to ask the hon. gentleman -
from Barrie to allow his motion to stand
over for a few days in order that we who
hold certain views on this question should
consult together and decide whether we
ought to serve on a committee such as
that proposed. My hon. friend has at
once declined to serve, and as the new:
rules, which I have not had time to read
over, appear to establish a quasi court
of divorce in this House, I should rather
not serve upon the committee, and I
hope the House will excuse me from
doing so. I have another reason also :
I do not think it would be well that so
many members entertaining similar views
to myself, opposed to divorce on any
ground, should be upon a committee
struck to form rules to be applicable to
people who entertain an opposite opinion
upon this question. I think that they
would not have the same confidence in
any-conclusion that would be arrived at
by a committee so large a number of
whose members were known to be hostilé
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to all divorce. While I must, however,
ask permission to of the House to de-
cline to serve on this committee, I cannot
but pay the highest tribiite of admiration
in my power to the hon. gentleman from
Barrie for the great labor he has taken
and the research he has shown in this
matter. His intentions, I have no
doubt, are of the very best description,
and perhaps if he would get a com:
mittee who entertain the same views as
himself, on the principle of divorce he
might improve our manner of conduct-
ing the proceedings in such cases in
this House. There is certainly one
feature of the proposed rules of
which I approve, that is the first Rule
which contemplates a change in the
mode of selecting divorce committees.
I think the way in which these commit-
tees are now selected in this House is
improper, and I have often thought how
it could be remedied. Perhaps it could
be remedied in this way as wellas in any
other—Dby appointing a carefully selected
committee at the beginntng of the session
to appoint all special committees to try
divorce cases. The great objection to

the present manner of selecting
those committees might be over-
come by adopting a rule of

this kind. For my own part I think it
would be well that gentlemen who take
charge of bills of divorce should not be
on the Committee to which they are re-
ferred ; because although it is the usual
practice in Parliament that a member
promoting a bill shall be on the Com-
mittee to which such Bill is referred,
still that is where the simple duties of
legislation alone intervene ; but the duty
of a committee on divorce is not so
much legislative as judicial, and there-
fore I do not think it right for a party
promoting a bill to be on such a Com-
mittee. In regard to the manner of
selecting committees we might very
easily make an improvement and what-
ever may be the result of this motion, I
hope we may be able to arrive at some
conclusion which will be an improve-
ment on our present mode of appointing
committees of divorce.

Hon. Mr. POWER—When the hon,
gentleman from Barrie did me the honor
of asking me to serve on this committee,

Hon. Mr. MILLER.

I told him I had no objection. After
the declarations made by the hon. gen-
tleman from Ottawa, and the two hon.
gentlemen who succeeded him (Hon.
Mr. Pelletier and Hon. Mr. Miller), 1
find that I am placed in a somewhat
awkward position ; but I do not see
any sufficient reason why I should recede
from the ground which I have taken.
If the object of this committee was to
introduce a system of divorce which had
not previously existed, then T should feel
that I had no business on the committee.
If the object was to make the granting
of divorce easier than it is at present, I
should feel, belonging to the church I
do belong to, that I could not consci-
entiously serve on the committee ; but
as I do not understand that the hon.
gentleman from Barrie has either of
those objects in view, but rather on the
whole to render divorce more difficult
to obtain than otherwise, I think
that I shall be quite justified
in serving on the committee. I concur
in what the hon. gentleman from Rich-
mond has said as to the appointment of
a Standing Committee to nominate com-
mittees to try the different divorce cases.
The objection which suggests itself to me
as to the mode proposed by the hon.
gentleman from Barrie, of having one
committee to try all divorce cases is
that if we followed out that mode of
procedure we should have a number of
the best minds of the House on this
Select Committee for the trial of divorce
cases. 1 should say that in the future
we shall average not less than half
a dozen divorce cases a Session, and
the consequence would be that we
should have sevep of the best men in
the House who would be practically
taken away from the other bu-iness of
the Session.

Hon. MrR. GOWAN—I think not.

Hon. MrR. POWER—TI think the trial
of those divorces would occupy the time
of that Commiittee probably the whole of
the business portion of the Session, and
for that reason I doubt the wisdom of a
select committee to try all givorce
cases. I think it would be wise to con-
sider the suggestion made by the hon.
gentleman from Richmond, that is that
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a select committee should have the duty
of appointing the committees to try the
Cases, and not the duty of trying them.

quite concur in the feeling expressed
by the hon. gentleman from Richmond
that a party to a judicial proceeding
should not have the nomination of the
court that is to try him. I think the
court should be selected either as the

on. gentleman suggests, by a committee
Carefully chosen to do that duty, or that
1t should be selected by lot much in the
Wway the old election committees in the
other House were chosen.

HoN. Mr. KAULBACH—I have
always been opposed to and protested
_ 3gainst the present mode of conducting

vorce cases. The uncertainty of the
Procedure in the forms, modes and
Ordinary safeguards renders the cases
8enerally very unsatisfactory. I may
Say with my hon. friends, I am very
Sorry that the hon. gentlemen who have
Spoken have objected to serving on the
Committee because they are not in favor
of divorce. For my part I am in favor
of the scriptural rule that there is only
One cause for which divorce should be
granted, and opposed to facilitating

IVorces or enlarging or extending the
Causes for which divorce should be
tgf%mted. I think we are indebted
f° my hon. friend from Barrie
tPT having introduced this ques-

'0n. It takes from me many of the
Objections which I had to the Parliament
2t Canada considering those cases, and
s°l' avoring a Divorce Court in order to
ccure correct judgments and decisions.
-;el‘tamly my hon. friend has given a
tgoet;t' deal'of thought and consideration
me th subject, and.from what I see before
sirab € suggested improvements are.de-

'rable, whilst there are others that might
ol added. T may say I have had the

fasure of conferring with my hon.
th:ndb~m Previous sessions as regards
im (:flectxons I had, not only to our
: ml;e ?C‘, haphazardous and unsatisfac-
a cb::‘u es of procedure, but to serving on
dent t}‘:‘lttee In such cases. It was evi-
i ng to t;t some of us gentlemen belong:
coritend e legal profession observed aqd
riles of ed for as far as we could certain
otder evidence and of procedure and

:€%, Which to many who were not of

the same mind were not considered ot
sufficient importance to be guided by,
and it opened the way to laxity in the
trial of those cases, which did not please
the sensitive feelings of those who desired
everything to be done in conformity with
rules of law and order, with a view to a
correct judgment and decision in the
cases, and there was a large amount of
uncertainty in the form of some judg-
ments which were given. There were
many cases in which, I know myself, the
decisicns were not uniform. In some
cases we have relieved the woman, the
petitioner, from a marriage and have
not put in a clause that she could marry
again, or that she should possess the
same rights as if the first marriage were
not solemnized. Then in many cases
the question would arise as to whether
the respondent should be allowed to
marry again. I have always been in favor
of both parties to a divorce being allowed
to marry again, in the interests of good
morals, after divorce was granted. Then
with regard to the parties being allowed to
marry again, some of the bills provided
that they could marry other persons, but
there was nothing to permit them
marrying each other again. There was
a great deal of uncertainty as regards
many of the bills which was granted by
this House. The procedure in those
cases was certainly always uncertain and
imperfect and hazardous, and I may say
that the selecting of a select standing
committee for this purpose is what I have
always contended for. To me 1t was
most unsatisfactory, and affected my
sensibilities to find that the promoter of
the bill, a person evidently in favor of
the divorce which he was promoting
had the power to select his own
committee, and then to sit on that
committee. It was 10 me unsatisfactory
from the beginning, and always preju-
diced my mind greatly as regards the
finding. I have always, during the years
I have been in the House, entertained
the same objection, and I am glad to see
my hon. friend who has brought in this
motion, after having a short experience
in those matters, has largely come to the
same conclusion as myself. When we
have a select committee, no doubt we
will have uniformity of practice, more
expeditious trials, and more correct
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judgments on the cases that come before
us. My hon. friend spoke of the
mode of procuring the evidence. In
civil cases we allow de bene evidence to
be taken, and out of the Province, by
commission, It has come before us on
many occasions whether we should allow
evidence to be taken by a commissioner.
That rule is adopted in civil cases, but
as divorce is a guasi criminal matter, I
agree with my hon. friend that the evi-
dence of the witnesses should come
before the court direct. There are
many things in the paper which my
hon. friend has placed before us,
for our guidance and to guidé himself,
in the remarks which he has made, in
which I concur. Without making fur.
ther comments on the case, I feel "that
we are highly indebted to my hon. friend
for the care and attention he has given
this matter, and the importance of the
suggestions he has laid before us.

Hon. Mr. ALLLAN-—Feeling as I do,
a very deep interest in the subject which
the hon. gentleman from Barrie has so
fully and ably brought before this House,
I earnestly hope that the suggestion
which he has made, and the statements
he has laid before this House, may -re-
ceive the careful and earnest considera-
tion, not only of the House but of the
special committee to which he proposes
to refer them ; and for that reason I
think it will be a matter very greatly to
be regretted if somg of the most able
legal minds in the House should perse-
vere in their determination not to serve
upon that committee. I would fain hope
that perhaps further consideration might
induce them to withdraw that determin-
ation, If I understand right, especially
what fell from the hon. gentleman from
Ottawa, his objection to it is that he is
opposed to divorce ¢z fofo. While my
hon. friend feels very strongly upon that
point, I do not suppose he anticipates
that it is at all likely that the power of
granting divorce will ever be taken away
from this House ; therefore it seems to me
that there would be nothing inconsistent
for one holding those views, assisting
this committee in lessening the evils that
attend granting diverces, in avoiding any
unnecessary f~cilities for granting them,
and in guarding the power given to this

Hon. Mz, KAULBACH.

House as much as possible, so far as in
us lies, to protect our own country from
the evils which have been so eloquently
pictured by the mover of this resolution
as existing in other countries and more
especially in the neighboring republic,
I am very glad that the hon. gentleman
from Halifax has consented to serve
upon this committee, and I trust my
hon. friend from Richmond will yet see
that there is nothing inconsistent in his
endeavoring to improve the proceedings
in this House, so long as we have the
procedure here, and so long as we have
divorce cases brought up to be disposed
of here, to make them as petfect as they
can be.

Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—I am sure that
the hon. gentleman from Barrie entirely
mistakes the impression made on this
House, and undervalues himself if he
doubts the high appreciation of the
valuable information he has laid before
us in the very able argument with which
he has sustained his motion. Whatever
may be the opinions of hon. members as
to the propriety of divorce, there can be
no doubt—in fact everyone seems to
concur in the idea, that the rules which
we have at present are imperfect; and
it would be therefore for the advantage,
and tend to the preservation of the
dignity of this House to have the rules
recast in a form which is intelligible, and
which would be properly applicable to
the subject for which they are intended.
Under the circumstances I think that
my hon. friend’s motion is one of very
great importance, and likely to prove of
great advantage. I entirely concur in
what has been said by my hon. friend
opposite as to the propriety of having
men most experienced in the practice of
this House and the law of Parliament to
assist in the framing of those rules, and
I venture to think also that they
might join in that work without
being met by abstract opinions as
to the morality of granting divorces. I
trust some of them may yet see their way
to reconsider their decision, and that
they will allow themselves to be put
on this committee in order to obtain the
best rules we can have. Those hon.
gentlemen know the defects of the pres-
ent system, and they, as well as any other
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8entlemen in the Eouse, are qualified to
Say what should be the form to be adopt-
ed. Ido not say anything about the
Tules themselves which have been laid
before us, but they seem to indicate
Mmuch care in their preparation and a
thorough appreciation of what is desired
and needed, The Government have no
objection to the committee ; on the con-
trary they entirely approve of it.

g Hon. Mr. GOWAN—I think it is
Ue to myself and to the House that I
should say a word or two on the subject
efore any further action is- taken. 1
Was exceedingly anxious that the com-
Mittee should as fully as possibly repre
Sent the views of the House and of all
ga;mes in the House ; and I was especi-
y desirous that gentlemen of large
arllamentary experience such as the
On. gentlemen from Richmond and
co“ebe_c and others should be upon the
edﬂ}\lmxttee. I have studiously consider-
ow far I could go without wounding

. € religious sensibilities of any man in
1S House, and all I have done has
fel:n In that Qirectif)n. I thought and
Cath t;}at while hitherto the Roman
- Olics in this House have taken a
o ¢ passive position on this question,
nd)' might be induced to take another,
¢ eil‘one that would not conflict with
alit ,Stffttled convictions as to the mor-
gen);lo granting divorce. I knew that
h themeq of the Roman Catholic faith
€ United States had taken an earn-

o p!:zl't with the divorce league in order
Wordsmote sound legislation—in other
Uniteg tso better the procedure in the
on tates, and I had hoped that the
Catf) g}«;ntlemen members of the Roman
ave a‘(‘; Charch in this House would
sired opted the same course. I de-
sllbjecto speak with certainty upon the
pon tl’xand to have something definite
quent) eISubJect before I acted ; conse-
COunu-y haskc:d a clergyman in this
Dyke, gew O was acquainted with Mr.
10 write tC";t?ry of the Reformed League
Pasitior, v(: Im and ascertain what the
tion of 18 with regard to the co-opera-
tes, 5 :(ti olic gentlemen in the United

) received from my friend

cverend Mr. Barnes just before 1

1
ft home this letter : —

Crarist CHURCH RecTory,
February 17, 1888.
My Dear Senator Gowan :

I wrote to the Rev. Mr. Dike, the Secre-
tary of the National Divorce Reform League,
as you requeeted, touching the co-operation
of Roman Catholics in the movement.

T have received his reply. He says in
substance that the influence of the Catholics
is excellent; that the editor of the Catholic
Review cordially approves of the work, and
speaks pleasantly of'it in his journal ; that
Professor Robinson, LL.D., of Yale Law
School, served two years on the Executive
Committee, and the Rev. T. Bodfish, of
Boston, Vicar-General, sympathizes and
appeared with them betore the Massachusetts
Legislature. And in addition to this the
League has reason to expect still more des
cided co-operation fram the Roman Catholic
factor in this reform in the future. -

' T remain,
Very sincerely yours,

(8gd.) WiLLiam HENRY BaRNEs.

This Divorce Reform League in the
United States does not attempt, because
I suppose they find it would be futile to
do so, to secure an enactment that there
shall be no divorce in that country, but
its scope and operation is simply to
secure better administration of the law
and to oppose barriers against the vile
system that now prevails, and I had
hoped that there would be as much
liberality amongst gentlemen of the
Roman Catholic faith in this country as
is to be found in the United States.
These are reasons which made me
desirous to have the gentlemen who
appear unwilling to serve upon the
Committee appointed as inembers of it,
and I was particular to have Mr. Scott,
Mr. Miller, Mr. Pelletier, M1. Power and
others from their long Parliamentary
experience, their position as lawyers, and
their great ability, as they would have
assisted largely in arriving at a proper
solution of the question. The rules
which I have laid on the table are
prepared more for the purpose of
discussion than as presenting complete-
ness in detail. I am not so much in
love with my own opinion or my own
notions as to suppose that I could
produce at once anything more perfect
than any hon. gentleman in this House
who was conversant with the law ; but I
thought it necessary to show the gwo
modo as well as the principle I sought to
have adopted. Therefore it is due to the
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House, and due to the Committee that
1 should give them the material for
discussion. It was in that aspect I
presented it, and also as a convenient
way of explaining the different points I
referred to. My own idea on the subject
first was to have a committee appointed
something in the way the hon. gentleman
from Richmond suggested ; but I thought
that perhaps it might meet with
objections, and the leaning of my mind
would be a committee appointed
something in that way either by baliot or
by some other means securing the best
men in the Sepate. I am not wedded
to this particular mode of appointing a
committee. But in adopting it I have
the authority of the highest legislative
body in England, the House of Com-
mons. That is the practice there,
because they still retain to Parliament
the right of divorce in India and else-
where ; therefore I adopted that more
for the purpose of discussion than as a
settled thing. Now, there is a broad
question underlying the whole of this,
which hon. gentlemen have not referred
to, and that is the power of the House
to deal with the subject as ir making a
law. Jt must never be forgotten that
although the proceedings are quasi
judicial, the power of Parliament is
absolute. We can be bound to no rules
except such rules as are our own adop-
tion or as we prescribe ourselves, and
we have the power to declare to-morrow
that it is inexpedient that divorce should
be granted in any case whatever. Ifit
was not late, and the House would bear
with me, I would state what are my
general views on this subject, and I have
special reasons for thinking Parliament
is a better tribunal than any court could
be. '

When expressing an opinion that I did
not think it desirable nor in the best in-
terests of the community that Parliament
should divest itself of control in divorce
by establishing a Divorce Court with
power to dispose of such cases, I did not
enter upon the considerations which led
me to that conclusion.

In respect to the broad view of the
question, and to that only I now address
myself, I would say I am in the first
place unwilling that divorce should be
recognized as a general private right,

Hon. Mr. GOWAN.

treated as one of the ordinary incidents
of marriage, made part of the genera
law of Canada. Divorce has been placed
under the power of Parliament, and I
accept the position—nay more, I think it
would be safer and better for the Cana-
dian people if the power of Parliament
in this particular was extended to cvery
Province in the Dominion. I cannot
accept the view that marriage, a divinely
instituted ordinance, is to betreated as a
mere contract.  If the status of husband
and wife is to be altered, let it be done
by the highest tribunal in the land, in
the unfettered exercise of its paramount
power of legislation. N

I say paramount power, for there can
of necessity be nothing to force or cripple
the action of Parliament, or the Consti-
tution would be at an end.

Parliament is not bound to pass a law
altering the status of husband and wife,
whatever may be the facts. In all and
every case it may decline to pass the law
acting in its legislative capacity. Indeed
it could afirm the indissolubility of
marriage under any circumstances. The
power of Parliament is boundless, acting
within constitutional limits. True, it
has not refused to pass special Acts in
cases appearing to require relief and
where public morals and public safety
did not thereby appear to be imperiled.
But in all cases it was making a law.

Parliament, I take it, may follow the
known ways of proceeding, or it may
create new. It is absolutely untramelled
in the free exercise of its sovereign
power. Any diminution or modification
of this power must spring from itself. It
may act upon any evidence deemed sat-
isfactory or it may declare that such and
such a mode of proof shall be submitted.

In speaking of the Laval case last
Session I referred in a general way to
this. I said: .

« Parliament is no doubt supreme, and in
its legitimate sphere of operation is not sub-
ject to control or review by any court in or
out of the Dominion—the ordinary courts
expound the law Parliament makes and
enacts. Considerations of moral effect or of
expediency may well be allowed to influence
in any measure before Parliament, for the
supreme Jaw is the welfare of the people—
individuals way suffer, individual rights be
diminished or abrogated that the greatest
possible good may be wrought for the great-
est possible number for salus populi suprema
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et lez. 1 have and believe the Parliament | hoped we would be as liberal as some

of Canada will ever be animated by the
a:'% :et considerations and will act in a wise
alwa €mperate spirit—so that its doings will
ale l.:f:dcom'rner.xd themselves to all temper-
rash] thinking men who never judge
toa Y and hastily. But should it be made
Ppear that the well being of society may
i(mei)'ppromle‘ed by a particular line of act-
> right and truth and the wellfare of the
geople cannot be conceded even to amiable
Ympathies,
thI am exceedingly desirous that men of
© great ability and the long standing of
. 0se gentleman named should be on the
OMmittee and if I understood my hon.
riend from Richmond he desired that
'€ matter should stand over to enable
ah(:ise hon. gentlemen to confer together
.See If they could reconsider their
€Cision not to act upon the Committee.
i tham quite willing to accept that view
bt House will sanctionit. I have no
Jection that the debates shall be post-
effort & My simple desire is to make an
think 10 guard against the danger that I
!Nk threatens us and for the purity of
:nho_me and family. If hon. gentle-
gratetw‘ﬁl assist me in that I shall be very
may b‘l I know not what the result
ang ifei I believe I have done my duty
to th am right and acting according
€ will of God it will be carried
Der or later; if I am not I hope it
hat?ds f(:rushed at once. I am in the
man dO the House, and if any gentle-
o l<:.Su'es to move the adjournment of
sil’ablz ate I am satisfied, or if it is de-
addin to complete the committee by
it to sg more names to it I would leave
will ome hon. member to propose, or
myself propose additional names.

. Hon..

tlop o dMR. VIDAL—I have no inten-

1 esire to speak on this question :
?rl;u:)]l{tw}lfh to afford an opportunity to
made, th the suggestion which has been
together ?t on. members shall confer
ey can D order that they may see if
that the da % on this committee. I move
Ay after COAtE be adjourned until the
er tO-morrow.
ftogog;rl:.h‘: SCOTT--My hon. friend
tions was 1¢ in the course of his observa-
10 thoge o think, unfair to myself and
tion, i, o 0.28F€e with me on this ques-
llliberalit a; t"bu'tmg to us motives of
’ ¥ His words were that he

gentleman on the other side of the line
who professes the same creed that I do.
When the hon. member proposed the
names of myself and others who object
to divorce, it did seem inconsistent that,
holding the views we do, we should be
asked to assist in framing laws for the
carrying into practice the granting of
divorces. It seemed to my mind, at all
events, quite improper that we should
act since we are opposed to divorce, and
do not recognize the right of any person
or body, even the Parliament of Canada,
to separate those whom God hath joined
together. There is abundant material
in this House to frame rules without
appealing to those who are opposed
in toto to the granting of divorces
to assist in the work. For my-
self, T have nothing to reconsider:
I cannot undertake assist in framing rules
for the carrying into operation of a
doctrine that I wholly disapprove of. To
my mind it is absurd on the face of it.

The motion was agreed to.

ST. VINCENT DE PAUL
TENTIARY.

PENI-

ORDER POSTPONED.

The Order of the day having been
called

That the Hox. Mr. Bellerose will draw
the attention of the hon. members of the
Senate to the blue-book, intituled: “ Sup-
plementary Report on Penitentiary for the
year ending the 30th, June 1886, with
reference to the troubles at the Penitentiary
of St. Vincent de Paul and the various state-
ments and accusations made against him
in that book, certain of which are treaches
of the privileges of Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE said—I
would request permission to let this mo-
tion stand until to-morrow, then to be the
first order of the day.

Hon. Mr. MILLER-—I should like
to call attention to the fact that this
notice is something unusual in tl.e pro-
ceedings of this House — in fact, is
irregular. 1 believe an understanding
was arrived at in my absence yesterday
that the hon. gentleman should have the
privilege of discussing the notice on the
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paper in its present form, but I think it
is not right that I should allow a false
precedent to be established without ob-
jection or comment. This notice simply
informs the House that the hon. member
will call attertion to a certain subject. I
have never known such a notice to be
placed on our paper before. In all such
cases the notice has been accompanied
by a question. That has been the prac-
" tice in the House of Lords, and was in-
troduced into the Senate here by my
hon. friend from Saugeen division (Sir
David Macpherson) some years ago. 1
do not wish to raise any objection to my
hon. friend proceeding with the discus-
sion of the subject on the paper, as I am
informed it was understood yesterday,
in my absence, that he should have
that liberty. There is, however, an-
other objection to this notice, which
is that it contains an opinion, and as the
notice must be looked upon in the
nature of a question, it is not id order
that it should contain an inference or
opinion. I merely make these remarks
in order that the notice may not be re-
garded as a precedent hereafter.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I am not
quite sure whether the notice is out of
order, but if it is it can be changed by
adding a question to it I propose to
strike out the words expressive of an
opinion, and to add a question—what do
the Government propose to do in the
matter.?

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—As I have
been referred to in this matter I may be
allowed to say that my hon. friend from
Richmond is under a misapprehension
in supposing that there was any under-
standing that the hon. member from
Delanaudiere should have an oppor-
tunity to discuss this  matter.
The only understanding that 1 know
of was suggested by myselfl My
“hon. friend said that he did not wish to
break any rule of the House, but as he
had been attacked in the English langu-
age and was not familiar with it he wish-
ed to have the opportunity of reading
his reply on the subject in English. He
asked for an expression of opinion, and
I immediately rose and stated that as
the matter to which he referred was

Hon. Mr. MILLER.

purely personal to himself and he wished
to make an explanation I thought the
indulgence of the House would be ex-
tended to him and that they would not
insist on enforcing the rule that he should
not read from a written, document. I
had no reference whatever to the langu-
age of this motion, my attention not
having been called to it. Since then my
attention has been directed to it and I
quite concur in the remarks of my hon.
friend from Richmond. He has not
only discharged a duty to the House,
but he has acted a kind part towards the
hon. member who has the motion in
charge in calling his attention to the
irregularity. It is not desirable that any
of our rules should be infringed, and I
apprehend that this motion is open
to both objections which have been taken
to it, first that it is not in accordance
with the parliamentary practice which
has only regently been extended to allow
a debate in calling attention to a subject
unless it is concluded with a question,
and secondly because it states distinctly
that there has been a breach of the pri:
vileges of Parliament. I do not think
we will be prepared to put such resolu-
tion on our record until we satisfy our-
selves by proof that there has been such
a breach. It is assuming a thing before
it is proved, and I think under the
circumstances the hon. member had
better make his motion in the form of a
question, and omit the words expressing
an opinion, and in that way his motion
will come with a better grace from him
and he will have a better chance of get-
ting a hearing.

Hon. Mr. MILLER — There is
another matter connected with this sub-
ject which is worthy the attention of the
House : the practice of the House of
Lords, as 1 have previously stated, which
has been recently adopted in this House,
is for a member to give notice that he
will call attention to a certain subject
and then ask a question of the Govern-
ment. The irregularity has prevailed on
such notices in this House of adjourning
the debate, which clearly should not be
done, because there can be no adjourned
debate where there is not a motion be-
fore the House, and such a question is
not a motion. I would point out to the
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!:ader of the House the service that he
alfmld render if when similar questions
‘.,?brought up which are likely to in-
tl? Ve lengthened debate he would see
w}?’t the rule is enforced. Any subject
. ich is calculated to create a discussion
i:n be easily brought before the House
ol a regular.way by a motion, but it is
Altogether without precedent in English
Parliamentary practice, and it is con-
émned by our own authority, Bourinot,
°° Permit adjourned discussions to arise
2 motions of this kind. It is of course
?}?étf open to any member, as well as
ads €ader of the House, to prevent an
wololln'nment of such a debate, but it
io““ f_], perhaps be considered less lpvnd-
w S1n the leader of the House if he
Would assume that duty.

. HoN. Mr. BELLEROSE — There
st‘;'e two understandings yesterday. I
ted that my intention was to speak on
an‘:iAdgiress because of the great scope
latitude which it gave in addressing
w: House, but I was prepared to give
s{i and let the Address pass at once if
givuomd be allowed on the notice I had
: a;n the same freedom of discussion
ebaWoulcl have been permitted in the
" te on the Address. That was the
v understanding. ‘Then 1 said that
in é‘g been attacked in a book published
sh(\ulzghSh' it was only right that I
my answer in English, and that as
el Position was a difficult one I had
epared ‘my answer in writing and with
it. pel’l!:nssxon of the House would read
thank that Permission was granted. I
or hau € hon, gentleman from Richmond
objec ving directed my attention to the
y lt)‘oﬂable_features of my motion to-
o r,e mecause it gives me an opportunity
on ¢ e:"e them. He is so well posted
he i riehsub]ects that I have no doubt
‘that hasgbte’ but after the understanding
will he €N arrived at 1 presume there
with 0 Objection to my proceeding
the aqi 1S matter to-morrow. As to
king, {°:‘Y}\me{1t of a debate of this
Mission ivmk it is implied in the per-
adioumeg en yesterday that it may be
Possibilj cause I had in view the
j rnmeY of having to ask for an ad-
ter sixm Tather than protract a debate
Motioy, foc!oclg. I knew that on a
ot this kind I might be stopped,

and if I were to begin now I should be
obliged to ask for an adjournment as it
is impossible that I could make my
defence in ten minutes. I wish to
let the motion stand until to-morrow
provided I am given the same permis-
sion then : otherwise I should have to
wait until there was a motion for
adjournment and then of course 1 could
bring up any subject at pleasure. 1
would not like to be forced to do so,
since everything that I desire has been
arranged by the House. I want to have
the same privilege in speaking on this
subject now that I would have had if I
had discussed it in the debate on the
Address.

Hon. Mr. POWER—I do not under-
stand the hon. member from Richmond
to wish to shut off my hon. friend, but
to object to the general principle of ad-
journing debates on questions brought
up this way. ‘On that point I hope the
hon. leader of the House will take time
for consideration before delivering an
opinion, because when his friends sat on
this side of the House it was customary
on motions of this kind to have debates
which ran over many days. The hon.
gentleman from Saugeen Division, on
two occasions, I think, originated de-
bates which ran over several days on
questions of this kind, and as the Senate
is not in the habit, as a rule, of talking
too much, I doubt the wisdom of cur-
tailing their liberties in this direction.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—I am much
obliged to my hon. friend opposite for
making the suggestion, and I shall look
into it, and if the time comes to apply
the rule as he states it, we shall be in a
position to do so. If we have been
wrong in the past, as the hon. member
from Halifax says we have been, we
should correct our mistake.

The order ot the day was discharged
and made the first order for to-morrow.

A CORRECTION.

Hen. Mr. MILLER —Perhaps this
House will allow me to correct a news-
paper misstatement of a personal nature,
as it is the first time I have ever asked a
similar permission, and if it were not that
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we have plenty of leisure on our hands
at present, I would not ask such permis-
sion now. I find 1t stated in a paper
published in the Cicy of Quebec, L’ Elec-
teur, that I am to lead the Conservative
opposition to the Fisheries Treaty
in the Senate. As I come from the
centre of the great fishing industry
in Eastern Nova Scotia, and ought to
understand something about that in-
dustry, I do not wish to be misrepre-
sented regarding it. My views in rela-
tion to the Treaty recently signed at
Washington are correctly expressed in
the paragraph touching that subject con-
tained in the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne. I believe that
our Commissioners did the best that was
possible under very unfavourable circum-
stances, and instead of offering any op
position to the ratification of the Treaty,
when it comes before the Senate, I shall
give it my earnest support, and I believe
1 will have no difficulty in finding con-
clusive arguments to justify the course I
intend to adopt.

The Senate adjourned at 6 o’clock.

THE SENATLE.

Ottarwa, Wednesday, February 20th, 1888.

THe SPEAKER took the chair at
3 o’clock..

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PROPOSED ADJOURNMENT.
NOTICE OF MOTION.

Ho~x. Mr. OGILVIE gave notice
that he would on Friday move that when
the House adjourns on Friday, the 2nd
of March, it stand adjourned tiil the zoth
March at 8.30 p. m. He said—My
reason for giving this notice is that there
is very little for us to doat present. It
is not usual to have much buisness
before us in the early part of the session,
and by this adjournment we lose only
ten sitting days. It would give hon.
gentlemen who reside at a distance an
opportunity to go home and to return on
the 2oth.

Mk, MILLER.

HER MAJESTY'S JUBILEE.

Ho~x. Mr. ABBOTT submitted a
copy of a despatch from the Right Hon.
Sir Henry Holland, Secretary of State
for the Colonies, conveying the thanks
of Her Majesty for the Joint Address of
the Senate and House of Commons of
Canada, offering their sincere congratu-
lations on the cempletion of the soth
year of her reign.

Ho~x. Mr. MILLER—This is the
second time this session that information
has been laid on the Table of the other
House the day before presenting it here.
1 learned from the papers yesterday that
this despatch from the Colonial Office
had been received and presented in the
House of Commons.

ST. VINCENT DE PAUL PENI-
TENTIARY.

INQUIRY.
Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE rose to call

“ The attention of the Honorable Mem-
bers of the Senate to the Blue-Book, inti-
tuled: ¢ Supplementary Report on Peni-
tentiaries for the year ending the 30th June,
1886,” with reference to the troubles at the
Penitentiary of St. Vincent de Paul and the
various statemnents and accusations made
against him in that book, certain ot which
are breaches of the privileges of Parlia-
ment ”

He said: Having prepared my
answer to this book, I will now with
your permission, hon. gentlemen, read
this written answer to the written attacks
made upon me in the book referred to
in the notice.

PRELIMINARY REMARKS,

I regret that I feel bound to again
refer to this question of the troubles in
our Provincial Penitentiary (Quebec).

No doubt, hon. gentlemen are annoyed
at the frequent references which are made
to this penal institution, and were it not
for the great courtesy that hon. members
are in the habit of showing their col-
leagues, even if it happens that they be-
come tedrous, I would have hesitated to
bring this matter again before the Senate,
though I must say the circumstances in
which T have been placed by the Govern-
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ment and by an employé of theirs, forced
me to take this step, and show the other
side of the case. To this day I have said
the least I could, so that no one, not
€ven guilty parties, should suffer from
Statements of facts with which I am
acquainted, and which, if known, would
Compromise, before the proper time,
those who were their authors. Session
after session I raised my voice and called
the attention of this Parliament to the
Necessity of having a most searchin
€nquiry into the charges made inside as
well as outside Parliament against ofticials
Whose position required that they should
€ blameless. 1 have usually spoken in
4 general way, so that no man, evep of
those who were accused, should suffer
Unless an enquiry left no doubt as to the
guilty party. 'What have been the
Consequences? I have been calumniated
-Parties who knew that I was alluding
to them, set to work in the dark to
Create unjustly against me a sense of
hostility and render me odious to the
Overnment and particularly excite the
animosity of the Minister of Justice,
Ne, protected by the departmental
Secrecy, used his advantage against me,
Y making all kinds of false assertions
and uttering the vilest calumnies, thinking
the same time they would never reach
My ears. His libel assumed the follow-
lng fOl"m —
That I acted through vengeance—that
Wished the penitentiary to become my
&"tleltmal engine, working for my own
the rest. Not further back than yesterday,
reit 27th inst, Government organs
ooerated this assertion—that I meddled
) much with this institution—that I
a’'very'bad character—that there was
© Manliness in me, etc., etc.
etel;‘s‘ mgiividua} went so far in his
credi:mnatmn to injure me and cast dis-
efforts ton my statements, so that my
nath 0 have a full investigation should
e favorably entertained, that he even
We h‘-;Cl;Se of private conyersation wl?ic!l
macy together at the time of our inti-
156 <;f @ Case in point is found at page
Pose to d:allnue Book, with which I pro-
INg words to-day. It is in the follow-

€ :
. 4r. Bellep

ing i Tl

to m » 8Cco

&c.”e n

e may have assisted in cre-
lse impression on the Warden’s
rding to his own statement, made
my office, here, last April, &c.,

Hon. gentlemen, you need not be sur-
prized at such ungentlemanly conduct on
the part of the Inspector, however incred-
ible it may be. Inspector Moylan did
more than that. However audacious he
may be, I defy him to deny that in vio-
lation of his pledge that he would never
make use of a confidential letter written
by an officer under his control, to a mem-
ber of the Government, the contents of
which he was made aware of accidentally.
He did make use of the letter, even
menaced this official because he asked for
a certificate of good conduct, until the
certificate was given. I hold the docu-
ment I am referring to in my hands.

I am not at all sorry that the Inspec-
tor made use of our private conversations,
and that he has broken the seal which
has prevented me to this day from using
certain documents which 1 have
in my hands, and certain conversations
which I considered I could not repeat
without breaking the seal of our intimacy.
Ever since he has thought fit to break
the tacit contract which always exists
between gentlemen who are intimate
friends, I did not use the right which his
violation of the secrecy gave me, but
waited, in hope that such a war against
me would cease. It did not, but on the
contrary it has passed all limits in the
blue book I have already referred to,
and even in his annual report for 1886-
87, which was published and distributed
some few weeks ago, he renews his attack
upon me by referring again to false
assertions of his which are found in the
blue book that 1 have already alluded
to. I am therefore put on self defense
and so forced to use all honest and
legitimate means to state the facts as
they stand. To do this 1 will use only
official documents which I may know .of,
as far as I can possibly do so, but if it
happens that I need to make use of
private documents which 1 may. have
received from the Inspector, to make up
my case, then I intend exercising the
privilege that his conduct has given me
of using private conversation that we had
together, and private documents in his
own handwriting.

Such were the means employed
against me, the motives attributed to
me, and the charges made against me
by my adversaries, with the hope that
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this would create bad feeling towards me
and induce the Government to refuse
the granting of a serious investigation.
To all their charges I remained perfect-
ly silent, but still pleaded for an invest-
igation. My prayer, however, was totally
ignored by the Government, In March,
1886, 1 expressed fears that something
wrong might otcur in the prison and
that the Government would regret such
a dereliction of duty on their part. A
few weeks later, on the 24th April a
revolt took place—one convict was shot
dead, the warden was mortally wounded,
other officers and three or four other
convicts were wounded ; and two of the
wounded officers have since had to be
pensioned.

Then, and not until then, the Govern-
ment became alive to the situation of the
prison. They were now quite convinced
that a most thorough enquiry must be
made. On the 28th April, that is to say
four days after the revolt, I gave notice
in the Senate that I would on a future
day make application to the Government
for a minute examination to be made
into the causes, remote and proximate,
of the revolt and to redress the griev-
ances from which the prison was suffer-
ing. The Inspector having heard of my
notice thought he would try to prevent
such an investigation, which must cover
the whole ground of his action, and
which he felt must endanger him. He
wrote, on the 3rd of May, from the
Penitentiary of St. Vincent where he had
gone on the 3oth April, to the Deputy
Minister of Justice, making the follow-
ing charges against me :—(See page 319
of the supplementary report on Peniten-
tiaries for 1886.)

““ On the evening of the revolt and the
following Easter Sunday evening, Mr. Belle-
rose, as | amggformed by the Deputy War-
den, Chief K r, the Surgeon, and others
acted within the prison walls in the most
outrageous manner, denouncing in violent
language the Government, the Minister
of Justice, and my humble self, in the
hearing of the convicts and ot several
strangers from Montreal. I told the acting
warden he should have ordered him out of
the prison and that if he did not go at his
bidding, he ought to have employed the
torce neeessary to expel him. ere an en-
quiry made to-morrow and that man sum-
moned to give evidence, he would not give
aoy of his own knowledge worth a pinch of
snufl. It is the same with his lieutenant,

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

the foreman of the Coroner’s Jury, and yet
these are the men, who insist upon the Gov-
ernment spending thousands of dollars on
another commission.”’

At page 318 the Inspector also states :

¢ The Acting Warden and Chief Keeper
reported to me that on the occasion men-
tioned this perron in the hearing of Mr.W.
Clendenning, Mr. Harper ol the Montreal
Witness, Messrs, H. Bergeron, M.P. and E.
Glonbensky, of themselves and of some of
the covic’s, made use ofinsulting language
towards the Honorable Minister of Justice
and the Inspector, Mr. Moylan, using the
words rascal, pigs, saying the cause of the
revolt was due to them and the Govern-
ment,” &c.

Again in his last annual report (1886-
87), the Inspector alludes to this out-
rageous calumny, in the following words
(page 28): :

“The mischievous interference of med-
dling outsiders in the affairs of the Peniten-
tiarg—which cau<ed so much disorder and
led to no end of dissension and disorganiza-
tion among the officers and of want of con-
fidence in the administration—is no longer
allowed. The authorities of the prison have
received instruction to see that such chara-
cters conduct themselves with propriety,
when admitted as visitors, within the walls,
and expel them should they misbehave.”

Were I forced to qualify the statement
of the Inspector, contained in the last
but one sentence of the first quotation, I
would have to call it a lie deliberately
uttered, since this man knew that I could
give evidence of my own knowledge.
Had he not himself some time before
put questions to me, and had I not an-
swered upon oath that a conspiracy ex-
isted agaiast the Warden, and that I had
written to him (the Warden) to be on
his guard, that I knew of a party in
Ottawa who was working in the dark to
injure him? What effect had these
words on the Inspector? It shut his
mouth, and he dare not go further. Was
it not his duty to ask who the party was,
and what ground I had to make such a
serious charge ?  Surely it was., But he
did not do it, and yet he dishonestly
states that “should an inquiry be made,
“I could not give evidence of my own
“knowledge.” Then, if you ask, hon.
gentlemen, Why such a lie? my answer
comes quite naturally, it is, as every other
calumny made against me was, to excite
the feelings of his chiefs, the Minister
and his deputy, and induce them to re-
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fuse an investigation. But his letter was | and explained the difficulty of his posi-

useless, or it came too late.
€rnment pledged themselves on the sth
of May to make a serious and minute

The Gov-|tion.

l

He reminded the Secretary of
State that 2 minute investigation would
most probably make it impossible for

enquiry into the circumstances of the|him to appoint his profege Warden of the

Tevolt and into all the trouble which had
appened there for the last four years.
See Sendte Debates.)

he Inspector, having so far failed,

Mmade increased efforts to convince his

chief, the Minister of Justice, that I was

a very bad man, a mean man, a bad

character and consequently ¢hat my

Prayer for an investigation into the causes
of the troubles in that prison, should not

: favorably entertained. These new

efforts of the Inspector were a success,

Indeed a greater one than the Inspector
ad anticipated, and certainly greater

th_al} he wished it to be. The hon.

Minister becoming convinced by all the

Statements of the Inspector that I was a

Contemptible man, thought that it was
€St to allow the enquiry, to establish my

Built and ruin my reputation. I find in

1€ Hansard of the Commons, that hav-

Ing been questioned as to this painful

Event, the revolt, and as to the course he

Yould follow in the matter, the Minister

czd forgotten himself to the extent of

arging me behind my back, with
ag;{ng been the cause of the revelt

iy Ing that under such circumstances a

ag"”ft and complete investigation was an

Solute necessity and that he felt it his
‘;:,Y to see that it should take place.
n s had the effect of a bomb in the
SPector’s camp, What will they do?

¢ ::ter due consultation it was decided
cha New efforts should be made to
nge the issue and prevent thie enquiry.

€ Inspector set to work, and helped as

Min;:?s' Succeeded in convincing the

be g me_l‘, his chief, t‘hat an inquiry would

the ‘Sta!‘e, that it would be wasting

But ‘t’ﬁzpﬁ_s money for no good purpose.

his hong Inister had solemnly pledged

thatamir to both Houses of Parliament
which, wnute and complete investigation,

Bottony O?U:‘d show what was at the

ured the difficulties this prisor. had

e fou““de_", would be made.
which, 0d himself in a blind-alley from
It seemed to him difficult to
bearq ¢ What will he do? He had
was g | ast:teq that the Secretary of State
8 €r Intriguer. He went to him

Penitentiary ; that during the trial of
those convicts who had been most con-
spicuous in the revolt, it had become
‘apparent that the conduct of some of the
superior officers, amongst whogn was
his protege, at the time of the revolt and
even before, had not been what it should
have been. The Minister of Justice
then read some extracts from Montreal
newspaperswhich hadgiven a full account
of the proceedings in such trials before
the Court of Queen’s Bench. “Let us
take some time and think over what is
best forusto do underthe circumstances,”
was the answer of the Secretary of
State. A few days after this gentleman’
came to the Minister of Justice
and said :—* Hypocrisy and intrigue will
overcome the difficulty. You promised
a'solemn investigation at the request of
Senator Bellerose. Very well, then he is
the party whom you must try to deceive.
Never mind your friends in both Houses
—for good or for bad they will stand if
the Government requiresit. This is the
way you will do it,” continued the Secre-
tary of State; “I will help you. We
will leave Ottawa together for Montreal ;
the next day we will drive to the Peni-
tentiary (a twelve miles’ drive). On our
arrival at the prison you will write a note
to the tenacious Senator, inviting him to
meet you there. We both will be accom-
panied by shorthand writers so that Mr.
Bellerose may be better deceived, and
we will feign to make the investigation
promised.  Bellerose will certanly be
caught, and we will whitewash any one
of those whom a minute investigation
would blacken.” Both Ministers having
agreed to adopt the course suggested,
they left Ottawa on the gth of December,
1886. On the roth the Minister of
Justice sent the following telegram :—

MoxTrEAL, December 10th, 1886.

To the Hon. Senator Bellerose, St. Vincent
de Paul :

Secretary of State and I visit Penitentiary
to-day. Will send letter to your residence
ay to object of visit. Please rush.

(Signed) J. S. D. TroMpsON.
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This dispatch was brought to my
house at eleven o'clock a.m., by the
operator himself. At about fifteen
minutes after noon an officer of the
Department of Justice, who accompanied
the Minister of Justice, came to my
house and presented me with the follow-
ing letter : —

MonTrEAL, December 10th, 1886.
DeEar Sir,—I intend to-day to make a
visit acBompanied by the Secretary of State,
to the Penitentiary of St. Vincent de Paul,
and intend to wake such enquiry as may
give me information as to the efficiency of
the staff*and the state of discipline in the
institution. 1 thought % proper to give youn
this intimation as [ inferrea from a conver-
* sation which I had with vou. eco et’ me ago,
that you might possibly have some views to
present, during the visit, on the subject
which I bave mentioned. We shail pro-
bably be at the penitentiaiy the greater part
of the dav, and if necessary, to-morrow.
I am, yours truly,
‘ J. 8. D. THompsox.
Hon. SENATOR BELLEROSE.

To this note I gave the following
answer :

Transtation.
¢¢8t. VINCENT PE PavL, Dec. 10th, 1886

*¢ The Ho~. MR. THOMPSON,

Sir,—Your telegraphic despatch received
at eleven o’clock a.m., and your note at
12.16 pm.  You say: * I inferred from a
conversation which I had with you some
time ago, that you might possibly have some
views fo present during the visit on the sub-
Ject which I have mentioned.” 1 regret to
say that I fail to recollect to have had with
you any conversation since the end of last
April, or the beginning of last May. I then
said to you the same thing which I spoke
from my seat in the Senate. You then an-
swered that you would have an investigation
made into all the difficulties of the peniten-
tiary and even see into the preceding en-
quiries. The Government made the same
&l;omise in the Senate on the 5th May last.

henever you are ready for such an inves-
tigation I will be ready to give a list of par-
ties whom I wish to be called and give evi-
dence and will myself be ready to state what
I know.

Tam,
(Signed) Jos. H. BELLEROSE.

1 myself went over to the Penitentiary
and handed this letter to Mr. Thompson.
He asked me to step into the office, and
having called in Deputy Warden Ouimet,
who then acted as Warden pro fem, he
asked me what were the charges I had

to make. I answered that the proceed-

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

ings he was about to begin were not those
promised by the Government or by
himself. It was three o’clock. It was
absurd to think of making such an inves-
tigation in one day ; it would take weeks.
Afier a few minutes of silence the Minis-
ter said, “All right, we will do the thing
as promised. Lay your charges.” “I
charge,” said I, “ the Inspector and the
late Chaplain with being responsible for
the difficulties this prison has been labor-
ing under. Imay say I act as the repre-
sentative, of those who have laid such
charges, either in the press or in public
documents.” The Minister of Justice,
interrupting me, said: “Have you
anything to say against any of the officers
of the prison?” “Yes,” was my reply,
‘“but I will not be caught. Their names
I will furnish when giving my evidence
against those I have named, and who are
considered the most guilty parties.”
“Very well,” said Mr. Thompson, ‘ give
us a list ot such persons as are to be
summoned.” ‘1 will give a full list in
the morning, and for this day will give
sufficient to keep us at work for more
than the remainder of the week. Please,”
said I, “‘summon Mr. Warden Laviolette,
Messrs. J. E. Durocher, A. Catellier, H.
Demers, and G. Bertrand.”

The Minister—Please give your evi-
dence.

Mr.Bellerose—I am readythe moment
I have been sworn.

The Minister—This 1s not necessary.

Mr. Bellerose—Then your intention
is to take evidence without oath?

The Minister—Yes, but I will give
your statements the same attention I
would give them if you had been sworn.

Mr. Bellerose—This is nothing but a
farce to deceive the public and whiten
what is black. Moreover, public docu-
ments show that some of the officers of
this prison have before this sworn what
was not true, while some others have
sworn one day one way and in another
way some few days after. How will it
be when evidence will be taken without
the oath? 1 cannot be a party to such
a bad work.

The Minister—You may withdraw.

I withdrew. The Minister of Justice
and Mr. Chapleau were accompanied by.
the Deputy Minister of Justice. Another
officer of the Department of Justice, Mr.
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Leslie, was there as shorthand writer, as
also Mr. Bourbonnais, M. P. P., the two
Ministers thinking, it is said, they might
Y so doing influence him sufficiently to
leav? the ranks of the Conservative
ationalists and go back to thewr own
Party. But Mr. Bourbonnais was too
Much of a gentleman to do such a thing.
He did his work, took the money and
Teémained a true Conservative.
he two Ministers continued the farce
Or a few hours and left the next day,
the 11th. No doubt those hon. gentle-
™en would have no objection to put be-
ore Parliament the evidence they then
took of the officers of the prison—but I
defy them both to show a sworn declara-
Uon of those officers certifying that
€very one of their statements on that
Ay was true. Some of them have al-
feady acknowledged that having to
:}I:eal:: In presence of the ofticer who for
ine Ume being was at the head of the
los'htutxon, they had to take care. His
w‘e was better than his hatred and they
hiere not under oath. The Inspector
¢ mself said of the then head man of
e“pnson~
. The Deputy Warden (Ouimet) is
Ough and abrupt in his manuers towards
¢ officers and convicts.”
0 doubt those two Mimisters would
mee no objection to lay before Parlia-
timnt such_ewdence, takenina few hours’
iongdand in the way I have just men-
o saf, But I dety those two gentlemen
e Mit any evidence which they may
o fo taken from outsiders. I defy them
avermsh the evidence they surely must
hame tiken of those witnesses whose
Ul’ozh gave them—Messrs. Laviolette,
c er, Catellier, Demers, Bertrand,
of; i dlefy them to show the evidence
with tlr:g € witness having any connexion
fore teh grave charge I then renewed
ad 3] em, in the name of those who
elsewhr:ady made them in the press and
arliamre' I defy them to put before
en nent the evidence given by the
sick Warden, Mr. G. Laviolette, if
€y went to him.
a minﬁt's the way the solemn promise of
all the t‘: at‘n)d serious investigation into
edeemegu les of this Penitentiary was
Which tha, This is the way the enquiry
I € Minister of Justice acknow-
€ wis in duty bound to order,

hay

was made when he found it might work
against the Government and injure some
of their supporters.

So far, at all events, the Inspector had
succeeded in escaping the danger with
which he was menaced. He could then
attempt some other means to remove all
other dangers which might arise. This
he did, as I will show before 1 resume
my seat.

I cannot leave this subject without
giving a most emphatic denial to the three
statements which the Inspector has .
made against me in his letters that I read
a few minutes ago, as to my conduct on
the day of the revclt and on the next
day, inside the walls of the prison.

1st. I emphatically deny the statement
which accuses me of having been excited
on the day of the revolt.. I was at home
when the revolt began, when an officer
of the prison came to me in haste pray-
ing that 1 should go to the penitentiary,
that the warden was in the hands of the
convicts and most probably dead;
that 7o one scemed fto take command
and that no doubt the prisoners
would succeed in their determination to
recover their liberty. Though undressed,
I lost no time in arriving at the prison,
where the gloomiest spectacle I ever met
with offered itself to me. The warden
considered murdered, a certain nimber
of officers quietly sitting in the keeper's hall
awating orders, convicts parading in the
yard where they were masters, and some
of the officers completely under their
control, etc., etc. But this is not the
time to give a detailed statement of the
revolt and of the conduct of certain offi-
cers of the institution, it would be use-
less to do this to-day ; I will wait for a
better time to do so.:

Later on in the same evening, I went
to the infirmary, where I found the
wounded warden, and remained there
until late in the evening, after which I
returned to my home. I was not during
any part of this occasion more excited
than is usual with me when I have a
case at heart. But 1 did say, as I say
now, and as I have said a hundred times
before, that the Inspector primarily, and
then the Government, were responsible
for the revolt as well as for the. troubles
which had been agitating this institutien
for years pastov.:..
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2nd. Referring now to the second
charge of the Inspector as to the next
day after the revolt, J also positively
deny having used any such expressions
as ‘““rascal,” “ pig,” &c.; but I frankly
admit that I did, in an excited manner,
contradict the false statements made by
Deputy Warden Ouimet and Chief
Keeper McCarthy to Messrs. Harper, of
the Montreal Witness, and other gentle-
men of that city. This is the way in
which it all occurred : I had no intention
. of entering the Penitentiary that day,
but passing in the stréet opposite to the
institution, at about five o'clock in the
afternoon, I met Mr. Bergeron, M. P.,
and Mr. E. Globensky. Mr. Bergeron
asked me to accompany them to the
scene of the revolt. I accepted the in-
vitation, and 1 accompanied them
through the penitentiary yard. Having
reached the spot where the convicts had
made the greatest efforts to secure their
liberty, we found the gentlemen I have
. just mentioned speaking of the sad oc-
currence of the previous day.  Both
Messrs. Ouimet and McCarthy were
attributing the revolt to the lenient ad.
ministration af the Warden, who at the
time was considered by the doctors
attending him to be on his deathbed.
Thinking of the indignity of such lang-
uage from the mouths of thuse very men,
who were charged with having been con-
tinvally at war with the Warden for
months past, and as it occurred to me
the sad effect it would have on the mor-
tally wounded Warden if any comments
of the kind should appear next day in the
newspapers, I raised my voice and said,
that the best evidence could be produced
to prove that all these troubles were due
to the two parties, that of the Warden
" and that of the Deputy-Warden, which
existed in the prison; and that the In-
spector and Government wereresponsible
for all such troubles, since they had been
informed of the true state of things, and
had been asked to grant a thorough
investigation. I added that the enquiry
of 1884 had established that such was
the state of things in the prison. Is it
at all extraordinary that I volunteered
such an expression of opinion under the
circumstances referred to? Had I not
before said so in this House on the
fourth day of March previous (1886)?

Hon. MrR. BELLEROSE.

Have I not since repeatedly charged the
Government with this dereliction of duty
and of having been, thereby, the
cause of therevolt? Ieven wrote some-
thing similar in the press over my own
signature, and did not hesitate to write
in my letter of the 17th September, 1886,
to the Minister of Justice :—

“Had Sir Alexander Campbell done as
his predecessor (the Hon.James Macdonald)
did in 1879, and had appointed a commission
of disinterested and competent persons in
every respect to seek out the cause of the
troubles, peace and harmony would long gince
have been established in the institution,and
we would not have had to deplore the un-
fortunate event of the 24th April last. Had
the same prudence which is used in private
matters been used in this one, the result
would have been very different.”

Thus, hon.sgentlemen, you see that it
was quite natural that I felt bound to
affirm under the circumstances referred
to by the Inspector, the facts as I knew
they stood. But what seems most ex-
traordinary is to find to-day this indi-
vidual (the Inspector) giving me, involun-
tarily, I am sure, credit for the veracity
of this statement of mine. In his last
annual report, 1886-'87, he affirms that
(page xxvii) at the Penitentiary of St.
Vincent de Paul, under the regime, of
the new Warden (Mr. Quimet) :—

*“The discipline, is much improved; the
prisoners obey the rules punctually and are,
in general, well behaved.

** The officers, too, do their duty with
fidelity and good will. There are no factious
parties, no dissensions, but all act together
in good accord. The staff is reported to be
ndividnally efficient.”

If the disappearance of the head man
of one of the two parties which existed
in the prison has produced so much goad,
I was then 1ight the three or four years
past when 1 prayed and solicited the
Government to remove the evil by dis-
missing one of the chiefs of the two
parties ; and they were wrong, with their
Inspector, when they not only neglected,
but even refused to do so, until convicts
did it by rising up mm arms and
breaking one of the parties. But this
process of restoring peace has been an
enterprise too costly both in money ex-
pended and lives lost or endangered, to
allow me to join with the Government
and the Inspector in their congratulations
as to the good results. Then the Inspec-
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tor refers to the efficiency of the present
staff. Hon. gentlemen, the staff is about
the same as it was under Mr. Laviolette’s
administration with the exception of six
hew officers who have filled up the
vacancies created by six of the best
officers of the prison leaving, three after
aving handed over their resignation
Tather than submit to the ruling of men
Whom the Government had promoted in
Spite of their conduct towards the late
Warden—and the three others on dis-
Missal for their too great devotion to the
ate Warden, as I will have occasion to
show before I am done. I defy both
the Minister and the Inspector to deny
that. those officers were amongst the
st of the prison. The names of the
officers who resigned are Auguste Leduc,
J. B. Gauthier and A. Dequoy, and
urocher, Desormeau and Lefaivre are
€ names of those dismissed. No
oubt it was a great crime for Lefaivre
to be a relation of the late Warden

aviolette,
I will now refer to this other charge
Made by the Inspector in his letter
Which I read a few minutes ago, that “ I
Used insulting language towards the
. imister of Justice, and the Inspector,
Sing the words rascal, pig.”. 1 not only
€Ny emphatically this vile and mean
ﬁ‘g“mny, but I will even bring the evi-
(thnce of those very gentlemen whom he
ung Inspecto.r)' and the officer acting
Werer his advice (Mr. Ouimet) assert
h'e bresent. Why, the report of the
thel?'f Keeper himself of the prison gives
spect‘e to the assertions of both the In-
uimor and the Deputy Warden (Mr.
the Ceht')' Let me read this report of
316 lef Keeper, it is found at page
of the blue book and reads thus :—

8. Vixoest pe Pauve PENITENTIARY,
«g; 29th April, 1886.
8iong ';;dRegﬂrdiqg the conduct and expres-
Sunda, | € use of by Senator Bellerose, on

ou hzv ast, in the prison yard, and which

{ex leave ordered me to report in writing, I
Citeq amf 10 state that he apipeared very ex-
be kpey .8houted in a loud voice, raying,
the Minin would come to this, that he told
ago ih“alte" and the Government months

oylan | €re were two parties here, that
ther o, ;’ew of it also, that one or the
_the Goveg It to be dismissed, that he toid

Fup, Tnment so, but they were too cor-
Other R; (l, anything good ; now we had an-

¢! cage, nothing done. Riel and this

convict shot, he would expose it at Ottawa
aud everywhere, and coutinued speaking for
some time. There were several gentlemen
present who heard him railing in this man-
ner, and his voice and words could be heard
Ly many of the convicts.
Respectiully sutanitted,
TrHos. McCartaY,
Chief Keeper”

Nota word in this about my using
such impolite expressions. The Blue-
Book containing the charge was distri-
buted on the 3rd June 1887. I imme-
diately wrote to those gentlemen men-
tioned as being present in or about in
the following words ;

Orrawa, 3rd June, 1887.
Dr. Pominville.

Sir—Mr. Moylan assures me that vou in-
formed him that on the day of the revolt
and also on the next day, Sunday, I had
made use of insulting language within the
walls of the Penitentiary, denouncing in
!violent terms the Government, the Minister
jof Justice and himself (Moylan) please let
me know whether this is true or whether it
13 false.

Yours &c.,
Josg. H. BeLLEROSE.

Here is his answer :

St. Vixcext pE PavuLr, 5th June, 1887.
To the Hon. J. H. Bellerose.

¢ Sir—In answer to your note of the 3rd
inst., I have to inform you that I am quite
surprised that Mr. Moylan can bave told
vou so many things. Here are the facts:
This gentleman began stating that he had
been told that you were much exasperated
at the Government’s conduct. 1 answered,
* Yes, he (Mr. Bellerose) saya the Govern-
ment are responsible for the revolt, and
tiat he had made them aware of the
danger.’

As to having told Mr. Moylan that your
conduct inside the walls of the penitentiary
had been outrageous on the day of the
revolt and on the following Sunday, and
that you had made use of any insulting
language towards the Government, the
Minister of Justice, and himself. I com-
pletely deny it.

Truly yours,
J.T. PouminviLLe.”

Neither Mr. Harper, nor Mr. Clen-
denning, nor Mr. Bergeron, nor Mr.
Globensky were at the prison on the day
of the revolt, but they were within the
walls on the next day. I wrote to those
gentlemen, asking if they recollected my
conduct there.

Mr. Harper replied in the following
words :— :
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¢ CornwaLL, Ont., June 6th, 1887,

« Hon. Mr. Bellerose, Otlawu :

“Dear Sir,—I recollect the circumstances
of the St. Vincent affair, and your attack
upon the Government and the Inspector. I
recollect also, that you blamed the revolt
upon two parties pulling one against the
other in the Penitentiary, My impression
was that these were officials. With regard
to your remarks about Moylan, they were,
I think, only incidental, and I am not so
clear upon them as upon the rest of your
remarks. 1 do not at this moment recollect
that you called him any name, but you ap-
plied a few strong words to the causes of
the trouble, and said you had over and over
again represented the causes to the proper
quarters without any good result. I think
it would be better to take the report in the
Witness as corroborative of what yoa said
at the time. [t will contain the gist, shorn
of what you said that was fiery—for I must
say I was surprised at your heat, and omit-
ted remarks that I considered you would not
have used in a more reflective moment.
Hoping that matters at 8t. Yincent have
assumed a more peaceful aspect since wmy
enforced visit to its peaceful banks and
groves, believe me,

: « Yours truly,
“ James Hawvrer.”

Having looked into the MWituess, as
indicated by Mr. Harper, I find this
scene reported in that newspaper on the
26th April, two days after the revolt, in
the following words :

¢ Yesterday afternoon Coroner Jones was
upon the scene * * * There were groups of
newspaper reporters, members of Parlia-
ment and others and among them Senator
Bellerose. All these gentlemen took or
gave evidence as to priron discipline and
other matters. Mr. Bergeron, M. P. Mr,
Globensky, Mr. W. Clendenning and others
stood around and talked, but Senator Belle-
rose was the loudest. Senator Bellerose
arrainged in a loud tone of voice, the Gov-
ernment of the day for the whole business.

*“¢1 am not afraid to epeak and I say to
you if it were not that there are two parties
in this place, the affair would not have hap-
pened. They had enquiries and enquiries
and they were a sham. I told the Govern-
ment not long ago, that wntil one of those
parties that are pulling against each other
are put out, there will be this sort of thing.

¢ Yon need not say no,” he remarked, as
one of_ the officials shook his head; ¢ you
know it is so0.’

“ This was pretty plain talk in presence
of two leading officials of the prison and
within earshot of the convicts, Our reporter
remarked quietly: ¢ Do you not think these
convicts will hear you, Senator 7

¢ <I'do not care whether they do or not.
These men know all about it; they know

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

more than [ do. They Jaugh at these guards.
They do not care for themn at all” And so
on in the same style.”

Then in another column of the same
journal I find :—-

It is well known that the Warden, Mr.
Laviolette, who now lies at the point of
death from wounds at the hands of the con-

viels, was always at daggers drawn with the
other chief officers.”

Also—

¢TIt is understood that there is some
political root to all this trouble.”

Indeed, gentlemen, I was happy that
convicts heard me stating that I would
do my duty and would work to bring
peace between the members of the §taff
and have things so arranged that such
evils as those we bad already heard of,
as well as those we presently witnessed,
should no more happen in the future. It
was telling them that their joy would soon
have an end. That the convicts knew
all the difficulties which existed and the
dislike which existed between the first
subalterns of the prison and the Warden
is, as stated by the reporter above men-
tioned, well known. Pretty good evi-
dence of convicts having such knowledge
was given during the trial of those very
men who had risen up in arms against
the authorities of the prison. Convict
Desrochers being in the witness box is.
reported to have appealed to the Court
in the following words :—

¢ If the Court will allow me I will accuse
that man (pointing to Deputy Warden

Ouimet) of being the instigator of the whole
revolt.”

Viau in his address to the jury, is re-
ported to have said :—

““KEvery person knows that at St. Vincent
de Paul there are iwo rival factions—War-

den Luviolette is one, and Deputy Warden
Quumet is the other.”

I was also quite happy to let convicts
know that should I succeed every one of
he many evils which they knew existed
in the prison would be removed. Of-
ficers had caused scandals at different
times. This would have an end. Let
me give you an instance. Please open
the biue book at page 165, you will find
that the first officer but one of the peni-
tentiary, Deputy Warden Ouimet is
charged as follows :—. .
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“Spoke in the hearing of convicts of his
military life and experience at Quebec,
8tating that he and two others had visited
8 house of questionable repute and left
Without paying the bill.”

. While on this question of the scandal
given by the Deputy Warden, allow me
to call your attention to the punishment
which our valuable Inspector recom-
mended should be awarded for such
Immoral and disgraceful conduct. His
fecommendation contained in his report,
Page 166 was, ‘“that this officer be
censured ”, while in the case of an official
Visitor whom he certified had.

* Denourced, in the hearing of convicts,
:l?d in violent language, the Government,

e Minister of Justice and his humble self,
Or having been the causes of the revolt.”

He the Inspector informed the Minister in
u:s‘leuer of the 3rd May, 1886, (page 319)

8 he told Deputy Warden Ouimet that

e‘sl)oz}lq have ordered out of the prison
mlgiomc.ml.viaitor and that if he did not go

8 bidding, he ought to have employed
€ force necessary to expel him.”

Hon. gentlemen, 1 leave it to you to

Taw a fair and honest conclusion be-
twWeen the two cases and to appreciate
the 2zeal displayed by our worthy Inspec-
tor in both—one of unbecomingness and
the other of immorality.

Was it possible for Mr. Laviolette to
Succeed in his administration with such
men around him ? Could even the most
{J:mstakmg chaplains succeed in haprov-
wg the inmates of such an institution
v en _their guardiaus used such con-

Crsations in their presence—and they
a:d at the head of the prison such a man

My quotations show the Inspector has
Proved himself to be ?

ette?ﬂ} now continue the reading of the
state :‘ have received, contradicting the

ot ent of the Inspector as to my con-

In the penitentiary yard the next

aty after the revolt. ~Mr. Bergeron’s
ter is ag follows :

Orrawa, June Tth, 1887.
Tout’l;g Hon. Joseph H. Bellerose, Senator :
etter EAR BenaToR,—In reply to your
ure iy :wd the 3rd inst., I have great pleas-
hearq eclaring to you that [ have never
“C&naﬁ’lo?» use the words ““cauchon” (pig) or
the gy e‘ as stated in a letier contained in
tor of prroment to the report of the Inspec-

eoitenti: ries for the year 1885-86.
bave the honor to be,
wy dear Senator,
Your most devoted,
J. G. H. BERGERON.

MoxTREAL, June Tth, 1887.
The Hon. J. H. Bellerose,

My Dgar SeNaTor,—In answer to yours,
I have no recollection that you used such
expressions, ¢pig, rascal,” as you are
charged with baving used at the time of our
visit through the yard of the penitentiary of
St. Vincent de I’anl.

I have the honor to be,
my dear Senator,
Very respectfully,
Epu. GLOBENSKY.

Mr. 1. Jones, coroner, answers, on
the 3oth June, 1887 :

“ As far as my memory serves me,
yon were much excited, but [ have no re-
collection of your having used language un-
becoming a gentleman.”

Such letters of the Inspector
to the Minister or his deputy, as
the one I am now dealing with, are
not generally asked for by members of
Parliament, as their existence is not gen-
erally known—hence the Inspector
thought he could write with impunity.
1 myself, did not know that I had been
so grossly abused by this officer with the
approval, it seems, of the Minister of
Justice, since the Inspector has continued
day after day this very reprehensible
work ; but, knowing well what the In-
spector was capable of, and having be-
fore discovered many such unjust and
hypocritical acts of his, I was sure that
in asking for the publication of the doc-
uments,now contained in the supplemen-
tary report on penitentiaries—many of
which were confidential, ot.ers private—
1 would find good evidence of what
he was capable. Hon. gentlemen, this
evidence i1s now before you. What is
your opinion of an official of such high
standing who could have worked up
such mischief? Is he a fit man to be

‘kept as the only channel through which

the chief officers of the Department he
is in, can be made aware of what is
going on in the different institutions,
of which he has the superintendence, or
of the efficiency of the officials compos-
ing the staff of such institutions ? Minis-
ters as well as Deputy Ministers have
very seldom occasion to visit the peni-
tentiaries- and judge for themselves.
They have to rely on such an officer as
the Inspector. Is this man qualified for
such a position? When he could do
such wrong in a letter to his chief against
a public man and behind his back what
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could he not do against an officer under
his control, if it happened he had a dis-
Jike for him or thought him a nuisance ?
Who can say, that in every line
the Inspector wrote that he did tull jus-
tice to Warden Laviolette who so often
for some five years had been com-
plaining that he was unjustly dealt with
by this officer ? Why not deal with every
one on principles of justice ?

At almost every page in the blue-book
the reader finds my name coupled with
some more or less objectionable acts.
Sometimes the Inspector maliciously in-
sinuates that I must have given advice
to the paity, complaining of his own con-
duct ; at other times, that he has good
reasons to believe that I have induced
this other party to lay charges against
one or the other of the subaltern officers
of the Penitentiary.

These shameful insinuations were con-
tained in his letter of the sth June, 1886,
addressed to the Deputy Minister of
Justice. There also he asserts, while
speaking of the complaints made by
Warden Laviolette against his two subal-
tern officers, whom for reasons he dare
not acknowledge, he is charged with hav-
ing taken under his protection—

“I have ground for beliving that he is
acting under advice from Mr. Bellerose.”

Now gentlemen, I positively deny, in
my place in this House, that I even
knew the Warden had decided to lay a
single charge against his two subordi-
nates.

As I have already shown, I repeatedly
asked for an investigation, butit was
only after the revolt that it was promised
in both Houses of Parliament. On the
other hand, the Inspector did his utmost
to prevent such enquiry being made. He
resorted to any means that he found
convenient to aid him in ruining his
adversary—he even used hypocrisy. This
I have been made aware of by the verv
statements of the Deputy Minister of
Justice, Mr. Burbidge. If his chief, the
Minister of Justice or his Deputy ordered
him to proceed to St. Vincent de Paul
to invesugate a difficulty, he would ask
there ; that the good Warden of this
Penitentiary was too much prejudiced
" against him ; that he liked Mr. Laviolette
with all his heart, and would rather have
somebody else undertake the investiga-

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

tion. But, being the only Inspector,
he knew what the answer of his chief
would be, he knew that he would have
to go, and that being there he could
injure his victims without any fear of
censure from his masters in Ottawa.
He had prepared for the event he could
defy, as he did defy, his victims in the
following words :—

“T do not care for any of you; neither do
I care about your complaints. I am a
match for the whole of you. Neither dol
care about your f{riends, whether they are
Members of Parliament or private citizens.
Sir John is my friend, and he will staud by
me,” .

I have good evidence of this challenge
thrown out by the Inspector. I will
read the statements of one of my wit-
nesses, without giving his name—an
honorable name too.

«“I, A. B., do solemnly declare that Mr.
Moylan excitedly and with irritation ad-
dressed C. D. in the following manner: that
he had no fear whatever of what . . might
undertake to do against him; that he enjoy-
ed the consideration of Sir John A. Macdon-
ald to such a high degree that he defied the
whole of C. D's. friendsto try anything they
liked azainst him, and that he could inugh
at them; or using words equivalent to those
above quoted.” .

And I make this solemn declaration con-
scientiously believing the same to be true
and by virtue of the Act passed in the 37th
year of Her Majesty’s reign intituled ** Au
Act fr the supression of voluntary and ex-
tra judicial oaths.”

(8d) A.B.

Taken and acknowledged before the un-

dersigned this 6th day of January, 1885.
(8gd.) J.T.PominviLLg, J. P.

The above charge should be sufficient
to explain the obstinate opposition which
the Inspector has continuously made to
a serious enquiry by a Commission.

Having made  those preliminary
remarks, I will now enter into the
merits of the case I wish to deal with
to-day ; and which I will divide into
three parts.

1st. A history of the troubles the
penitentiary has been labouring under
from 1881 to 1884, when an enquiry
was ordered.

2nd. The investigation of 1884
What it was—the effects it had—what
followed.

3rd. My connexion with those trou-
bles, how it came, and lastly my answer
to the strong words of the Minister ot
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Justice against me, uttered in the Com-
mons and to the various attacks upon
me contained in this Blue book, and
g’laie by Inspector Moylan behind my
ack,

Fortunately T knew whom I had to
eal with, when I had to deal with the
Nspector. This knowledge of my old
fend whom my refusal to work with,
against Warden Laviolette, had made
an encmy of mine, led me to the con-

ch}Slon that he must have worked some
Mischief in the dark. Under such a
Tonviction I asked by addresses, moved
0 this hon. House in 1886, for such
dOCUMents, official as well as private and
€ven confidential, as I knew the existence
. :’f- The Government after having hesi-

tated gave them all at last. You have

€m now before you. Hon. gentlemen

Propose to deal with them to-day.

Part 1.
HISTORY OF THE TROUBLES.

WOH the 24th January, 1881, the late
hi:rder} Duchesnaux was relieved from
o duties, Deputy Warden McKay in-
ructed to act as Warden pro Zem, and
tor' Telesphore Ouimet, Clerk of Works,
ean:t as Deputy.  On the 21st Novem-
et: of this same year (1881), G. Lavio-
¢, Esq., entered into his duties as
ang"‘%&“, Mr. McKay left the institution,
With . Ouimet was appointed Deputy,
this tMr- McCarthy as Chief Keeper. At
iﬂstitlme’ the Catholic chaplain of the
o IUUOn, Father Teclerc, Inspector
. ¥lan and I were on the best terms—
A(t)md say, were intimate friends.
admmEhe beginning of Mr. Laviolette’s
be sat{stratlon. the Inspector seemed to
as 1Sﬁed.w1tl'1 the new Warden, but
fl\entqu;te dissatisfied with the appoint-
puto Mr. Telesphore Ouimet to the
Inspec); Wardenship, two facts which
e trae or Moylan has since admitted to
new d'_rhe Catholic Chaplain, who
Sentime id not merely utter his own
timage ‘;"S, but also those of his very in-
alsg g()m;lt?nd, Inspector Moylan, had
ginnin words as to the Warden at the
Ao pa 8 of his administration, but he
Motiop § adverse to Mr. Ouimet’s pro-
+ cers (W, A few months after those offi
arden and Deputy) had entered

upon their duties, a change took place in
the minds of both the Inspector and the
Chaplain. They became hostile to Mr.
Laviolette and friendly to the Deputy
Warden. The evidence taken during
the investigation of 1884 establishes
those facts and even more; it shows
that the Chaplain himself admitted mn
1883 that Warden Laviolette would be
broken down before two years were over.
It would be too long to read now such
evidence, as I will have occasion before I
resume my seat to read certain parts of
it. No use then in referring to it twice.

It may be said that such a change in
the minds of both Inspector and the
Chaplain is difficult to understand unless
a cause be assigned for it. The Warden
has from the beginning of the troubles
assigned the cause and during the
enquiry of 1884 he offered evidence in
support of this charge but the Commis-
sioners would not allow him to establish
the facts. It was, he stated then as he
has stated since, an event which took
place in the last part of 1882 and which
had the effect of creating hostile feelings
in the mind of the Inspector against
him (Warden Laviolette). Out of sym-
pathy for his friend the Inspector,
the Chaplain became also indignant.
Before they showed their hostility they
thought 1t better to prepare and
induce the Warden to give them certifi-
cates to the effect that he had no com-
plaint to lay against them. So they did
and succeeded in having the Warden
put his signature to two certificates, one
to the Chaplain dated 4th October, 1882,
and the other dated zoth January, 1883,
to the Inspector. Having so caught the
Warden they set to work and prepared
their annual report for 1881-82. The
Chaplain’s report is dated December,
1882, while that of the Inspector date
31st January, 1883. Those reports were
distributed to members of Parliament in
February or March, 1883, during the
session, and to the public in the spring
and summer of 1883.

During the investigation in 1884
Warden Laviolette tried over and over
again to be permitted to prove that those
reports had been the cause of the troubles
which existed between himself and some
of his officers, but the Inspector would
never allow the Warden to establish that
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the first cause of the breaking down of
his administration in the fall of 1883 was
the event I have already mentioned, as
having taken place at the end of 1882,
the effect of which did not become
apparent before the last part of 1883
when the annual report of 1881-82 had
been read by the staff of the penitentiary
and had made them aware of the hostility
of both the Inspector and the Chaplain.
Let me remark here that Mr. Baillairgé’s
duty during this investigation of 1884
seems to have been solely to approve of
the Inspector’s conduct and help in
justifying the course he should follow.
The Inspector himself admits the fact at
the beginning of his report, page 152.

At his (Mr. Baillargé’s) .request I
examined the witnesses, on behalf of
the Commissioners, and made the

rulings respecting evidence to be admit-
ted or disallowed, and only in one trivial
instance did we differ, and then only for the
moment, as I waived my view in favor of
Mr. Baillairgé’s, the matter at issue not
being material.

I will have occasion to show further
on the conduct of the Inspector during
this trial and what were his rulings—the
whole done with the approval of Mr.
Baillairgé who seems to have had no
opinion of his own.

During the session of 1883, in Febru-
ary or March, Inspector Moylan came
to me in the lobby of this Senate-—
*“ Have you read my annual report,” said
he, meaning the Annual Report on Pen-
itentiaries for 1881-82. “No,” said I,
“ this report has only been distributed
this morning.” “I am sorry,” answered
the Inspector, ““I should like to have
your opinion on it.” I replied, “since you
are so anxious as to my opinion, I am
going home this evening, the Senate
taking a few days recess, and I will read
the report to-morrow and will let you
know my opinion in writing.” “Very
well,” replied Mr. Moylan. The next
day I read the report and I immediately
wrote to Mr. Moylan my disapproval of
his report as to the penitentiary of our
Province. The Inspector has my letter,
let him show it.  This done I immedi-
ately went to the Chaplain and told
bhim what had occurred, and that I con-
demnedhis also,addingthat had heshown
me this last report of his, as he had gener-
ally shown me his previous reports, be-
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fore he sent them, I would certainly
have saved him a very bad step. Then,
recaliing to my mind, first, the certifi-
cates he and the Inspector had induced
the Warden to sign a few months be-
fore, and second, the conversations we
three had together, I was convinced
that they had determined to ruin the
Warden, and that trouble would follow.
The Inspector, the Chaplain and my-
self, having for years been intimate,
and free in our conversations, I added
to define my position towards them and
recover my full liberty of action, that if
this bad step of theirs should bring
trouble in the prison, as it seemed to me
it would, 1 felt I would be bound in
honor and in conscience to oppose them,
work against them, and stand by the -
Warden, who, though appointed in pref-
erence to the gentleman I had recom-
mended for this important post, had
nevertheless a right to my support as
long as he did his duty, whatever per-
sonal adversaries he might have.

Now, gentlemen, those reports and
the events above mentioned did work
mischief in the prison. The Warden,
as I will have occasion to show in an in-
stant, offered evidence, during the inves-
tigation of 1884, to establish this fact,
but the commissioners would by no
means allow him to do so. The Warden
had to submit. He did <o, but he en-
tered his protest.

No doubt it was quite natural that the
judge charged with the grave offence he
had to enquire into, should object to
have his guilt proven. 1t can even be
reasonably supposed that when he solicit-
ed the favor of being entrusted with the
charge of enquiring into the troubles (I
will show that he did so), he thought it
might help him out of the difficult posi-
tion he found himself in. .

It is admitted that at this time, 1883,
Mr. Laviolette had been successful in
his administration. The late Warden of
the Kingston Penitentiary, Mr. Creigh-
ton, having been ordered by the Minister
of Justice to visit the prison and report,
did so on the 3rd of July, 1883, and re-
ported in the following words :—

«1 visited the various departments of the
institution within the walls. I found the
cells clean and everything in good order.
The discipline of the institution was also
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g0od, and in many respects better than ai
Kingston.” :

Why, the Chief Keeper himself, who
IS one of the officers complained of by
the Warden, was forced to admit, during
the enquiry of 1884, that,

" Up to the fall of 1883 he waa satisfied
With the discipline, and that at times it was

tter than at Kingston, where he had been
employed for many years.”

The united testimony also of most of
the keepers and guards who were
brought forward as witnesses during the
general enquiry in July, August and
Septe_mber 1884, goes to establish that
the institution had never worked so
well as since Mr. Laviolette had
asumed his functions as Warden
Up to ten or twelve months before the
€0quiry had begun. It began in June
1884, 50 that the evidence taken during

1S Investigation corroborates the state-
Ments above mentioned of Messieurs
Creighton and McCarthy. It was also
&tablished beyond doubt that the disci-
{_ﬂgne of this institution had begun to
tall about that time (spring 1883) and
“aﬁ It had continued to break down
t.m“ 1884 when the enquiry above men-
loned had to be ordered.

L believe it is necessary that I should
€re mention, en passant, a circumstance
‘iof which T will give the details later on
N my remarks. 1 refer to the fact of a
gt;ntleman of high standing, a member
O the Privy Council of Her Majesty for
Wit?lada’ who had to take proceedings
e the hon. Minister of Justice at the
the IOf the session 1883, against both
Bspector and his friend,the Catholic
ﬁplam,asking for their dismissal. The
m;:lster thought two at a time were too
o lY He decided that the Chaplain
Uld Jeave the institution, hoping the
On would be profitable to the Inspec-
s The Chaplain was told to hand in
Tesignation, which he did. He was
. "t on leave the remaining part of
Jear and left altogether on the 31st
necgmber, 1883.
1 15 annual report for 1883-84 the
‘i't’)ser::;:tor inspired, I suppose, by his
para conscience, wrote the following
Whic%: atph composed of six sentences, of
‘;’hile thWO are unimportant and are true,
false. "€ four others quite important are

tor.

1. ¢“ Rev. J, U. Leclere, who had been
Catholic Chaplain to the Reformatory for
many vears and to the Saint Vincent de
Paul Penitentiary since its opening in 1873
tendered his resignation, which tvok effect
from the 1st of January last (1884).

2. During trying periods in the history of
this prison,Father Leclere rendered valuable
and sigral services to the Government.

3. His great innate modesty and humility
withheld him from claiming credit for the
good he accomplished.

4ih. He was properly esteemed and ap-
preciated by officers and convicts, who con-
scientiously discharged their duties.

sth. Among those of either class, who
were evil disposed or devoid of principle, he
was not in favor.

6th. He has been succeeded by Rev. Mr.
Godin.”

The 1st and the 6th sentences are
true.

The four others are not; they are
false, as 1 will show.

The 2nd and 3rd are false. The fact
of the chaplain having been forced to
resign by the Minister of Justice should
be sufficient proof, but I will refer your
honors to the official report of the evi-
dence taken during the investigation in
1884 where the contrary is established.
Let me quote the evidence given by
storekeeper Lamarche. He swears, in
answer to questions put by Inspector
Moylan himself,—

< T consider that Father Leclere in taking
the authority of the Warden, did no good to
the Institution. He was feared by officers
doing their duty faithfully. Messieurs
Maliepart, accountant, Demers, keeper,
Chartrand, keeper and Desormeau keeper,
told me that he was a dangerous man. He
broke the rules. He threw ridicule on
the Warden. He tried to dominate. He
called the Warden by different ridiculous
names. He did not contribute to the good
of the iustitution. He has lost my confi-
dence and that of M. M. Mallepart, l;emers,
Desormeau.”

The fourth and fifth are also false.
Messieurs Mallepart and Lamarche are
both book-keepers in the penitentiary,
the first as accountant, the second as
storekeeper. They are under the im-
mediate superintendence ot the general
accountant, Mr. Foster, of the Depart-
went of Justice. This gentleman has
often stated for years past that both M.
M. Mallepart and Lamarche were two of
the very best officers of the Dominion,
two officers whom it would be difficult
to replace. 1 defy the Inspector and all
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his friends to have Mr. Foster contra-
dict this statement. If so, then the very
best officers of the prison were hostile to
the Chaplain, showing the fallacy of the
two assertions contained in the yth and
sth sentences.

Hon. gentlemen this is the way the
history of our public institutions is writ-
ten. How can you rely on such
reports ?

Then were not all those good words,
all those compliments paid by the
Inspector to the late Chaplain a terrible
blow at the Minister of Justice who had
forced this Rev. gentleman out of office
a few weeks before? Let me add that
the Inspector knew everything in the
Chaplain’s case. You have my word for
this statement. Then the question
comes who is right, who is wrong—the
Minister or his servant the Inspector?
In either case, a gross injustice
has been perpetrated. If under oath
I would positively swear that the Minis-
ter was quite right as far as the present
case goes, but was he not.wrong
in allowing this official. (the Inspector)
to continue such work ?

Part I

I will now give your honors some
evidence of the course followed after
this date, the end of 1883,to more deeply
injure day by day the administration of
Warden Laviolette, Allow me, gentle—
men to ask you to open the blue book
atpage 6. You will find there extracts
from the minutes of the Inspector during
his visit to this penitentiary in December
1883, which will no doubt convince
you that some bad work was going on.
The Inspector states -

** With respect to the lax discipline which
I have observed on this and former visits
a8 noted in these minntes, I have felt it to
be my duty to make some enquiry from
the Deputy Warden and Chief Keeper in
view of ascertaining whether they can
give any cause for such laxity. As they
are charged with the details of the admi-
nistration, and in a measure jointly res-
ponsible with the Warden for the main-
tenance of proper diacipline, it were but
fuir to afford them an opportunity to
make an explanation which they may
see fit to offer. Accordingly I seant tor
these officers, wbo, the Warden being
present, made the following statement:—

Mr. Ouimet, Deputy Warden, said—*On
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all occasions I take my orders from the
Warden and carry them out. I complained
to the Warden that there was a great deal
of talk in the shops and principally with
Carty’s gang in the woodshed, I received
sometimes an order from the Warden to
speak to the guards about the want of dis-
cipline, they told .me they had made com-

laints several times of the convicts to the

arden and that the persons were not
punished and that they would commence to
misbehave again as fresh as ever. My own
opinion is that convicts who violate the rules
are not sufticiently punished, that this im-
punity emboldens them to continue in their
course, and that the officers becowne dis-
couraged by reason of their reports not
being attended to. Sometimes there is great
neglect on the part oi the officers too, that
they don’t do their duty. I have frequently
instructed the officers to report to the War-
den what was done wrong in their presence.
I dow’t know whether they did so or not. I
have had occasion sometimes to report
officers, but I did not notice any improve-
ment afterwards in these officers. There are
two or three of this stamp. The bad dis-
cipline arises from the fact of the convicts
and officers not being sufficiently punished

' when complained of.”

In reply to the Warden the Deputy stated:
“ T sometimes reported vertally and some-
times on paper about great talk in the yard
and in the shops without any notice being
taken, and that Carty had told me he often
reported convicts with the =ame result.”

The Warden states he ¢ received very few
reports from guard Carty. Some time ago
he reported his whole gang. He says he
sent for the whole of them and gave them a
severe reprimand but did not punish them.”

The Deputy states “ that outside what he
has stated everything else goes on pretty
well; but the breaches of discipline men-
tioned are about the same for the last two
years.”

¢ The Chief Keeper said *if the convicts
were more geverely dealt with there would
be better discipline, which is, I admit, not
as it should be. T only remember having
reported officers for neglect of duty on two
occasions within six months. I saw
the disorder and talking myrelf. I
did not report the officers who allowed it
becanse it would be a daily occurrance:
Had I made reports I would have caused a
great deal of trouble without effecting any
good. The trouble would be the ill-will of
the guards and convicts, who consider the
easiest way to get on the best. ‘[he breaches
of discipline became a habit, and I did not
like to make myeelf conspicuous in endeav-
ouring to effect a reform, particularly as
this state of things was as weil known to the
Warden and Deputy as to myself. 1 have
frequently reprimanded the guards for not
keeping -better discipline. The general con-
duct and industry are not as they should be.
I think the priconers sheuld be kept more
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8teadily at work than they are. I consider
the officera and convicts should be dealt
with niore stringently in order to effect bet-
ter discipline. I consider there are some
men on the staff who-are unfit for .it.
8ny occasion that I reported to the Warden
8bout any officer, he took action on my
report.’”

It is here asserted by the Inspector
and corroborated by the Deputy Warden
and the Chief Keeper, that in December
1883 the Penitentiary did not work well,
and that it was about the same for the

St two years, or in other words, since

I. Laviolette entered upon his duties
3s Warden. On the other side it was
Proved by the report of Mr. Creighton
In July, 1883, that then it did work well,
and “that in some respects discipline was

tter than in Kingston.” (See page 213)

ven Chief Keeper McCarthy had to
admit when under oath, during the en-
SU}TY of 1884, that
'd‘BCipline was . as good as it could be ex-
Pected up to fall 1883”7 (See page 213.)

So that it seems that the Warden is
P?rtgctly right in his assertion that the
-IsCipline ot the penitentiary relaxed
mmediately after the report of the

USpector for 1881-82, had been distrib-
Uted to the public in spring and summer
1883, id estin fall, 1883, and that this
feport worked mischief in the prison—
3 fact which he asked permission to
3'0"6 during the enquiry of 1884, but
tas not allowed to do so. The Inspec-
Or, the Deputy and the Chief Keeper
o Tm also that the too great leniency
T the Warden was the cause of the
ANning down of the discipline.
wellf $0, how is it that the Warden had so
rais; Succeeded up to the fall of 1883 in
perfng the discipline to such a state of
in ﬂ‘:c'ilon as it was proven to have been
i Wae“ from the bad condition in which

. S when he entered upon his duties in

-Ovember, 1881, that he could write in

i Ist annual report for 1881-82 :
of ﬁx';ge‘iaon, in his short admimstration
: eks, had done much for the reestab-

lig , 118G C
og;“_ent of discipline, bat left much to be

'a this direction,”
an ’
:} forced the Inspector to add—

is ia uite true.”—
1831;82’1) a;e 2!:')rue (Annual Report of
seems that this leni f th
w. S that this leniency of the
i a‘gf"’_ if it existed, had a good effect
Oring good discipline, so that later

On.

‘during the enquiry.

the lax discipline mentioned by the In-
spector must have been caused by
something else, most probably by
what the Warden states it was,
and which he offered evidence of
If T am permitted,
I will refer your honors now to the evi-
dence given by Hector Demers, who,
speaking upon oath in 1884, said :—

“I was pretty intimate with Father Leclerc
(chaplain). On two different occasions the
chaplain said to me that if the warden (M.
Laviolette) remained here (warden) two
years more he would ruin himself. When
the anoual report for 1881-82 of the Inspec-
tor as well as his own came to the Peniten-
tiary, he (the chaplain) said that neither o
the reports would do the warden any good.
‘I'he chaplain eaid that his report would
injure the warden, but that it was the
warden’s fanlt.”

Now let me give you, hon. gentlemen,
the answer made at the time by the
Warden to the two statements of his
subalterns and which I read a moment
ago. The Inspector reports, page 7, of
the Supplementary Report.

The Warden handed to me the following
statement in reference to the foregoing from
the Deputy Warden and Chief Keeper :—

1, the Warden, must say that the state-
ment given by the Deputy Warden and
Chief Keeper as to the rule of silence, etc.,
very much takes me by surprise, as it 18 the
first time I heard from those officers that
talking was indulged in by convicts in
general to such an extent. As to the
Deputy I am positive he never reported to
me in writing that this rule of discipline
was so loose. He told me, verbally, two or
three times that there was too much talk—
but it was said in no way to let me under-
stand that there was anything extraordinary.
He reported in writing three or tour times
against officers for allowing talking. I called
the guards and reprimanded them, as it was
the first report against them. Imaintain that
there is, and there must be less talking than
there was two years ago,because the convicts
are keptin their shops or gangsand traffic or
running about and gathering through the
yard is etopt)ed. .

‘¢ As to the Chief Keeper I have often
asked nim to watch all over, let me know
all wrongs he would see and notice, and
watch officers. I havealso very often asked
of him how things were working, how con--
victs were doing. He invariably assured
me well, indeed, they are orderly, and
praised the general order of things.and I do
not remember an instance where he reported
to me or told me that convicts were not.
orderly and behaving well. I told both
that I would always be pleased to receive
information from them and suggestions.
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*It is known that when the Warden is on
his visits to the gangs, hops, etc., convicte
will behave well. In the present circum-
stance I am sorry that my two head officers,
upon whom I must chiefly rely for the main-
tenance of order and discipline, did not
inform me of the real state of lonse discipline
prevailing there.”

It seems to me that this is conclusive
evidence of the facts, 1st, that the Peni-
tentiary did work well until the end of
1883, and 2znd, that the leniency had
nothing to do with the falling off of the
discipline at the time, but that the cause
was something else, probably that stated
by the Warden ; namely, the bad work
some of his own staff were at, protected
by the Inspector, as the circumstances 1
have related evidently show. With all
such documents before him, the Minister
of Justice took the responsibility of
affirming, on the 7th of June last, from
his seat in the Commons :-—

¢ The impression I have received, after
very long and careful examination of the
prison officers, myself, is that the laxity of
discipline which occurre 1 in that institution
was due altogether to his (the Warden’s)
kindness of heart, and his disposition not to
take notice of complaints made against the
prisoners by inferior officers, or made by
inferior oflicers against each other,”

While a careful perusal of official doc-
uments show that leniency had nothing
to do with the laxity of discipline which
occurred at the end of 1883, as I have
just shown, let me add to these state-
ments of the Warden denying the state-
ments of his subalterns, and charging
them with having deceived him, the evi-
dence taken upon oath, in 1854, on this
subject.

In the official manuscript report of
the evidence taken by the Commission-
ers, during this investigation, at page
776. I find the following question put
by the Warden to Guard Durocher :

“Q. Did you hear the Deputy make
remarks regarding orders given by the
Warden, respecting the rule of silence ?

Witness Durocher answers :

“ Being abgent from the prison when the
orders were read in the keepers’ hall, I
inquired from the Deputy, asking him it it
was perfect silence tgat was required, and
the Deputy said : It was not, that it was
impossible to obtain it, to stop the men
from talking, laughing and telling stories.”

The rule read as follows :

 276. Every officer shall see that the
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silent system is strictly carried out. He
shall not permit one convict to speak to
another on any pretence, nor to him upon
any matter except the work at the moment
in hand, and then only in the fewest words
and in respectful terms, as enjoined by the
Statute.”

Gentlemen, it is not necessary to
take any more of your time in quoting
from public documents on this question.
I leave it to you to pronounce whether
or not the Warden was wrong in charg-
ing the Inspector, his friend the Chap-
lan, and the two chief officers of the
prison next to the Warden, with having
worked in the dark to ruin his adminis-
tration and injure him as Warden.

The history of the troubles of our
penitentiary from the beginning to the
investigation of 1884 being complete, 1 °
will now refer to the enquiry itself, and
show what treatment Warden Laviolette
has received at the hands of the Com-
missioness, (the presiding Judge being
the Inspector himself.) First what took
place between the time the Warden
made his charges and the beginning of
the taking the evidence.

2ND PART.

The Investigation of 1884.

At the beginning of his defence, page
120 of blue book the Warden charges
the Inspector with having shown partiality
against him even before he had laid
charges against his subalterns. His
words are :

“ During the month of May last, 1884, the
Inspector being on his ordinary visit said
to me that he had to make a few enquires
amonget which he named one against Guard
Hector Demers at the instance of Chief
Keeper McCarthy and another againat
Guard Durocher at the instance of Deputy
Warden Ouimet.

I was surprised at the information re-
ceived, since it was the first time I had
heard that the complaints against ‘those
guards, which 1 had investigated and
settled some time before, would be enquired
into a second time by the Inspector.

« During both these eoquiries my two chief
officers above mentioned indulged in atiacks
upon me to such an extent that it became
evident that I was principally the party
whom those two officers had in view.
objected to such a course being followed
over and over again, and at last stated that
I had not been accustomed to receive blows
in my back, that I would not accept the
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POsition made to me wherein I had no
chance of defending myselfand that I would

ring charges againet those two officers, and
a8k for an enquiry, so I did, and I set to
work and did prepare my complaint which,

Nanded over to the Inspector before he left
aiter his visit. Let me refer you, gentlemen,
to the minutes of those two’ investi ations,
}”h‘Ch, no doubt, will be found recorded the
acts I have just stated. If they have not

€0 recorded the whole may be proven it
ound necessary.”

In those few lines is found a very
Strong charge of partiality against the
Inspector. It seems that this official, act-
'ng then as judge, left the Warden at the
mercy of his two subordinates in a case
wh?rem the Warden had nothing to do.

1S complaint of Warden Laviolette
Was not the first one. He had already
2d a more direct charge against the In-
sPector, in his reply to the defence of

3 Deputy. His words were then as
follows .

€

lll‘t}I, Submit, Messieurs les Commissaires,
side, 23€ facts to your serious and kind con-
yoemu_on, hoping that they will set up in
EVi‘:jr mind a presumption, until I give you
chacnce of my devotion to the duties of my
Cei"",'"ge, and of the fact that I have not re-
auded from iy immediate superior officer

from m( subalterns that encouragement

:}?g":-.l,‘}it heip I had a right to expect trom

“Jjow‘ gentlemen, you, no doubt, be-
oy ¢ that the Inspector, after he had
. acted and after he had been so ac-
Used, thought of asking to be relieved
" 18 functions as one of the two Judges,
%hom had been entrusted the duty of
istr Ing an investigation into the admin-
alion of Mr. Laviolette. Not at all.

B\ ‘;ge the contrary. In his letter, which
lran:n'd In the blue book, page 117,
i ItI;:ttmg the document impeaching
o f(,)r e Inspector solicits the Minister
in bt e the Warden to have confidence
% a‘;“a to withdraw the charge and to

OW him to be his judge.

pageel?;l.l())wing are his very words:

& .
ces,Ig,v'ﬁw’ therefore, of these circumstan-
Menty "h.e groundless and reckless state-
in‘enti: ich the Warden hae made with the

Ong, ir“ of Implicating me in an imaginary
"hicﬂ _Iacy &gainst him, and of the position
by the M?c‘_!upy a8 Commissioner appointed
Watterg {g‘.‘“t to investigate, among other
r‘zqqeel’tba':tgye ed conspiracy, I have to

'rect the Warden to withdraw such por-

inister will be good enough |

tions of his document as have reference to
me.

“If Mr. Laviolette have any proper ground
for complaint against me, his own sense of
propriety should dictate to bhim that it
should be made dist'nct from the inquiry
which is being prosecuted by Mr. Baillairgé -
and myself.

¢“ May I request that you will have a reply
before the time fixed for the re-opening of
the enquiry.”

The words ¢ imaginary conspiracy ”
are worthy of notice. Please do not for-
get, hon. gentlemen, that the Inspector
was then at work investigating this very
charge of the Warden against his chief
officers, and yet he characterizes it as
imaginary before it has been fully
enquired into.

Hon. gentlemen will not then be anx-
ious about what the report of the In-
spector will be, after the evidence is
taken, when he characterizes this most
important charge of conspiracy at the
beginning of the investigation as imagin-
ary. No doubt when the whole evidence
will bave been taken they will find the
Inspector reporting, not proven. So
they will.

After the Inspector had so written
and begged of the Minister that the
Warden should withdraw this grave
charge against him, the Inspector had
the audacity to write in his final report,
after the enquiry. (See page 152.)

«“In a written document, which he (the
Warden) luid before the Commissioners, he
went so far as,in this direction, that Mr.
Baillairgé felt himself called upon to address
a note lo the Warden, demanding the retrac-
tion of the offensive expressions used towards

his colleague before the enquiry is continued
any further.

It was quite wrong for the Inspector
Judge to ask that the enquiry against
himself should be made distinct, and
only after he had himself enquired into
the Warden’s administration. The charge
was that the Inspector was the first man
responsible for the difficulties the prison
was suffering from. So that in making
this general investigation into its admin-
istration he Stood one of the defendants.
Had this official, then, possessed any |
sense of propriety and of equity, it should
have dictated to him that he was bound
in honor to withdraw and leave to another -
the important duty of examining into’
such a case. No doubt the Inspector’
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knew that such was his duty, but it
seems he also knew what awaited him,
if this investigation was conducted on
equitable principles, and by disinterested
parties. It seems, from what has been
written by men of the highest re-
spectability, that he had to be there
at the head of the Commission
to be sure that Warden Laviolette, his
supporters and his friends, would be
broken down and that their influence
would be so ruined, that they could not
succeed in having a serious investigation
which might endanger him—O tempora /
O Mores /]!

The Inspector succeeded in the desire
he expressed to the Minister to be con-
tinued in his office of commissioner.
His colleague, Mr. Baillargé, wrote to
the Warden the following note :

¢ 81. VINCENT-DE-ParL, 4th Sept., 1884,
¢« Mr. Warden;

¢ Inasmuch as your answer to the
factum of the Deputy Warden contains
accusations against the Inspector who is
acting as one of the Commissioners on this
enquiry, you are requested to modify it by
withdrawing therefrom the portions con-
taining those accusations before the enquiry

18 conunued any further.”
G. F. BAILLARGE.

The Warden answered on the same
day :
St. VincesT pE Pari,
' September 4th, 1884.
Sir—In answer to your note requesting
me to withdraw from my answer to the
Deputy Warden’s factum the accusations
contained therein against the Inspector
belore the enquiry 18 continued—I have
the honor to inform you that although I
wish to place no obstacle to the proceed-
ings of the enquiry, I cannot give an im-
mediate answer as requested, without
consulting my legal adviser.
Gonr. LavioLeTTE.
C. F. BaiLuarc? Esq.,
one ol the Commissioners on the enquiry.

The next day the Warden answered :

“8r. Vincesr pE Pavi,
September 5th, 1884,

Gentlemen—Before commencing the in-
vestigation Thursday the 4ib instant, one
of you, Mr. Baillargé, requested me tostrike
out of my answer to the Deputy Warden
everything that could be interpreted as a
charge against the Inspector, one of the
Commissioners, and as the enquiry could
not be continued unless I acquiesced to
the request, and ae I consider that the
ood ot the Institution dema-ds that the
giﬁiculties in this establishment which

Hon. MrR. BELLEROSE.

exist among the employees be settled as
soon as possible, I do consent 10 strike
out of that answer everything that can
touch or reach the Inspector, and to leave
therein but what is_essential to the case
raised between my aides and myself.

“ Making all reserves of right,

GonF. LAVIOLETTR.
Mcesrs. Movr.AN and BAILLARGE,
Contmissioners.”

Then the Warden goes on in the same
document at page 120 of the Blue
Book

“I had already, some months before,
complained of the conduct of both the
Deputy and the Chief Keeper. lLater, I had
determined to force those officers out of
office, but I was prevented from doing so,
ior reasons which I then found insurmount-
able.”

(The hostility of the Inspector who would
preside at such an enquiry.)

“ When their conduct, during the last
enquiry, forced me to appeal to the Minister
of Justice for aun investigation.”

This statement of the Warden forced
one of the Commissioners presiding over
the enquiry, 1884, {Mr. Baillarge,) to
the conclusion, (See at the end of his
report, page 220).

“That if he, (the Warden) reported the
subject of his difficulties, some months pre-
vious to the time of theenquiry, his respon-
sibility of what may have happened since
had been disengaged to a certain extent.”

So that this Commissioner acknow-
ledges that if “the Warden reported, he
was relieved of responsibility. Why then
did he himself, as well as his colleague
the Inspector, refuse permission to the
Warden to establish the fact, as it is
shown at page 137 he did when the
Warden protested in the following
words :

«“The Warden takes exception to this
ruling, as he desires to shew that the disa-
greement between himeself and his officer
dated from the publication of that report
(1881-82) as many of them were under the
impression that the Inspector entertained
an unfriendly feeling towards the Warden.”

Did they both refuse that permission
so that they might be more free to re-
port against him as they did? But not
only had the Warden complained of his
two chief Officers, as public documents
show, but gentlemen of the highest
standing, amongst others, the Hon. Mr.
Masson, had made known so far
back as 1883, as I will show later,
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that the Inspector and his friend the
Chaplain were the cause of all the
trouble in the prison. Mr. Masson
Succeeded in getting this last officer re-
moved in 1883 for this very reason, as I
will have occasion to establish before I
Am done. Is it then at all extraordinary
that Mr. Laviolette should have hesita-
ted in bringing charges against his offi-
€ets when he knew of the hostility of the
nspector,

. In 1885, before the Minister of Jus-
Bice had given his decision iz r¢ the
€nquiry of 1884, I had reason to go to
:he 0fﬁ§§ of the Deputy Minister of Jus-
tlce. [he  conversation fell on the
"oubles of this prison. I told the
‘)?Pmy that there was certainly some-
omg wrong with some of the chief
N cers. That they seemed to be on
ad terms with the Warden, They
';ppeared to be negligent. The Deputy
snSWered, “If so the Warden ought to
Uspend them and report. He will be
Protected by the Department.” Having

€0 no prejudices I thought the Deputy

wlmster was right and the Warden
eong. T wrote to him the following
€tter .

e Orrawa, January 31st, 1885,
- Laviolefte, Esq.,

‘O-dEAR Sm,—Havin;; had occasion to meet
haq ty, the De;?uty-l\lm_ieter. of Justice, we
1 hado Speak of the penitentiary, I told him
my d paid a visit to the instifution, before
tmiosparture from home and that the Insti-
mark l;’vorked well. T added that I had re-
o ce: for some time past that some of the
ay e: Seemed to me to be quite indifferent,
'"’keden neg]ectfnl.‘ That I had often re-
ate eny that some first class officers were
o th‘?l‘lng the inatitution, and so on.
gretteq llts the Deputy answered that he re-
o l‘eme(;vas' 80, but that the Warden had
“uspend Y 1nto his hands, that he could
e such officers, report them, etc.,
rte 13t the Warden would always be sup-
mu&: headquarters.
quite riih:ay that I believe the Deputy 1s
thote) tai]d that you were too generous.
in tb‘ 1 might let you know thig, be-
g that it could help you.
Yours truly,
Jos. H. BeLLEROSE.

T
hree days afterward I received the

follg
olett::-mg answer from Warden Lavi-

liey

““ 8. ViNcENT pE PavL,

“M “3 Feb 1885
b § ruar 5.
P D‘aAR Mg, BELLEROSE, ¥
Qltimo, ¥¢ Teceived yours of the 3lst

7

|
|
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1 admit thatin ordinary circumstances
I ought to have reported my subalterns’ re-
fusing to do their duty, but in the circum-
stances I am placed 1, with the great hos-
ti'ity shown to me by the Inspector, whom
I have to report to, and who has the advan-
tage of being at headquarters, while [am far
away, it would have been, on my part, only
to increase the record against me, and help-
ing Mr. Moylan in bis bad work.

“You know the case of the escape of
convict Fortier, whom I reported. Mr.
Moylan made an investigation. It was evi-
dent Fortier had been helped. Please see
the report of the Inspector and say what is
the use for me to report through this ofticer.
Mr. Moylan investigated the escapes of Fau-
tereux, LeBlane,Vailiancour in 1884, of Dori-
on. Pleasesee the reports and say what is
the nse of reporting. The Inspector hasin-
vestigated my complaints against Keeper
Gadbois. He is all right and I am all
wrong. I have complained in January, 1884,
of J. D, supporting my complaint with re-
ports of 25 or 30 officers. This officer also
was right and I was wrong.  And that officer
could afterwards, when I had occasion to
reprimand him, answer, that he had al-
waye been victorious against me.

< In compliance with instructions from
the Inspector, I ordered in January, 1884,
the Deputy Warden and the Chiet Keeper
to make every day, or at least every week,
a short report as to the state of the discip-
line. They both refused to do so. I did
report them. I was told Tasked too much
from those officers.

« It would be too long to give you all the
faots I could cite to prove that it was not
only useless to report, but that it was only
giving a chance to the Inspector to
calumniate me aod accumulate a bad
record against me.

«“ Look at the last annual report of the
Inspector for 1833-84, Covld the Inspec-
tor, when an investigation had just taken
place and the report had not yet been
made, could ha decently and honestly
write in his annual report:—

«< It may be stated in general lerms that
the administration is by no means satis-
factory.
except he wrote those words to excite pre-
judices against my administration and pre-
pare the Minister to receive favorably the
views he would express in his apecial report
of the enquiry in view of ruining me.

““ Knowing the hostility of Mr. Moylan
and the bad work he had done in my back
at headquarters, I thought it was better for
me to wait and do both my own work and
that of my two chief officers, as [ have done
for a few months paet, leaving to Divine
Providence to decide when the time had
come to let know what I had suffered.

¢ Wait, Mr. Bellerose, and if fair play is
extended to me, the Inspector will have his
turn.

Yours truly,
G. LAVIOLETTE.”
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Is it not a sad thing to think of an

officer, having such a responsibility as
that of the head man of a penitentiary,
being surrounded by officials who, it
seems, had determined to prevent his
administration from being a success——
and the Government ignoring all his
appeals for justice, ordering that the
very officer charged with being the
cause of his difficulties should enquire
into his administration and decide
whether the Warden was right or wrong.

Is it at all extraordinary that such a
course increased the difficulties in the
prison and that from the date (July
1885) the report of the commissioners
and the decision of the Minister were
made known ; you could see that some-
thing very bad was preparing as 1 told
the Government from my place in this
House in March 1886. Four or five
weeks afterwards the sad news came by
wire that convicts had risen up in arms
against the legitimate authority of the
prison and the Warden had fallen a
victim to such a persecution and a
convict had been shot dead and sent
to his Maker without having had a
minute to think of it.

At the very beginning of this investi-
gation, before a single witness had been
heard, the Warden could see that his
enemies had succeeded in deceiving the
Minister of Justice. The Warden hav-
ing complained of his two first aides, ask-
ed for their dismissal. The Minister
ordered a general investigation into the
administration of the prison. At page
120 in the blue book. The Warden is
reported to have takqn exception to
such treatment having been inflicted
upon him. He says:

On the 26th June last, the Commissioners
having arrived, opened tha investigation by
stating to my great surprise that their orders
were to inake a general enquiry into the ad-
ministration of the penitentiary, so that
without having received one minute’s notice,
I was put on my defence. My two superior
subalterns had received a few days’ notice.
Iiuring tne last three or four months, I had
then:

Istly. To attend daily to the important
duties of Warden.

2ndly. To prepare my case against my
two chief officers, and attend at the enquiry
court every day.

3rdly. To prepare my defence for my three
vears’ administration, without having re
ceived notice that I would be put under tral.

Ho~. Mr. BELLEROSE.

‘I had complained that my two chiet
ofticers were implicated with some few other
officers of the Institution in a conspiracy
against myself and my administration, be-
sides some twenty other charges I had laid
against those officers, and consequently [
had shown that I could not by any means
have perfectly succeeded in my administra-
tion, and yet my adversaries obtained the
great advantage of having my administra-
tion encuired into, appreciated and judged,
while it was under such a demoralizing in-
fluence, and before 1 had vccasion to restore
it with a whole staft of officers devoted to
their superior officers and united with him
by that exprit de corps, without which no
institution can be properly managed nor
efficiently worked up according to the beat
authorities in penitentiary discipline.”

I am sure there is not a single gentle-
man in this House who will not come to
the conclusion that the Minister of Jus-
tice, who had not even once visited this
prison, could have ordered a general in-
vestigation into the circumstances re-
ferred to by Mr. Laviolette, if such a
course had not been suggested by the
Inspector himself. Certainly the circum-
stances of the case lead to a strong pre-
sumption that it was so, particularly
when you take into consideration a cer-
tain letter of the Inspector, which is
found at page 109 of the Blue-Book, and
bearing date sth Jure, 1884. The In-
spector announces in this letter to the
Deputy Minister of Justice the charges
made by the Warden against his two
first subalterns, and which had been put
into his hands some three days before
(on the 3rd). The Inspector, alluding
in his letter to these charges, does so in
such terms that it is evident that he is.
trying to induce the Deputy Minister to
suggest the making of a general investi-
gation in Jiex of one against the two
chief officers complained of by the War-
den. So that Mr. Laviolette’s adminis-
tration being enquired into after it had
been broken down by the officers he
complained of, it would give a chance to
the latter and injure the former.

et me read to you this paragraph of
the Inspector’s letter :—

« The charges are of a general character
and singularly enough, correspond in great
measure with those which these same officers
have intimated their intention to bring
against the Warden. * * * Yesterday
afternoon, upon my return from St. Vincent
de Paul, the Secretary of State, Mr.Chapleau
and Mr. Ouimet, M. P., called upon me at



1 . .
he Hotel to see if some amicable arrange-

:lnem' could not be effected between the War-
€n ang these officers * * »

tiagy the rules followed in our Peniten-
N 1S every subaltern has to lay his com-
Plaints through the proper channei,name-
th’e t\l}rough the \Vardep. In this case
goin arden knew nothing of what was
ternsgt}?n against him bf‘etween his subal-
and 1 e Inspectorz the Secretary of State,
" € Deputy Warden’s brother. The
i€ work was done in perfect secrecy.
. ee IhnSpector had even kept in his hands
i s?.: barlges made by the Warden again
Ay aiterns(and which were putinto his
met t}(xm the 3rd of June) until he had
Yepus e YSecretz’lry of State and the
on pWyd Warden’s brother in Montreal
Sett]ede nesday, the 4th of June. He
gentls this and settled that with those
epartmen, before the chief of his
o ment, the Minister of Justice,
Was O:Fythln'g of what was going on. It
when t%l on Thursday, the sth of June,
con o ‘¢ whole arrangements having
0f1ettin(:7n}]\l')]ete’d’ the Inspector thought
of the 1 15 chlefknoyv of the complaints
une, ( arden, by his letter of 5th .of
Same tiDage 120), mentioning at the
inistelr-nei] for the information of the

o e ivat the officers so complained
N atythe arden had intimated to him
Somey hey had also determined to lay
ardenat thg same charges against the
nspecto Now what right had the
officerg hr (tio do such a thing, when those
Writin ad not yet made any charges in
eredg;l;?xCe.pt such a course was consi-
tion bein cessary to prevent an 1pvestlga—
Plaineg ogf Elade ag'junst the officials com-
the Minist ¥y the Warden, and determine
ion ingg ¢ ;l' to order a general investiga-
en, ang ¢ administration of the Ward-
%0 help the accused parties out

of the g; e

o .
Quiry thewlate Warden Duchesnau’s en-
of th,e co aS present as the representative
edmy;]lamants. Warden Duches-

that the case of some of his

e wished to complain of
o 'Smissed, should be dealt
Spector wy Same time as his. The In-
e;s,:bsu“ately opposed to such
e case at a time, was his

Wh:
A caused the change in the In-

spector's mind? No doubt this char-
itable official would answer, it was his
great love for Mr. laviolette and his
aversion to the two officers complained
of by the Warden, and whom, by the
course followed, he protected.

I leave you, hon. gentlemen, to draw
an honest and conscicntious conclusion,
one which logic and common sense
dictates.

I have now rcached the time when the
different witneses were called and ex-
amined. ILet me show you what has
been the conduct of the Inspector
during and after this great trial.

One of the witnesses wrote at different
times in the press, over his signature, the
following words, which he defied both the
Inspector and his friends to contradict.

‘¢ The presiding Judge, Inspector Moylan,
has shown himself during the enquiry, to
be the accuserand the most hostile adversary
of the Warden, and at the =ame time has
acted as the attorney and protector of the
Deputy Warien.

I, myself, defy the Inspector to con-
tradict the following statement of mine,
which is, that another witness, of the
highest respectability, told him flatly,
face to face, that his conduct during the
enquiry had been so partial that it had
been a gross scandal.

Witness Desormeau wrote in his letter
of the 3ist July, 1883, addressed to
Warden lLaviolette, the following, which
are found at pages 3¢7 and 308.

“You know that I have always been ole-
dient to my superior officers, to the rules of
the Institution, and to the orders whizh were
given me. You know that I have been faith-
ful to my superior ofticers, that [ have doune
my utmost to help, day and night, the good
working of this Institution. If I had not
been a good employee would I have been
twenty-three years in the employ of the Gov-
ernment, in the Reformatory before 1873,
and then in the Penitentiary for the Jast
twelve years, during which period the Peni-
tentiary took the place of the Reformatory ?
During so long a term of service, notwith-
standing the difticnlties which have existed
since the foundation of this prison, I per-
formed my duty well, since I can challenge
anvone to show more than five or six very
light reports against me, and not a single
serious report, except the one made in April,
1882, which report brought on me, on
the part of Mr. Moylan, who had in view to
save the only guilty one, the then Chaplain,
Mr. Leclerc, 8o partial and unjust a
judgment, that the latter gentleman (Mr.
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Leclerc), pressed by the remorse of his
eonscience remitted me the amount of the
fine which I had been condemned to pay.
Since you have entered this Penitentiary as
Warden, I have never acted otherwise than I
did under your predecessors, and [ have acted
under all your prodecessors. At the time
of the investigation against Dr. Duchesneau,
Mr. Moylan thought I was an officer whom
he could recommend to, and who deserved,
the protection of the Hon. Minister of
Justice. How is it that to-day he finds me
so bad, when I did nothing which I have not
done before? Wonld it be because, at the
time of the iunvestigation against Dr. Du-
chesnean, my evidence was unfavorable to
the Warden, whom he wished to have dis-
missed, while to-day my evidence is favor.
able tothe Warden whom he hates. and un-
favorable (o the Deputy

mvestigation of last summer?’?

In the minutes of the enquiry, I find,

at page 287, of the manuscript laid before
the Senate that the Inspector in his de-
termination todiscreditthe evidence given

Warden whose !
cause he was taken up, to the great scandal
of all the witnesses who were called at the,

During the investigation the Warden
tried over and over again to bz allowed
to put such questions to the different
witnesses examined, as would eliminate
some evidence showing the evil the an-
nual report on penitentiaries for 1881-82
had done both among officers and con-
victs, as also to show the animus which
had inspired the Inspector in preparing
this report, and finally show that such
had been the causes of the then present
difficultics of the prison.  The Inspector
invariably refused to do so. At page
137 of the blue book your Honors will
find the foliowing paragraph, which es-
'tablishes this fact :

“ On the same day, (16th July, 1884),
while the same witness Ganthier was giving
his evidence, I, the Warden, put a question
to the witness to establish the cause of the
“ereat ill-feeling which existed between the
| Deputy and the Warden, when the Inspector
csaid i —
“The

Warden in eramining yesterday,

by Kecpcr 1. B. Desormeau, atfirms, in . ex- Guard Demers, clf'c{tetl a "rrzfere':nce Srom
contradiction of his witness’ statenient : | {hat person to the Minister of Justices report

" . . i for the year ending 30th Juune, 1882, and in
¢ That the Minister of Justice Mr. Blake examining this witness the Warden puts a
did not reprimand the present Deputy

Warden, but that he considered that Mr.
Unimer was not- a practical farmer and he
gave him the option of remaining in the
service as a guard, which Mr. Ouimet de-
clined to accept.”

Not so.  The Inspector knew the
facts better than any other man, but he
had to prevent his colleague, Mr. Bail-
largé, from knowing them as they stood.
‘The Inspector himself had conveyed the
decision of the Minister (Mr. Blake) in
the following words which are found in
his minutes of the 6th December, 1875,

“ That on acconnt of his want of energy
or incompetency, the former gardner, Teles-
phore Ouimet, be reduced to the position of
a first class yuard.””

It seems to me that there is a great
difference between the style which the
Inspector uses to-day in alluding to this
event of Mr. Quimet’s degradation in
1875 and the style of his ininutes at the |
time it took place. ‘

Times had changed as also the In-
spector. Since the beginning of all those t
troubles of this prizon the Inspector has |
always shown himself extra liberal with !
the Deputy, but extremely severe, to say
the least, with Warden Laviolette. But
it is written, Quem wvult perdere Deus, |
prius dementat.  Let the Inspector 1
never forget this maxim.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

question which ugain brings this report in
question. The Commissioners have decided
that it is improper 1o make the report of the
Minister of Justice a subject for enquiry,
and to have officers of inferior grade in this

| institution passing judgment on it, inasmuch
Las a portion of the report in question re-

ceived the sanction of the Minister and was
by him presented to Parliament.”

The Warden took exception to this ruling
in the following words :—

‘““The Warden takes exception to this
ruling, as he desires to show that the dia-
agreement between himself and his officers
dated from the publication of that report
as many of them were under the impres-
sion that the Inspector entertained an un-
friendly feeling towards the Warden. The
Warden further adds that if the discipline
be not as it should be, it dates from the
publication of that report.”

The Warden continues, let me add to-
day, that 1 fail to see why I should nof
have the same advantage as that which
has been granted during this inquiry to
the Deputy Warden, having made
charges against the Deputy, he was allowed
to snswer by a series of charges against
me, his superior officer. In answer to my
prayer for a special inquiry against two ot
my chief officers, a general inquiry into
my administration was ordered. I then
stand also on my defence. So it is that
during the whole time of my inquiry,
efforts have been made to establish facts
against my administration.

Why shouid I be refused to prove that
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lf n)y adn . . .
. ninist
might be o ration is not as good as

lesired, my superior othcer, the
e’:zee?lt‘)l‘- '8 responsible for it. No one
iniatereamt of making the report of the
fair pfar ah subject of an enquiry, but it
a positiy ad to be extended to me, I had
ifﬁcultye right to show what were the
al S“cxes which may have prevented my
In&!mmiceae in the administration of the
\ l‘efuso(rjl, and consequently [ could not
or Wrone] permission to show that, rightly
the M; gly, this report of the Inspector to
tion, gxstfr. bad injured my administra-
“Colﬂ‘(]icll 1s the right I have invoked.
Inspecs _Dot even attack this report of the
’easons?:,'(;f I had thought I had sufficient
into the 080 and even ask for an enquiry
nowiy l;mtter, though the Minister not
e Sangg‘t e facts had received it, gave it
ouldmn and presented it to Parliament.
“round thi‘i?ﬁ a prayer be refused on the
lore the ot e document had been put be-
ceived § arliament? or because it was re-
mot, Ity}'}one of the Ministers? Certainly
a8 been done again and again.”

Tt .. .
Succged Commissioners having so far
fom ed in preventing the Warden
the tren(gumr_xg Into the actual cause of
at agu les in the prison, continued to
coulq much restraint as they possibly
Page 103'; ;}he action of the Warden. At
£ on. gentlemen wi
evidence of thisg;~ will find some
3
1\avi(;),'; élle 18¢h July, 1884, Guard Lesage
missi;neompleted his evidence, the Com-
Mr, o “:, through the instrumentality of
followsf_"’ requested me (the Warden) as
‘¢
Th, .
of the :nCm’n.ml:g sioners seeing that the scope
ed by tkequ“y is being unnecessarily extend-
Wardey ;"’Z_’SG of procedure pursued by the
Witneggey sked the Warden for a list of his
the Particu(be examined and the nature of
Warden, am‘ll " charges against the Deputy
“ This bos what each witness will prove”
"nvestigatioemg the rule followed in former
- s held in the Institution, The

en
"easonabl:ef uses flally to comply with the
Y the Commissioners,

N fuypgh o <IWOSE of
oing 30.5" refuses to give any grounds for

Here
arden .

With ap

follows

the answer of the

due def, i
8, T erence to the Commis-
?ﬁ:&eio’n d?,e,%m}oth;ep\y that oz a former
8ame g same enquiry, when
had thep, g&’;‘&nd had been ma?ie to me, I
me f ven the reason which prevented
a list. T had then
at 1 had made no such
not even know who were
would call the next day.

0]
U 8tat. ;
Pon the na\ufg o}hm this depended mucls

the evidence given every

day. T added that I had so much to do,
that I had to work day and night, having
to attend to my duties as Warden, prepare
my case against the two officers I had aec-
cused, and see to my own delense. I had
every night to prepare for the next day's
enquiry. [ beg to remark that I have no
practice in enquiry making.

*¢ Let me take the liberty to state that no
such lists were given, neither on one side
nor on the other, in the Duchesnau case.
Neither were such lists given in the two last
inquiries which preceded the present oue.
I may add that what has happened a few
days before, on the 16th of July, is in my
opinion a sufficient excuse for me not to
consent to let known to my opponents what
I would do the next day. ’IPhe Commis-
sioners will remember that when witness
Gauthier had cowplained of the Deputy
threatening him as to his evi.
dence, three other cases ot undue
interference on the part of the Depaty, had
come to light. The Commissioners repri-
manded the Deputy, who promised that he
would do it no more, but I can say now that
he has done it since. No doubt this will
show that it was quite prudent on my part
to refuse to give such list when I knew who
1 Lad to deal with.”

Such are the reasons furnished by the
Warden for aot having given the list
asked for. Every one of the many
reasons given was more than sufficient
to excuse the non-compliance with the
prayer of the Commissioners, but the
extreme partiality of the Inspector and
his great dislike for the Warden suggested
to him that he should write and say in
his report, (page 137 of blue book) :—

“The Warden refuses flatly to comply
with the reasonable request of the Commis-

sioners, and further refuses to give any
grounds for doing so0.”

As to the Duchesneau enquiry referred
to by the Warden, let me tell you, hon.
gentlemen, that I represented the com-
plainant in that case and I am bound to
say that I never gave such a list, neither
did the defendant, the late Warden, Dr.
Duchesneau.  Neither were such lists
ever asked for by Inspector Moylan who
presided at this enquiry. So that the
assertion made by the Inspector, acting
as Commissioner, that the rule followed
in previous investigation, that partics
gave lists of their witnesses, is altogether
the reverse of the truth. No such lists
were given.

I will now give another instance that
will show the difficult position in which
the Commissioners placed the Warden



102

8t. Vincent de Paul [SENATE)] Penitentiary.

during the enquiry.
Warden states :

At page 147, the

I also called for the rebuking of the evi-
dence ordered by the Deputy Warden—Rev.
T. Auclair, priest, assistant to Rev. Mr.
Leclerc, to whose testimony I have just now
referred. This witness, Rev. Mr. Auclair,
objected answering to iy question to show
that some of the penitentiary officers had
been in the habit of visiting the late chap-
lain since he had been forced to resign his
position in the penitentiary, and had report-
ed to this reverend gentleman what passed
and occurred in the penitentiary.

The witness gave tor reason of his refusal
the fact that he lived with Rev. Mr. Leclerc
and could not be forced to say who came
there and what they said. The Commis-
sioners maintained the objection, and by
80 doing deprived me of the advantage of
showing that conspirators met there, or were
in the habit of visiting this reverend gentle-
man, whose hostility to my administration
has been perfectly established.

“ No doubt, this is the first time that a
witness has been authorized to refuse
giving evidence for so poor reasons, and I
am sure it is pot necessary for me to dis-
cuss the question.

If witnesses were authorized to refuse
giving evidence, on such grounds, very
few witnesses could be found who would
answer to questions put to them.

I beg to remark that the Rev. Mr. Leclerc
had himself answered to the same questions
in the negative. What objection, then,
could possibly have his assistant priest to
corroborate lynis evidence, if he could do
80 ? This refusal of the witness is a strong
presumption that he could not corrobo-
rate the evidence given by Rev. Mr. Leclerc
and that he had to contradict his state-
ment. Thence his refusal to swear. 'Lbis
shows something, but not all, of the sad
position 1 have been placed in for months
and months past.

While my First Chief Officer, the Deputy
Warden degraded in 1875 as I have showa
before, in the first chapter of my defeuce,
had a brother outzide of the Institution, an
M. P., who could advise him to disobey the
orders ot the Chict Executive Otficer of the
Institution, another important Official in
the Penitentiary, Mr. Dagnaulit, Storekeeper
in connection  with the Public Works
Department, and who was dismissed as
Accountant to this Prison iu 1880, had
algo his brother-in-law (Rev. Mr. Leclerc,
late Chaplain) whose hostility to my admi-
nistratiou had already caused his leaving
the Institution, an hostility which has now
been fully established before the Commis-
s10ners,

¢ I will say no more for the present, as to
the fact of the other conspirators having also
relatives outside. 1 have said erough to
show that if, with 80 many difficulties in my
way since the very first day 1 took office, T

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE.

have been able to manage the Institution in
such a manner as to deserve as good a com-

liment as paid to me in July, 1883, by an
KOuest, honorable and most competent gen-
tleman, John Creighton, Esq., Warden of
the Penitentiary of Kingston, I must have
fought hard and worked much, and must
not be altogether deprived of the most im-
portant qualifications required for my posi-
sition as Warden, such as discretion, sound
judgment and good will.

“ With all due regard to the decision of
the Commissigners I take the liberty of pro-
testing against the decision in the present
instance, and I appeal from their judgment
to the decision of the Honourable the Mia-
ister of Justice.”

This needs no comment. It is evi-
dent that the Commissioners in allowing
this important witness to withdraw with-
out giving evidence, were wrong, and
that they did an injury to the Warden.

At page 156 hon. gentlemen will find
the following statement in the report of
the Inspector 7 7e the enquiry of 1884 :

“ From all these facts and circumstances,
coupled with the important ones that the
Warden did not report the existence or sus-
picion of a conspiracy up to Tth December,
1883, that he firet swore it began after that
date, and then endeavored to prove that it
had form and shape ten or twelve months
before the enquiry, I conclude he was induc-
ed to believe in the chimerical idea of a
conspiracy by those men, for their own pur-
poses,whereas the evidence manifestly shows
there was not the slightest ground for such
an imputation against the six officers.”

This report of the Inspector is dated
31st January, 1885, while the Warden
in his reply, dated 26th July, 1884, to
the defense of Deputy Warden, states :

“If T have not accused the Deputy
Warden at the Inspector’s last visit, in De-
cember last, it was, among other reasons,
the fear I had that the proofs were not so
strong as to couvince me; they could im-

ose themselves and obtain victory for me
n the circumstances I was placed in. On
the one harnd, I saw the hostility of the
Inspector, who wou'd be my judge, and on
the other, [ perceived that one of my prin-
cipal officers was working in the same way,
being aided by some others My position
was a perilous one. Prudence suggested
to me not to speak—to suffer patiently and
to let time furnish me the opportunity of
obtaining justice. 1 submitied to ‘this
necessity, but the way things have beea
working does not permit me to delay any
longer. 1 thought it my duty to lodge m
complaints against my Deputy Warden. His
answer to iny charges compels me to-day
to make one step more and to complain of
my superior officer, the Inspector of
Penitentiaries.
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I say nothing about the ex-Chap-
d‘:":;g::the!" Leclere, for the reason that his
Titore tre from the Penitentiary gives me
n ey i(" think no longer of the past, except
s “hding the breaches he has caused to
f"dlsclplme.
3£,'ainqlte} Pepqty Warden declares it was
et his will he has accused me before
Yast :;gecltor, at his last visit in December
Yoy ¢ p that the Inspector has compelled
O furnich those informations which he

¢onsj , ! al
e“:}dered as having an official and confi-
*nbial character.

“I shall

:;gt?"][‘,' l]inswer to this avowal from the
Fival i)r,) t}S la;ll sa{'z: at the Inspector’s ar-
" acoon. 1e 20th November last, T wished
P m{md;{any him as [ usnally did, in
e ineth in - the different departments of
e T(’finsedm?nr;' he would‘not; T ipsisted ;
vieit alony’ H}_\mg he preferred msking his
e o had to submit and remain
B8 rogmy :l(' Mr. Inspector ,commenced
ew one at about ten o’clock, a.m.

. RCC()m"‘eN later, the Deputy Warden
turney tmpan_vmg him. Mr. Inspector
m o the office at about one o’clock,

I e .
]'"‘p‘eé' not certainly pretend to countest the
1 OU(,h'O’:P abrolute right, in acting so,
cay Z'a;ﬁ"""ary to the practical use. You
Was "a-f’ appreciate the position in which
S, as
Mf‘sﬁrp’.

Losti ity

wa,
T
P

I'had had so many proofs of
Inspector’s and Deputy Warden’s
towards me,” .

8o that whe
Vords which
ftport, he

n the Inspector wrote the
I have just read from his
had before him the statement

an ) : ) X
grd‘ihafgcs‘ laid against him by the
even 0 which he neither denied nor

o feimed to answer.  On the contrary,
ately g?)cd to ignore them and deliber-
> Changed the issuc in his report

NoWInr I
the ‘;:}n& that the voluminous details of

b )
,3’ (;}?e ‘E‘}‘]‘bhf. nor by member.s of Parljw
e 4r€’ld03 all would be satisfied with
of the ‘O;ng_ of the report proper
Minister 0:’n1}:ssloners. I defy either the
the Warde t C Inspector to show that
acy he co\‘; e}\_er swore that the conspir-
Yecember p Salned of, had began after
form apq S 1883, and later th t it had
) \\'hape ten or twelve months
Peatedly g, at the Warden said and re-
that the d'f*{‘,cﬂe.d and even swore to was
Mculties in the prison had been
the reports of the Inspector

Caused by
and ;
of Szie_chap]am for the year 1881-82,

Publis
the \\'l;rd In the summer of 1883. What
that the Ceon al§0 said and swore to was
Nt whep insplracy became more appar-
t worked mischief in the fall

vestigation would never be read'

of 1883. Lastly, what Mr. Laviolette
also swore to was that some ten or twelve
months before, his chief officers had
shown very little zeal, but that they had
not then resisted his authority till later
when the report made them aware of the
hostility of the Inspector towards him,
the Warden. During the first six months
of this year, 1883, the prison was all that
could be desired  Mr. Creighton having
been ordered to visit the penitentiary
and report, did so on the 3rd of July,-
1883. His report is that the prison was
working well and that the discipline was
somewhat better than in Kingston.
Chief Keeper McCarty, one of the offi-
cers charged with conspiracy, etc., swore
during the investigation, 1884, that dis-
cipline had been good until the fall of
1883. (The Commissioners admit this
in their report, see page 213 of blue
book). As to the statement that the re-
port of the Inspector, etc., had been the
primordial cause of the troubles, the
Warden repeatedly tried, during the en-
quiry, to be allowed to establish the fact,
but the Inspector obstinately refused him
permission to do so, as I showed a
moment ago by a quotation of the docu-
ments in this great trial.

At page 133 your honors will find that
the Warden having put the following
question to the Steward (Mr. Mazurette)

“ Do vou think that after the style in
which such reports (the Deputy's report)
were written, that the Deputy would be in a
position to make a report to the Warden or
to the Department of Justice, should the
necessity for doing 8o arise?”

It was disallowed in the following
words :—

“The Inspector considers that the Warden
is asking unnecessary and useless questions
of this wilness as to the changes about the
rules, regulations and discipline of the
Penitentiary : that it would be as much in
place for the Inspector to ask a clerk or a
messenger in the Department of Justice how
the Superior Officers of that Department
performed their duty, as for as the Warden
lo be asking general and theoretical ques-
tions from this wilness respecting the duties
of the Deputy. The Inspector decides if it
has been wrong for the Deputy Warden
to have a convict employed in his office to do
writing or any other duties required of him
by the Depuly, it rested with the Warden o’
pul a sfop to that abuse if it were really an
abuse.”

¢ Mr. Baillargé concurs.”
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To this the Warden answered :—

“ As to the ridicule cast on me in the
above remarks of the Iunspector, I have
nothing to sav, but I will say a word to es-
tablish the fact that this witpess (Mazurette)
is & man of good education and of good in-
struction, consequently well fitted to judge
whether or pot the Deputy or any other
man has a sufficient instruction to write a
letter, keep up a correspondence, or make a
report ot the mnature I have mentioned.
Things being so, the wilness was a proper
witness to put the question to according to
the opinion expressed by the Deputy Minis-
ter of Justice in his letter to the Inspector
on the 3rd July, 1834. His words are:—

¢ Unless the witness is an expert lestify-
ing to something within his knowledge as
such expert, his opinions are not received as
evidence in courts of law.” 1 may add asa
matter of fact that this was not the first
time that subalterns have been ca'led upon
to give their evidence for or against their
superior officers, and that they Tiad to state
whether or not they havedone or performed
their duties.

« Are not the Commissioners doing that
now in my case—are not my subalterns,
even the teamsters of the Institution, to be
called to give evideuce tor or against me, the
chief officer of the Penitentiary ?

“ The Inspector states that 1 put <ome
unnecessary and useless questions. Having
made a specific charge of want of instruc-
tion, I fail to sce how this question ot
mine can be cousidered as unnecessary and
useless. But I also fail to see the necessity
for so many guestions,some of them relating
to matters under former régime, put by the
Inspector when examining the different
witnesses on my &ide, questions which had
nothing to do with the charges proven
against the Deputy, except they were put to
them by the Inspector ax a menace to make
witnesses fear. Let me cite some three or
four examplee, To witness Mazurette the
Inspector asks :—

“Q. ‘Do you know that you have been
found fault with by late Warden Duches-
neau or present Warden ?” A. ‘I um not
aware.”

“Q. “Doyon remember my having spoken
to you about the lax discipline kept by you
over the men inyour charge?® A. I don’t
remember.’

“Q. ‘Has the late or present Warden
found fault with you? A. ‘I may have
been reprimanded some time; J don’t
remember.”

“To Witness Desormeau : <The Deputy is
allowed by the Commissioners lo put a ques-
tion, reflecting on his morals and his
honesty.’

“As to the last remark of the Inspector,
I beg to say that it is just, because I have
found it, and do find it now, wrong to allow
convicts to pass their whole time in the
Deputy’s oftice, doing such writings as the

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.
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iterary qnalifications of the present Deputy
does not allow him to do; that I have com-
{)lained ever since I took office, and I am
happy to add that the Inspector’s opinion
has always been in unison with mine, except.
tor some time lately, when he changed them
and expressed duriug this enguiry sote
doubts as to whether it was an abu<e or not
I find in his minutes of the 28th March, 1882,
folio 268 :—

(Consequently the following was writ-
ten by the Inspector before the event
which made him hostile to the Warden
and friendly to the Deputy Warden and
his associates, This event having taker
place during the last six months of 1882,
as 1 have already stated.)

“ I am further informed by the Warden,
that _all the reports which are made by
the Deputy Warden to him of concicls or
officers are first wrilten out by convict 1.
Brown.  This is altogether irreqular and
wrong.  No prisoner should be placed in a
position where he would have an opportun-
ity of knowing what transpires in reference
lo conricls or officers.  The Warden will,
therefore, put « stop atonce o this rery ob-
Jectionable custom, and see tha! the Deputy
Warden writes his own reporis, in future.
But, gentlemgn, the work had to be done;
I had then either to torce Mr. Ouimet oub
of office, on account ot his lack of instruc-
tion, or tolerate an abuse which [ thea
thought for some time could be removed,
by the Deputy getting the help of some one
of his coulréres, but, his conduct and his
hostility  towards the great majority ot
the staft, have prevented such an arrange-
ment taking place, which might have saved
Mr. Ouimet, as I was inclined to save hin.
All means having so failed, and Mr. Qui-
met every day becoming worse and worse,
I had to fall back on the other conrse, that
1s to say: ask lor his dismissal. as I am
doing now, when I am met with the objec-
tion that I cannot qguestion the iiterary
quealifications of the Deputy, because 1t
would be impeaching the Minister of Juse
tice’s act in appointing him."

This, I should think, does not only
show partiality, but it also shows that
the Inspector even used the influence ot
his position to have those witnesses, ofti-
cials of the prison, under his control.
He kept, it will appear, the sword of
Damocles suspended over their heads.

The Warden states in his defence that
on the 16th July, 1884, he having put
the following question to Witness J. R
Gauthier (See page 140 of the blue
book).

“Have the convicts the same confidence
in the Deputy ?”
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Ob,)ecthn was taken by the Inspector in
?‘ 0]]0\V]l]g terms:
quest; ¢ Commissioners consider the last
re tz?on an improper one, inasmuch as the
auons of the “Warden and the .')eput?
‘?’gen with the convicts are not the same’”
of ¢ he _Deputy being charged with the duty
tra hf""!/"lg out the details of the adminis-
m'cfgon which are oflen obnoxious to the con-
oy and caleulated to inspire them with a
i?o €e of bad feelings towards the officer
is charged with such a duty, whereas
€ Warden’s intercourse with the convicts

18 for the m .
le c"a?‘actﬁf partof a pleasant and agree-

To this the Warden answered :

@ .

madi regret this objection of the Inspector
ecaue‘en th‘e name of the Commissioners,
85 they even if I entertained such views
eputv& and believed that the duties of the
comic, larden are more obnoxious to
coulg xst,t 1an are those of the Warden, I
‘mssiov:O even then admit that the Com-
rom é]el‘s Wwere right when preventing me
lost 4] 10Wing that the Deputy Warden had
Viets elrle“l’ect and confidence of the con-
me \’v: ] iLhey could have done, it seems to
eVi:iencu( hhav‘e been to appreciate such
differen: wnen it had been taken, with the
then gy Lircumstances of the case, use it
pro Orgalnst the ])epuly more or lessin
e‘l‘; on with the difference which in
oth t}:“’fiiiﬁ. existed in the relations of
More fl)'sle officers and conviets. But still
are p;‘es }g duties of the Deputy Warden
ot » 'a"c:'l' ed to him by the Penitentiary
for the 0 'b}' the ¢ Rules and Regulations
IfAI]0080\§r1)rt\enxt, of the Penitentiaries.”
ing they over the Act and 25 rules contain-
(from [:fcla] duties of the Deputy Warden
i"clUEive]le 45th  rule  to the 65th
no pal‘ticyl)’ I find that the Deputy has
Victg excu ar duties to discharge with con-
the 60“‘ ept Lie has to maintain generally
he }aq Cy of the prison, for whicl; purpose
the Trada fPeClal control and direction of
Other sere\y n8t:uctors, Keepers, Guards and
arden gt 80d has 1o report to the
of duty (')f”cu)' and promptly, every neglect
then, "1y anv of those officers. Practically
officerg for ¢puty reports his subaltern
™ offi r"eglect of duty and such subal-

St report conviun
118 opinion of the Commis-
be a sound one, it would apply
InStructthe Deputy Wa.r:ien than to
ch m‘zgsl,_l(eeper@, Guards, &ec.,
A8 10 the . iim than to the Warden.
Qite ), - dUestion itself, my ideas are
Rionerg, Hev?"’*e of those of the Commis-
88 200 apg gxl“g had in years past so much
empl°Yment"0}:"°" at the same time at my
Coupleg Wit}; :he experience I caught then,
388ed ¢ t} o heaa:'i of the three years I have
N me quite of this Penitentiary,have
ohil Other ideas. If we had to
he C;?:;’ possibly it might be as
migsioners., They would,

possibly, look more to the hand which
strikes them than to the party who ordered
the punishment. With grown up men, not
50: they reflect more; they look further
bach.

Are convicts flogged ? They think of the
Warden ordering the punishment; they see
him present, giving orders to the officer
holding the whip. "When their sufferings
are 100 great, to the Warden they will go
for relief, and beg of him to be pardoned.
Are they sent to the dungeon? They know
that the officer who locks them up has to
do 8o or go. Are they deprived of light,
tobacco, remission of time, &c.? they think
of the Warden having ordered so. So it is,
they are naturally led to curse the Warden
and excuse the hand which strikes them,
or even the party who have reported them,
except he has ill-used them.

“Since my appointment to the Warden-
ship, I have heard it many times repeated
that an old and most efficient officer of this
Penitentiary, Chief Keeper Cooper, though
a very severe dieciplinarian and the most
rigid observer of the rules and of ail orders
received, was nevertheless always much
respected, and had the full confidence of the
convicts. They used to say they liked him,
hecause,though severe, he was good to them,
just and impartial. There was no rough-
ness, no harshuess in him.

Let me remark that besides sowme few
special duties prescribed to himn by the rules,
viz., the looking of the cleanliness of the
prigon, the keeping into efficient order, the
water supply apparatus, the stables, the
sweeping of the chimneyr, the bathing of
convicts, the helping the steward in the
changing of clothes of the convicts, the
Chiet Keeper, according to Rule 107, has no
other duties to perform, but the duties of
general supervision of the prison, which are
also incumbent upon the Deputy Warden
by the rules.”

I am much mistaken, if the objection
of the Commissioners to the question
put by the Warden is a good one. The
most they could afford to do, was to let
the witness answer and reserve their ap-
preciation of his statement. But it seems
to me to be quite evident, that when
dealing with such charges as those laid
by the Warden against his Chief Officer
it was a necessity to show that their con-
duct had been such that it even had had
the effect of depriving them of the con-
fidence of convicts—that they had lost
their confidence and their respect.
Could it be otherwise when convicts
knew, as the official report of the
evidence shows they knew, that the
Deputy Warden was at war with the
Warden? When they themselves spoke
of the Warden’s party and the Deputy
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Warden’s party, surely they must have
gone for the one or the other party.
This is precisely what the Inspector did
not like to see established. He knew
before hand what was the state of feel-
ings of the convicts towards the different
officers of the prison. He knew that
strictness, coupled with equity and kind-
ness never led convicts to hate their
guardians, but that harshness and rough-
ness, had that effect and he himself had
written, in his minutes (March 1882
Folio 268-288.)

“The Deputy Warden (M. Ouimet) is
rough and abrupt in his manner, towards
ofticers and convicts.”

No wonder he would not allow such
a question to be put the answer to which
he might have worked mischief against
the Deputy Warden.

1t being nearly six o’clock, Mr. Belle-
rose moved that the debate be adjourned
until to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to.

THE STANDING COMMITTEES.
MOTION.
Hon. Mr. ABBOTT moved the ap-
pointment of the Standing Committees
as follows :

LIBRARY.

Honorable Messrs.

ALLAN, MILLER,
ALMON, ODELL,
BAILLARGEON, POIRIER,
BELLEROSE, PoOwER,
BorsForp, Ryan,

DE BOUCHERVILLE, ScoTT,
GowaN SULLIVAN,
HAYTHORNE, TRUDEL, and
LACOSTE, WARK,

MacpHERSON (Sir David Lewis).

be appointed a Committee to assist His
Honor the Speaker in the direction of
the Library of Parliament, so far as the
interests of this House are concerned,
and to act on behalf of this House as
members of a Joint Committee of both
Houses on the Library.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

PRINTING.

Honorable Messrs :

CASGRAIN, McKINDsEY,
DEVER, McMILLAN,
GIRARD, MACFARLANE,
GowaAN, OGILVIE,
GUEVREMONT, PELLETIER,
HAYTHORNE, REaD.
KauLgacH, TURNER,
McCLEAN, Vipar, and
Wark.

be appointed a Committee to sup-
erintend the Printing of this House
during the present Session, and be ins-
tructed to act on behalf of this House
with the Committee of the House of
Commons as a Joint Committee of both
Houses on the subject of Printing.

BANKING AND COMMERCE.

Honorable Messrs :

AggoTT, MacpoNALD,

ALLAN, (Midland)

ARCHIBALD, MACPHERSON,

BELLEROSE, (Sir David Lewis)

Bortsrorp, ODELL,

Bovp, Paquer,

CARVELL, RoBiralLLE,

CHAFFERS, Ross,

CLEMOW, (Laurentides)

COCHRANE, Ryay,

FERRIER, SANFORD,

LacostE, SMITH,

LEWIN, SuLLIvAN,

McCarruy, THIBAUDEAT,

McMiLLAN, TRrRUDEL,

MacINNEs. TURNER, and
(Burlington) Wark,

be appointed 2 Committee on Banking
and Commerce for the present Session,
to whom shall be referred all Bills on
these subjects.

RaiLways, TELEGRAPHS AND
Hargors.

Honorable Messrs. :

ABBOTT, MacponaLp, (B.C.)
ALEXANDER, MacINNEs,

ALLAN, (Burlington.)
BELLEROSE, MONTGOMERY,

DEBOUCHERVILLE, MILLER,
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?gszLL, ‘ O’DONHOE, BOTSFORD, MONTGOMERY,
!’)m::Ri\m" OGILVIE, CARVELL, O’DONOHOE,
FERGE\, i Power, DeBLots, OGILVIE,
FERRUSOR, ROBITAILLE, DEVER, PAQUET,
H IER, Ryax, FERRIER, PELLETIER,
k ARDIS'[\\,v, SAN FORD, FL!NT, POIRIE,
AULEACH, ScHuLTZ, GIRARD, POWER,
I\;IECOCNARD’ Scorr, GLASIER, REap,
MCC;“:LU-“» SMITH, Gowax, REESOR,
‘ELAN, STEVENS, GRANT, Ross (de la Duran-
ICQONALI), (C.B) SUTHERLAND, GUEVREMONT, taye),
MEIIE;W’ ‘ TURNER, and HARDISTY, SCHULTZ,
. NI?SE\', Vipal, HAYTHORNE, Scort,
> appointed a Committee on Railways, | HOWLAN, STEVENS,
' €legraphs and Harbors for the present | LACOSTE, SULLIVAN,
oossion, to whom shall be referred all| MCINNEs (B. C.), SUTHERLAND, and
s on these subjects. McKay, TRUDEL,

CoNTINGENT AcCCOUNTS.

Honorable Messrs :

ABRo e
A:mm T, McMiLLAN,
};EXANDER, MAcDoONALD
RSHIBALD, (Midland),
‘0¢15:~D, MACFARLANE,
(\HTSFORII, MACPHERSON
'EABFP ERs, (Sir David Lewis)
D ‘L01x, MILLER,
ICKEYy, ObELL,
FE .
FL;{\:{IER, O’DoONOHOE,
f*‘o;;TT’ Paquer,
A IN, PELLETIER,
"IRARD), Powkr,
}'I‘:)"xﬂ‘, READ,
. LAN, RoBITAILLE,
M ONARD), Rvan
. CCLELAN, Scon"
CDonaj 3 '
ALD ScHuULTZ,
CI;lpe Breton), Swmn H,
MCK:VP-S (B.C)), SteveNS, and
Ko VDAL,
-NDSEY,

Ne g M . . .

and P&Olnted a Committee to examine
counts p?rt upon the Contingent Ac-
sion, of the Senate for the present Ses-

S'n\v
AND NG
IN ORDERS AND PrIvATE BiLLs,

Honorable Messrs :

ALMO .
N
ARCH;)_;“ McMiLLan,
RMany. Macponavp (B. C.),
BErLEpo. MACFARLANE,
Bor - -ROSE, M
JOLDUC’ ERNER,

MiLLER,

be appointed a Committee on Standing
Orders and Private Bills, with power tq
examine and inquire into all such mat-
ters and things as may be referred to the
said Committee, to report from time to
their observations and opinions thereon,
and to send for persons, papers and re-
cords.

SENATE DEBATES-

Honorable Messrs :

BoLpug, MERNER,
CASGRAIN, PowER,
DeBoucHERrvILLE. Ross (de la Duran-
Forrin, ScHULTZ, taye),
HAVTHORNE, ScorT.

HowLAN, THIBAUDEAU,
McCaLLuy, TrUDEL. and
McFARLANE, ViDalL,

be appointed a Committee to inquire
into the best means to be adonted to
obtain correct reports of the Debates
and proceedings of the Senate, and for
the publication of the same, and to
report from time to time their views to
the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned at 6 o’clock.
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At Vincent de Laul |SEN

ATE} Penitentiary.

THE SENATE.
Ottarwa, Thursdav, March 1st, 1888,

THE SPEAKER took the chair at
3 o’clock.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

BEHRING SEA SEIZURES.
INQUIRY,

Hox. Mkr.
inquired

MACDONALD (B. C)

Whether any answer has been received
to the question submitted in December,
1886, Ly the Imperial and Dominion
Governments to the Government of the
United States, viz.: Whether British
vessels fishing 1n the open seas beyond the
territorial waters of Alaska would be
exposed to seizure, and Her Majesty’s
Government at the same time would be giad
if some assurance could be given that, pend-
ing the settlement of the question, no such
serzures of British vessels will be made in
Behring’s Sea.

He said : 1 do not propose to-day to
discuss this question before the House
at any length. I merely wish to state
that correspondence of a rather volumin-
ous character has taken place on this
subject, between September, 1886, and
May, 1887. Tt commenced by the
Minutes of the Privy Council of Canada
being forwarded to the Imperial author-
ities and by them transmitted to the
British Minister at Washington. It will
be seen by that ccrrespondence that the
Minister at Washington demanded of the
United States Government explanations
of the seizures made in Behring Sea, and
to all those demands for explanations no
reply could be received. The subject
was postponed from time to time,
so that up to the date of this corres-
pondence in May no definite answer
was received as to the claims
of the United States in those waters.
The Government may possibly be in
possession of information after this date,
and I therefore ask this question, which
is the question put by the Minister at
Washington to Mr. Bayard.

Ho~. MR. ABBOTT—In answer to
my hon. friend I would say that there
has been a considerable quantity of cor-
respondence on this subject with the
i United States Government ; and that this
correspondence is now in course of
being printed and will be laid before the
House in two or threedays. 1 may say
' this generally with regard tothe purport of
| the question, that I do not understand
that it has ever been contended by the
Uniied States Government that they had
any rusht to seize these vessels, or that
they had any exclusive rights in Behrings

Sea. That has not been contended that
' I am aware of. The whole correspon-
!denr»:, however, will come down and

i will show my hon. friend and the House
the vxact state of the question at present

(ST, VINCENT DE PAUL PENITEN
' TIARY.
MOTION.

I Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE moved
i
That an humble Address be presented to
His Excellency the Governor Generai,
Fraving that His Excellency will cause to be
aid before this House, a copy of letters
signed, Jos. H. Bellerose, addressed to tha
Minister of Justice on the 27th and 28th
November, 1337, in connection with the de-
struction by tire of the property ot Mr.
Louis Guimond ot St. Vincent de Paul;
also a copy of the evidence taken in the
matter, and of the report made by the
Inspector of Penitentiaries after inquiry
made and the facts mentioned in the said
letters.

Hox, Mr. ABBOTT'—I do not know
whether any answers were given to these
letters or not, but if they were, I should
like my hon. friend to include them in
this motion.

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE-~There was
only the ordinary answer that they had
received them,

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—With that

addition T have no objection to the mo-
tion,

The motion was agreed to.
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WIN’{‘ER COMMUNICATION
WITH PRINCE EDWARD
ISLLAND.

INQUIRY.

Hox. Mr. HAYTHORNE rose to

‘:Silrtll;e ?ttention’ of the House to the irreg-
eland elvery of mails in Prince Edward

a0l t}(]efxam,e the setting in ot _winter, and

platio: tovernment‘ whetheritisin contem-

thats b 1o take efficient means to obviate
€ Irregularities complained of.

He said : Those members of this

X guse who havg nqticed the tenor of
o motion standing in my name on the
Iefe?-rs \‘vxn perceive, no doubt, that it has
o erlee o urregularities in the delivery
]asfréaxs in Prince Edward Island. It
Casio:m my duty, on many former oc-
Yo thy s, to gall the attention of the House
re eS subject, and 1 was under the ap-
the S::mn that T would I?ave to trouble
1oy E):\tehat very considerable length
he ally 'n the same question, but if I may
.al 0“(:(1 to add a few words after the
1tm‘stcr 8ives his reply to the question,
or n’]';kt it WI?I perhaps be unnecessary
al 0 fyl)lzlke any extended remarks at
reserci will therefore resume my seat,
VIng to myself the privilege of mak-

g ally "ecessalv I ’l y T .n'btet
- C 1 aftC the Iv[l 1
as Spoken.

Hon.
my hon.
Attention

Mg ABBOTT--In answer to
friend, I would say that the
cen i of the Government has
self, by o0 Mot only by him-
difﬂ’cult‘ by circumstances, to the
tl’ansmi;e's with regard to the regular
e ora 55{02 of mails to the interior from
conseqq esmg. It was fqm_'xd that, in
any perio?ice(:j()f‘the mpossibility of fixing
the mailo uring which the transit of
casiona) could regularly take place, oc-
one timey connection was not made. At
ary lagt ’tll;p, In fact, to the 16th Janu-
’Taversé '(;) _regular train from Cape
the main,liw Ich took these mails from
“ape oy n§ to Emerald Junction, left
Morning VCp{ﬁe at 6:30 or 6:45 in the
failure o inding there was a frequent
the hoyy OC(Onnect, a change was made in
onger periogeparturq, in order to give a
8et acrog of daylight to the boats to
trom ape ,?‘“d the departure of trains
raverse was postponed until

1 11:30, giving nearly five hours’ additional

time for the boats. It was hoped in
that way to avoid the large expense of a
special train, to take on the mails when
they failed to connect with the regular
train over the branch at 6:45. The re-
sult of that experiment was that from the
16th of January to the 22nd of February
there were twenty-five trips made across
the Straits, out of which there were nine
failures of connection. One of these
failures was remedied, there being some
peculiar circumstances about it, by the
dispatch of a special train, so that since
the 16th January, up to the 2znd of last
month, there were eight failures of con-
nection in twenty-five trips. Now this
undoubtedly is a grievance, and seeing
that the mode which the Government
hoped would have served the purpose
had not been entirely successful, they
have for some time past had it under
consideration to make some supplement-
ary arrangement ; and I have the pleasure
to inform my hon. friend and the House
that, from this time out, special instruc-
tions will be given whenever the mails
fail to reach Cape Traverse within a
quarter of an hour or so of the departure
of the train (for they are allowed that
margin to catch the train), a special
train will be despatched -to bring the
mails from Cape Traverse to the inte-
rior. 1 hope that this will be satisfactory
to my hon. friend. I may say that the
expense of the special train, which was
employed for a couple of years, was very
heavy ; and it was hoped that without
causing great inconvenience to the
public, the expense might be avoided,
but at present it is plainly impossible to
dispense with it altogether. I just wish
to mention to my hon. friend that
although no doubt the people, being
displeased, and naturally so, at not get-
ting their mails, find a great deal of
fault with the Government about it, the
Government have not been remiss in
extending mail facilities to Prince
Edward Island. Since Confederation
they have opened 119 new post ofhces
in Prince Edward Island, and the miles
travelled in the Province increased 240,-
ooo miles : the expenses of the mail
service at the time of Confederation in
Prince Edward Island amounted to
$24,750, and in 1886, the correspond-
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ing class of expenses amounted to $77,-
537 ; that is, exclusive of the “ Northern
Light ? and another little steamer which
1s sometimes used there. 1 merely
mention this to show 1hat the Govern-
ment have not been behind hand, and I
trust will not be so considered by the
people of Prince Ldward Island, in pro-
viding mail facilities. The measure
which they adopted on the 1s5th
January, in hopes of correcting this diffi-
culty, has not altogether succeeded, but
they are prepared to supplement it with
special trains whenever there is a fai-
lure of connection.

Hox. Mr. HAYTHORNE -The state-
ment which the hon. Minister has just
made to the House in roply to my ques-
tion is, to a certain extent, satisfactory ;
at the same time it still leaves the ques-
tion in an embarassed condition. The
attempt to so manipulate the ordinary
trains running on that railroad as to
meet the uncertain arrival of the mails
by steamer can only end in failure.
Hon. gentlemen who are familiar with
the question must know perfectly well
that whether it be by the steamer Nor#4-
ern Light, or by the ice-boats which
carry the mails and passengers across
the Strait, the arrival and departure are
and must be in the future, uncertain pe-
riods. They depend on the state of the
weather, and the state of the ice. Boats
may find it impossible to start in the
early morning, whereas later in the
the ceurse of the day, when the weather
clears up, they may be able to make the
trip. When the weather is fine, and
there is not much ice running, they are
likely to start earlier ; therefore, it is im-
possible to so dovetail those two differ-
ent interests, the one to meet the con-
venience of the other, that it has been
found more satisfactory to have a speci-
al train, and not to interfere with the
running of the ordinary train. My im-
pression is, that after trying those
experiments of altering the depart-
ure of the ordinary trains, the
Department  will find it necessary
in the end to fall back on the old system.
Two years ago the hon. gentleman’s pre-
decessor, as leader of this House, went
through the very same experience. He
objected to the expense of putting on a

How. Mr. ABBOTT.

special train, and could not see the
hardship that was involved in the deten-
tion of the mails of the Province for
twenty-four hours.  But, finding that
public opinion was against him on this
point, he made the concession of a
special train, and, consequently, fron:
that time up to the commencement ot
this winter there had been no serious
complaints. 1 heard the people of
Charlottetown, in fact, admit that during
last winter the mails were delivered with
a better average regularity during that
period than in the summer time; and
this was owing to the fact of the mails
being met at Cape ['raverse by a specia!
train, the mails being also carried down
to that point at a late hour of the ever-
ing by special train. By that means the
merchants of Charlottetown were able tc
answer their correspondents on the main
land on the following day. At present
the mails do not leave until the following
day. I do not feel that it is necessary
for me under the circumstances, the
Minister having engaged that a speciai
train shall be ordered on all necessary
occasions, to go into all the de-
tails of the irregularities which have
occurred since the winter set in. I wust
remind the hon. gentleman that this ar-
rangement at the Straits can only be one
of a temporary character, because the
navigation of the Northumberland Straits,
between Georgetown and Pictou will be
resumed in a few weeks; special ac-
commodation will then be required at
Georgetown instead of at the capes,
and what I believe myself is the one point
necessary to make these arrangements
work satisfactorily to all parties is this :
that the officers of the Dominion Gov-
ernment at the head of the Post Office
and at the head of the Dominion affairs
down in Prince Edward Island should
be giyen discretionary powers. They
are capable men. They are, as far as
politics are supposed to go, supporters
of the Government, yet they have
scarcely any discretion allowed them. I
could, if necessary, indicate occasions
on which this has been palpably the
case. If you desire to have good and
efficient officers they must be allowed
certain discretionary powers. If they
are obliged to appeal to the Department
at Ottawa on every trifling occasion, and
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are allowed to exercise no discretion,
th:ir:- éhey cannot as efficiently perform
emabi uties as their capabilities would
Order'e them. I hope that the power of
oar H}f.; out a special train when neces-
eaydwﬂ. be at once made known to the
Edws dof the Department at Prince
timealil Island. _ The gentleman at one
ern L P. who is now Postmaster Gen-
and Inspector General of Post
ces for the Province, is a gentleman
" ngas the public confidence in that
ticignar »and up to the present his discre-
Couldy power has been so small that he
Suppo ot order a special train, even
Serv%CSlgg that the exigencies of the
elad ied emanded it. 1 should be very
e tﬁ eed to hear from the hon. min-
patel ;t orders shall be at once dis-
H eseeﬁ]that on every special occasion
out ofhcers shall be entitled to order
a special train for the conveyance of
Passengers and mails,

Oflox. MR. ABBOTT—Of course,
uncéréf:mlemen are quite aware of the
it depe lrcllty of the crossing of the Straits ;
on tl?e nds on the state of the weather,
tide. ﬁtate.of the'xce and the state of the
ing t.he tere 1s no difficultyin comprehend-
acrs argubles V\:hlch arise from those
attery tnd the Government have not
OVetfileth tomeet them by trying to
Start with 'hc perl’od at which the rallw_ays
ut have + € period when the boats arrive,
from 6e Postponed the hour of depgrture
Venient' '}4]5 a. m., which was a very incon-
{0 the bo;m, to 11.30 2. m., which gives
"hat trains 411 or 5 hoursof daylight.
its eparty Will be fixed as to the hour of
e instry '€, except that the managers
ey mustctec_l that if boats are in sight
%0 anq mwkalt ten or fifteen minutes or
anowing aihe use of their discretion in
Teach lang ort margin for the boats to
in the ords If the boats do not_arrive
. immedinarly time a special train will
the maj, ately dispatched to bring on
seems tg .me Mt 1s the regulation, and it
As to the S +0 cover the ground entirely.
hon, fricne IScretionary power which my
the Raily Speaks of, 1. m informed by
ozty Department that Mr. Breckan,
; nmrnaster at Georg_etown, has had
: i)’ nggrs all wxg terh to order
Was ayan - sary an
eXercised the weyek beﬁ:ré1 t laIt);(t)wfr:

wh

connection with a severe snow storm, the
mails not having arrived on timz. As
regards the change which my hon. friend
speaks of, it will no doubt be necessary
to deal with that on its merits, and, I
dare say, if my hon. friend would com-
municate the facts to me as he did me
the honor of doing the other day with
reference to this, requiring that the
attention of the Postmaster General
may be called to it, I have no
doubt that satisfactory arrangements will
be immediately made with regard to it,
and the authority which has been already
given to the Postmaster at Georgetown
and the Postmaster General will be con-
firmed immediately so as to render it
possible for him to exercise his authority.
No discretion will be given to him, but
he will receive positive orders to des-
patch a special train whenever the mails
fail to connect.

WHITE DIVORCE BILL.

PETITION READ,

The order ot the day having been
called. :

Reading Petition No. 4, of Mary Matilda
White, ot the Village of Port Dover, in the
Province of Ontario; praying for the pass-
ing of au Act to dissolve her marriage with
David Crystal White, and that he be direct.
ed to convey to her certain real estate in the
said village.

Hon. MR, McKINDSEY said—1 beg
leave to withdraw this petition : it was an
alternative petition, and I propose when
the next order of the day is called to file
theaffidavits of service that should be filed
in this case.

The order was discharged.

The second order of the day having
been called,

Reading Petition No. 5, of Mary Matilda
White, of the Villaze of Port Dover, in the
Province of Ontario; praying for the pass-

ing of an Act to dissolve her marriage with
David Crystal White.

Hox. Mr. McKINDSEY presented
to the House the certificate of service of
notice on the respondent.

The papers were laid on the table.

Hon. Mr. McKINDSEY moved that

the petition of Mary Matilda White,
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praying for the passing of an Act to dis-
solve her marriage with David Crystal
White, be read and received.

The motion was agreed to and the
petition was read on a division.

HART DIVORCE BILIL.
PETITION READ.

The third order of the day having
been called,

Reading Petition of Eleonera Elizabeth
Tudor or Hart; praying for the passing of
an Act to dissolve her marriage with Fred-
erick Levy Hart.

Hox. Mr. OGILVIE presented to
the House a certificate of service of
notice on the respondent.

The papers were laid on the table.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE moved that the
petition of Eleonora Elizabeth Tudor,
praying for an Act to dissolve her mar-
riage with Frederick Levy Hart, be read
and received.

The maotion was agreed to on a divi-
sion.

DIVORCE PROCEEDINGS.
COMMITTEE. APPOINTED.

The fourth order of the day having
been called to resume debate on motion
of the hon. Mr. Gowan, viz.:—

** That a Special Committee be appointed
to frame new Rules and Orders and forms
touching proceedings in divorce, and for
regulating the procedure upon applications
for divorce before the Senate, and that such
Committee shall consist of the hon. Mes-
sieurs Abbott, Miller, Scott, Dickey, Pel-
letier, Power, Macdonald (B. C.), Vidal,
Haythorne and the mover.”

Hon. Mr. GOWAN said—As 1 fear
my friends opposite whom I desire to be
on this committee are still unwilling to
serve, I beg to propose instead of the
three names of those who have objected,
the names of Hon. Mr. Odell, Hon. Mr.

Hown. Mz. McKINDSEY,

Kaulbach and Hon. Mr. Ogilvie, with
the permission of this House.

Ho~x. Mr VIDAL—As I intimated
when making the motion for the adjourn-
ment of this debate, I have no intention
whatever of prolonging the discussion.
I may be permitted, however, to express
the deep sense of obligation which T feel
the House ought to entertain to the hon.
gentleman from Barrie for the very full
and clear manner in which he has stated
the reasons which influenced him in pre-
senting this motion to the Senate, and
for so fairly proving the necessity for
some alteration or amendments in the
rules by which the House has heretofore
been governed in dealing with this case ;
and I may at the same time express my
deep regret that our honored friends
whose names have now been removed
from the original motion have not felt
it consistent with their view of what is
right and proper to allow their names to
remain on the committee. More specially
do I regret that the hon. gentleman from
Richmond has felt it incumbent upon
him to decline this duty. His very long
experience bothinthe legal profession and
especially in his long Parliamentary ex-
perience, have so eminently qualified
him to be of great service to this Com-
mittee, and I teel it to be a serious loss
that the Committee will not be able
to avail themselves of his assistance. I
presume that he feels it his bounden
duty not to serve on the Committee as a
member of it, but, although not a mem-
ber, I trust that we may still have the
advantage of his suggestions and long
experience in parliamentary practice. 1
would like to suggest to the hon. gentle-
man from Barrie the desirability of in-
serting in his motion the granting of
power to this Committee to employ a
stenographer. I would be much more
convenient to put it into the motion
now than to have to come to the House
for power after the Committee was ap-
pointed.

Hon. Mr. GOWAN—I thank my
hon. friend for the suggestion, and I
will be very glad if the House will per-
mit me to insert the words, * with power
to employ a shorthand writer.”

The motion was agreed to.
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ST. VINCENT DE PAUL PENI-
TENTIARY.

DEBATE CONCLUDED.

The Order of the day having been

f}:;llled, to resume debate on motion of
¢ hon, Mr, Bellerose, viz :—

S<m
rs'l?‘ drm\; the attention of the hon. Mem-
ed. ?Sthe Senate to the Blue-book intital-
ari;g (Oup lementary Report on Penitenti-
1886 > lj}t) € year ending the 30th June,
eni,tewtl‘t relerence to the troubles at the
Variou: 1ary of St. Vincent de Paul and the
againas hs_tatgments and accusations made
Gowort him in that book, and will ask the
€roment what course they propose to

ad < s
angm in connection with such statements
accusations.”

ang}?xv. Mr. BELLEROSE said—t
ever) :r ftlmf:, the commissioners went
on th O far as to try to make it a crime
meete part of the Warden if he should
he s Or Interview his witnesses before
€ brought them to Court,
the }Oﬁage_ 141, hon. gentlemen will find
en oe ¥ing charge made by the War-
N at the close of the enquiry :

< .
h”eD‘;’i]'"g the enquiry the Commissioners
from theo“'m themselves anxious to know
a comewntnesses on my side whether they
0 their et{Jdme to give me information as
Whether Ivll ence during this enquiry, or
ohject ; gl had gone to them for the same
Matioy “05:3, ‘\;hether I had received infor-
tioneq them. vem, or whether I had ques-
the %zst:“‘jpf}sed at this course followed by
uring ni“‘sls,“-"{el‘s, becauge I had occasion
cﬂ-lling m.\}’ ;)feplnme to see or hear lawyers
With  theis their clients for an interview
in coypt letnE§ses be{’ore they met them
enquiry ’ma? being quite a novice as to
N0t allpyy ng, I thought that this was
and waq t]q efore such courts. I enquired,
€nce, that Dthat there was no such differ-
Plained 1o thr. Duchesneau having com-
”lquiry that f’. Tnspector presiding at his
and inquireq 11S accuger met the witnesses
subjecy of them what they knew on
had eclin d0f the Inquiry, the Inspector
did poy seee to interfere, stating that he
not be prev:nythm- wrong, and it could
he "It)ed- That a few days after-
(Z. Lagh, poo CPUty  Minister of Justice
lentiaryl" dﬁq” having come at the Peni-
the Ing 2t Presided over the inquiry with
Teneweq i°r5 that Dr. Duchesnear had
Answereq ths ObJ(‘c“On, when Mr. Lash
aCcugey Bawat he had no doubts that the
them jp co his witnesses before he met
Practice . thmt; that it was the ordinary
’ 3 a he himself as g lawyer had

never went to court before seeing his
witnesses, to be sure what evidence they

could give ; that there was nothing wrong
in such a course, and it could not be
helped.”

Allow me to call the particular atten-
tion of hon. Senators to the following
words of this charge made by the
Warden :

“The Commissioners have shown
themselves anxious to know from the
witnesses on my side—‘on my side’ are
words worthy of notice.”

If the minutes of the Inspector in the
Duchesneau case have been honestly
prepared, and if they have not been in-
terfered with since, they will show that
this statement of Warden Laviolette is
quite in accordance with the facts. I
am happy to be in a position to confirm
this statement of Warden Laviolette
as to the Duchesneau case. 1 was pres-
ent all the time this investigation was
continued, as the representative of the
complainants (four officers of the prison,
who had been unjustly dismissed by the
Warden, they said). Warden Duches-
neau twice made the objections referred
to in this Laviolette case—and both the
Inspector and the Deputy Minister an-
swered as stated in Mr. Laviolette’s
remarks, which I have just now cited. So
that it seems that when the Inspector's
friends were doing his work against
Warden Duchesneau, whom he disliked,
they were right and he could not inter-
fere, but when the party complaining
against his friends is an official whom he
dislikes, as is the case with Mr. Lavio-
lette, then he feels it his duty to inter-
fere, and prevent the complaining party,
whom he dislikes, making up his case,
and allow his friends, who are complained
of, to use all means at their disposal to
make up theirs.

On the third July the Inspector is re-
ported in the blue book page 139, to
have uttered the following words as a
reproach to Mr. Laviolette :

¢ As it 13 the duty of the Warden to at-
tend, ut least, every third Sunday in the
Catholic Chapel, il devolves wupon him
eznally and the Chief Keeper to see that
the filthy practice of spitting be not allowed
on these Sundays when ke is on duty in
chapel

To this the Warden answered (See
blue book page 139, 140.
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I know of no rule by which the Warden’s
duty is to attend at least once every third
Sunday in the Chapel, except the 25th rule
which imposes upon the Warden the duty:

25th. < To see that there is an efficient
superintendance of the convicts when at-
tending Divine service in the Chapel and
providing that should there be services in
both Chapels al the sume time, the War-
den or Depuly Warden shall be present in
one Chl%pel, and the Deputy Warden or the
Chief Keeper in the other,

The Warden continues:—In this Peni-
tentiary the three first otficers are all
Catholics, and 8o none of them have to
attend Divine service on Sundays in the
Protestant Chapel. One of the Protestant
officers is appointed to superintend Protest-
ant convicts in the Protestant Chapel.

The Deputy Warden and the Chief
Keeper are each on duty in the Catholic
Chapel every second Sunday, ad turnum.
I have attended Divine service in the
Catholic Chapel very nearly every Sunday
since my appointment,and though I have
always taken the trouble of superintending
both officers and convicts in the Chapel,
I never considered myself bound to do <o
by any rules; such would not probably
be the case if one of the three oflicers
was a Protestant.”

This answer of the Warden, pointing
out the rule and showing the Inspector
the difference between the Kingston
Penitentiary, where two of the head men
were DProtestants and the third was a
Catholic, while at St. Vincent de Paul
the three first officers were Catholics,
irritated the Inspector, as the reproach
he had made turned against him. It
showed his determination to injure War-
den Laviolette and protect his subalterns.
The Inspector thought he ought not to
give way, but take a surer course to put
down the Warden. He knew that the
mass of documents composing the record
of the enquiry would never be read, but
that his report would be. Having then
determined that he would have his re-
venge, he wrote at the beginning of his
report of the enquiry. (See page 182 of
blue book).

“So little wus he(the Warden) acquainted
with the routine followed at Kingston, and
also in_the other penitentiaries, that he was
obliged to admit, during the enquiry, he was
ignorant of the fact that tb« Warden per-
formed duty every alternate Sanday—a mat-
ter which Mr. Lavioletle has neglected to do
since he entered office, and which he appear-
ed to consider infra dig.”

In other words the Inspector wrote
two false statements in a few lines.

Hox~. Mr. BELILLEROSE.

1st. Mr. Laviolette was so well ac-
quainted with the routine followed at
Kingston, that he has been able to give
a lesson to the Inspector and show him
the difference between the two peniten-
tiaries.

2nd. Far from having neglected his
duty in this respect, Mr. Laviolette states
that not only every second or third Sun-
day, but that even almost every Sunday
since his appointment he was present in
the Chapel superintending both cfficers
and convicts.

Let me again refer your honors to page
120, where a note of the Inspector may
be seen at the head of a document ad-
dressed by the Warden at the time of
the eaquiry, to both Commissioners.
This note is in the following words : —

“The following document which the War-
den calls his defense. .

“The Warden assumes the functions of
the Commissioners, and even of the Minis-
ter of Justice in pronouncing upon the merit
of the evidence. . He decides the
whole case, and thereby leaves nothing for
the Miunister to do in the premises.”

The document referred to in this note
of the Inspector was fyled at the time of
the investigation in 1884, and addressed
to both Commissioners. The Inspector,
acting then as one of the Commission-
ers, made his final report after the
enquiry, but this document (fie defense
of the IWarden) being unanswerable, he
made no answer to it ; nay, he did not
even mention the document. It is only
to-day that, having to lay it before Par-
liament, as ordered by the Senate, on a
motion of mine, he feels the danger and
tries to remove it, by adding as a heading
to the document the note I have just
read from the blue-book, page 120. This
he did without even the permission or
sanction of the chief officer of his depart-
ment, who is alone responsible to Parlia-
ment for such documents. When a
member of the Commission in 1884, no
doubt he had full power to criticise this
document, but to-day, after two years
have elapsed, when the Commissioners
have made their report, which has even
been acted upon over two years ago, and
when the Commission no longer exists,
what right had the Inspector to add a
single word of comment to it? Cer-
tainly none—except he felt the absolute
necessity of casting discredit on the



8t. Vincent de Paul [MARCH 1, 1888.] Penitentiary.

_—

115

ggciufmem, so that it might not be read,
prej 5§:ad, it should be read with such
' elll:n_lce as he tried his best to create in
can hmds of those reading it. But this
his dia:le no other effect than showing
acts St}r\ust,' and the fear he has of the
€rein mentioned being made
nown,
of ISJ‘(':";]S greatly surprised at the reading
thie remarks as those contained in
'S note of the Inspector. To my mind
1S note alone would be quite sufficient
pa:i?;?'bllSh conclusivg evidence of the
in thislty charged against the Inspector
any m case of the enquiry of 1884, to
Tecordin \:_rho might have looked over the
et me 0f the Department of Justice.
Minous reter your honors to the volu-
chesn record of the late Warden Du-
cord h:U €uquiry in 1879, If this re-
will ﬁnds &Ot been interfered with you
the off ere a like document fyled by
was Orders at whose instance the enquiry
neay 'Flr]ed against Warden Duches-
of the ac € Inspector not only approved
fyling & Culsers of this officer writing and
Wrote f, blea or defense, but he even
inSertedo'r them some few pages to be
st Wor(;n this document of theirs. The
«The ins hg w;ote for them were :
cla; quiry having come to a close, I
Olf‘lmethe Privilege of f§ling with the repo,rt

; Proceedin ini
ev’deuceadducedg’f my opinion upon the
and th ’

e last words he w
of e wrote at the end
Lhe last page, were :

no . .
Pro apg ‘ZO'I:I;?Ceed to examine the evidence

To-
for }?asiay he censures Warden Laviolette
report-ng done so and writes in his

to

following which the Warden

“The
calls hig defense.”

“Tl
the Colr?n,WarAden assumes the functions of
ustlcen‘ssloners and even of the Minister
of the evi:jn Pronouncing upon the merits
Whole ¢qcq onc€ #dduced. He decides the
the Minig; and thereby leaves nothing for
holq €T 10 do in the preniiges.”
Writtep bmhmy hand the few pages so
Neay tri;{]t ¢ Inspector in the Duches-
Ouse wij| llf the hon. leader of the
four shegrs low me, T will send him the
Tecognize 1, of paper so that he may
tor, € handwriting of the Inspec-
(Here
sheets oer‘ Bellerose sent one of the
Paper to Mr. Abbott).

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT— My hon. friend
puts in my hand a sheet of note paper
without any date and without any signa-
ture, and marked page 2.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—Had an
inquiry been made, this document could
have been sworn to as being in the
Inspector’s handwriting. I know it is
his handwriting, because I had it from
himself.

Hox~. Mr. ABBOTT- What does my
hon. friend want me to do about the
matter ?

Ho~. Mr. BELLEROSE —1I want to
know if the hon. gentleman recognizes
the handwriting of the Inspector?

Hox~. Mr. ABBOTT-—No, I never
saw the handwriting of the Inspector, to
my knowledge, in my life.

Ho~x. Mr. BELLEROSE—What is
your opinion, hon. gentlemen, as to the
course followed by the Inspector? What
is your opinion of the man himself who
could do such a thing ? Is he a proper
man to be entrusted with any important
charge ? Is he a proper man to be en-
trusted with the dangerous mission of
reporting on the state of our Peniten-
tiaries, and on the effectiveness ot each
member of their Staff ? Who could hold
his hand on his heart and say with such
evidence before him, that he is sure
that the charges which Warden Lavio-
lette has repeatedly made against this
official are not true ? Does it not seem
in this present instance, that when such
documents (a plea or defence) are fyled
by his friends against an official with
whom the Inspector has no sympathy,
as was the case with Warden Duches-
neau, then such documents were most
acceptable and altogether worthy of con-
sideration, while if it happens that theybe
fyled against his friends by an official for
whom he entertains nothing but a feeling
of dislike, as is the case with Mr. Lavio-
lette, then the document is * An inju-
rious encroachment upon the rights of
the Minister of Justice etc., etc.”

What is your opinion of an official of
such high and responsible standing who
will allow himself when acting as a
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Judge to take in his hands the case of
one of the parties to the extent of writ-
ing to help him in the struggle?

What is your opinion of a man hold-
ing such a responsible office whose
opinion, it seems, varies according to
the love or to the dislike he may have
for the parties he has to deal with? Is
he a fit man to be the only channel
through which the Government can be
made aware of what is going on in our
Penitentiaries and of the value and
aptitude of the members of their staff ?

In order that his report of the enquiry
might be favorably considered and that
the Minister should have no doubt as to
his love for Warden Laviolette, the
Inspector begins his report in the
following words :

“ I regret having to undertake this task,
by reason of Mr. Laviolette’s strong perso-
nal hostility to me, which has manifested
itself in many ways, I shall take occasion
here to say, that I have given him no
grounds for this feeling of enimity.”

Those two statements are untrue—I
defy the Inspector to cite a single word
in the evidence taken during this inquiry
corroborating the first assertion, while I
maintain there is good evidence of the
unreliability of the second statement.
Let me give you an instance. A gentle-
man of high standing was summoned
and appeared before the Commissioners.
The Inspector cross-examined this
witness—who answered on a question
ot his :

¢ That he bad felt it his duty during the
]‘J{Ievxous session of Parliament to write to

arden Laviolette, ¢ that he knew of a part
in Ottawa working in the dark to injure him,”

This answer had a ternble effect on
the Inspector. He hesitated, and having
recovered, he told the witness to with-
draw. All such questions as ‘Who is the
party ? ‘What grounds have you to make
such a charge ? were left aside.

It is not necessary for me to add any-
thing more. I leave it to you, hon.
gentlemen, to appreciate the course fol-
lowed by the Inspector and draw the
proper conclusion.

1L

I will now take up the report proper
of the two Commissioners, (Messrs.
Baillargé and Moylan), two very poor

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE.

documents, 1 regret to say, as I will
presently show. Let me take as evidence
of this statement of mine 1st, the case
of the Chief Keeper, charged with having
come to the prison under the influence
of liquor, and 2nd, that of a conspiracy
charged against the Deputy Warden, the
Chief Keeper and other officers, the two
most important charges laid by the
Warden.

In referring to the evidence of J. B.
Desormeau, Keeper, who gave strong
evidence against the Chief Keeper, the
Inspector states in his comments, that

This witness gave very conflicting evi-
dence. In his direct examination by the
Warden he stated that he only saw the
Chief Keeper atclosing time, (about § p.m.),
yet in the cross examination by the Chief

eeper he says that he saw Mr. McCarthy,
between 7 and 8 a.m., and about 1:20 p.m.

The evidence of this witness is in no
way conflicting.

I hold in my hands an official copy of
the manuscript evidence written by the
official shorthand writer, out of which I
read the following : In direct examina-
tion :—

Q. Can you mention the dates of each of
those five or six times you have seen the
Chief Keeper in that state (under the in-
fluence of hquor) ?

A. I remember one occasion, it wae in the
month of February, during the carnival. I
recollect that on that day the Warden had
to open the prison at noon, the Chief Keeper
having come too late, the Deputy being ab-
sent at the time on the day in question.

Q. Do you know if he passed the afternoon
at his duty ?

A. I ouly saw him in the evening, at
closing time.

Q. Do you not know if he absented him-
selt ?

A. No, sir.

Cross-ExaMINeD BY THE Cnier KEEPER.

Q. What hour of the day was it when you
saw me in that state, on the sixth or seventh
of February ?

A. In the first place, in the morning, and
then twenty minutes after one o’clock.

Q. At what hour of the morning was it?

A. Between half past seven and eight
o’clock.

Where is the conflict ? Is it not clear
that the witness swears, 1st, that he saw
the chief at noon, but after the prison
had been opened by the Warden, viz,
at 20 minutes past one, as he states
later (the prison opens at one p.m.);
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then 2nd, in

the morning, and 3rd, in
the evenip & 3%

If th 8, at closing time.

ault he evidence is not clear, whose

Diq 18 1t, if not the Commissioner’s ?
they do this maliciously to have oc-

cas
Tsmn to make such comments as would
Please them ? Tt 1ooks so.

he Inspector continues :

€¢
that,flf: also swore, three times, distinctly,
feet to t}‘l“lﬂ not nearer than seven or eight
but WB e Chief Keeper, when in his office,
etect tlfn pushed about his being able to
e smell of liquor at that distance,

€ Bays, ¢ !}
3 e we
another » w re almost touching one

t NOt, 50, let us see the official report of
€ evidence.

ke?[.)e??n alL those occasions was the Chief
con.much in liquor and did he appear to
08¢lous of his position ?
has € was not able to do his duty—I
getpggtr::d to go sometimes into his office to
asleen inct}:q for the convicts and found him
thred ug chair. 1 found him so two or
i 1e8. On the other occasions he was
s office but not a sleep.

C
‘;;SS EXAMINED BY CHIEF KEEPER.
Oﬂic;a,) OW near did you come to me (in my

A, ?"gven on eight feet.
. M a8 that the nearest

es,

qu%’)r‘};as Imuch under the influence of

time'.YOU smelt strongly of liquor each
Q. D

O you swea iti
mue r positively that I was
smé}l‘in‘m{{er the influence of liquor by
iStancg e odour of liquor from me at a
) € of geven on eight feet ?
Were alnlen You handed me the tobacco, we
adm!g*‘t touching one another.
that ] n:w that in the first place I stated
eet, bt €T came nearer to you than 7 or 8
youmy Intention was to say that
accogoi up and approached me with
1t l?‘ ways spoke to you at that
Mention " ¢, Slipped from wy memory to
m: ffact at the begmnning. You
after giving me the tobacco or
N me the tobacee.”
here j -
fail to sez lIS)the conflicting evidence? I
to the Cp; (eSOfmeau never went nearer
feer, by tﬁ Keﬁper than seven or eight
10 give 1. ¢ Chiet Keeper went to him
Blve him tobacco
€n th : .
Question e Inspector puts the following

to thlS Witne
ss (D .
Q D ( esormeau)

bad repmy&?ohmw that you have a pretly
No Sir. a8 to telling the truth ?

Let m .
€ mention that Keeper Desor-

meau is an old officer of the Government
of over twenty years standing. It is
rather late for the honest Inspector to
find him so bad now that he has deter-
mined to have him dismissed.

A few years ago the Inspector wrote
that Desormeau and other officers of the
Penitentiary “were a body of men
worthy of the protection and confidence
of the Department.”

At the time Desormeau gave evidence
against the then Warden whom the
Inspector disliked. To-day Desor-
meau is also found on the Warden's side
but the Inspector is on the other. This
no doubt explains why Desormeau, so
good before, is now so bad.

Let me now take Mr. Baillargés
report I read at pages 208 and 209 :

I will first consider the evidence of Keeper
Desormeau.

He swore that he saw the Chief Keeper
five or six times under the influence of liquor
inside the walls of the prison ; but he cannot
recullect any dates nor any specified time,
with the exception of one which he places
between the 6th and 7th of last February.
He states that he saw him in the morning,
between the hoursof seven and eight, in the
passage, and again at 1.20 in the afternoon,
when the Chief Keeper could barely walk.
He adds that the gangs of convicts were
then at work, and, further, that the Deputy
called the roll that morning and that the
Chief Keeper was absent.

The statements of this witness disclose
one inaccuracy and one impossibility ;—the
former is that the Deputy being absent on
leave, on the day which the C%ief Keeper
was said to have been under the influence
of liquor, could noton that day have called
the roll, as stated by Desormeau; and we
have the declaration of the Deputy himself
that he was on leave on that day.”

Not so. The Deputy having been
absent but one day and the witness
having sworn that he could not specify
the day, that it was at the time of the
Carnival, about the 6th or 7th February,
that the Chief Keeper was under the
influence of liquor and that the Deputy
had called the roll. Mr Baillargé
could not draw the conclusion he has
drawn. There is no inaccuracy in the
statements made by the witness.

Moreover it happens frequently that
officials absenting themselves are present
at the opening and leave even so late as
after mid-day.

Mr. Baillargé continues :-
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* The latter (one impossibility) consists
in the fact that the evidence proves that
Desormeau was, on the day he alluded to,
in charge of a gang working outside the
walls of the prison, and that he moreover
stales the gangs were all out when he saw
the Chief Keeper; consequently he could
not possibly have been outside and inside
the wall the sam time.”

I beg Mr. Baillargés pardon, the wit-
ness having been asked by the Chief
Keeper—

Q. At what hour of the morning was
it ? What was I doing?

A. Between half past seven and eight
o’clock I saw you in the passage, leading
to the outdoor of the yard. I met you
as you were coming in and I was going
out of the passage at twenty or twenty-
five minutes past one o'clock in the
afternoon.”

Again it happens that those officers
are called in or they have to go else-
where and be replaced. Would it not
have been more honest to put some
question in this direction, rather than
draw a conclusion which does not follow
from the answers of the witness ?

Mr. Baillargé adds

““That, on one occasion he (witness,
Desormeau), went to the Chief Keeper’s
office and found him asleep under the influ-
ence of liquor, and the proof he gives is that
his breath smelt of liquor, In order to
notice it, he must have gone very close to
the Chief Keeper; but he states in one part
of his evidence that he did not go pearer
to him than seven or eight feet, and he after-
wards states that he went near enough to
touch him.

This shows that his evidence is self-
destructive and cannot be depended upon in
this matter.

There is certainly no conflicting
evidence. Desormeau swore that he
never went nearer than seven or eight
feet, but that the Chief Keeper went
quite close to him to give him the
tobacco, and that then he smelt the odor
of liquor.

Mr. Baillargé concludes :(—

“ Two other witnesses, ex-Guard Demers
and Keeper Joseph Demers, declared they
had seen the Chief Keeper in liquor, and al-
though not naming the day,appeared clearly
to refer to the 6th of February, during carni-
val time, as stated by Desormean.

The roster and night duty book show that
both the Demers’ were on night duty on the
night of the 5th of February, and were on
rest the next day. It is nowhere shown in

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE.

these books that they were assigned any
duties on the 6th, so that it is highly im-
probable that they noticed the occurrence
on the morning of the 6th to which the evi-
dence points.”

Because the two Demers were on
night duty on the sth, it does not follow
that they did not notice the occurrence
on the morning of the 6th. On .he con-
trary, the probability is that they did.
They could not leave in the morning be-
fore the opening of the prison, when all
the officers were in, and they had been
replaced. They then must have met the
head officers of the institution making
the morning arrangements.

In another place in the same report
(page 179), Mr. Moylan states that wit-
ness ‘“‘Durocher makes a conflicting
statement to Lesages. He tells, ‘he says,’
that the vomiting took place in
the wood-box in the Keeper's hall,
while Durocher swore that the Chief
Keeper had vomited outside the front
door.”

Mr. Moylan is wrong, there is no con-
flict between the two statements. 1 will
give their evidence, as reported by the
short-hand writer

To witness Durocher the question is
put :—

Q. In what state did you find the
Chiet Keeper ?
He answers :—

He seemed to me to be sick and tired.
His face was worn out. In going out from
the Keeper's Hall to the ya rd,and in assing
by the wood box in the Keeper’s Hall, he
vomited a mout ul in the wood box.

To witness Lesage —

Q. Did you notice on those occasions on
which you say the Chief Keeper was on the
spree any facts connected with his state in
particular ?

A. One morning in particular I noticed
the Chief Keeper under the influence of
liquor, sick and he was obliged to go out of
the prison,

Q. Did he on that occasion go home or
come back to the prison ?

A. Hewent out at the entrance door and
vomited there and then he came in again
and afterwards went to his breakfast.

Now, where is the conflict ? Durocher
speaks of the Chief Keeper going out
from the keeper’s hall, into the yard,
while Lesage mentions quite another
fact, that of the Chief Keeper going out
through the entrance or front door. Two
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V:l(’iy gé?}?rent facts. But even if they |then doing duty two or three feet between

gone ¢ basserted that the Chief had
even tllit ut once and by the same door
not ; _?{n Cpmrmss;oner Moylan was

. h;lslb(til led in drawing the conclusion
Sick 1 riliwn. Surely any individual so
PurDO ay leave a room to go out for the
mox‘:thsfe mentioned and vomit one
especi ﬁl before he could reach the door
thre ally when he has to pass two or
. € appartments as is the case in this

Instance g, i i
% nd, havin n
Vomiting. ! g gone out, continue

neggfﬁ), Mr. Baillargé remarks that wit-
saig flessenger Lefebvre being recalled,
X3 .
)Hild'irnhnthl"e did not see the Chief Keeper
Uhat hgd' 18 handkerchief to his mouth ;
thag t)e id not hear him vomit on the steps;
1avin e Chief Keeper went home after
that hgegmle out, and did not return : also,
o awas 1o a better position than Lesage
doorg 8 the latter was between the insiﬁe

While Guarg Le v
Chief Keeper sage stated that the
A3 .
he WE:]dah',S handkerchief to his mouth as
d%rsteps 8sing by him, vomited when on the
Tetchinp outside, and re-entered ; that his
€noy hgt efforts to vomit were loud
w g 0 beheard, and that he told

Wards(,lg of the matter g few weeks after-

elstigésh not at all extraordinary that
not 5 eard what the Door Keeper did
doore tar. The last officer had four
o sié) attend to, one on each of the
v nineefs of the small apartment (eight
guardian eet' §quare) of which he was the
opposite ] I'he entrance door, the door
and inty e?lglng to the inside of the prison
the dooy . the yard, on the right side
the lef; tho the Warden’s office and on
ant’s ofﬁce door leading to the Account-
work 1o leet- _This officer is continually at
is calleg o ”}15 and outs pass and often
10 receivey the door of the other office

en m orders for messages. It is
to St probable that having to attend

many  duties

have

s he  may
and ngfn the Chief going out
N remark v
Who wag § dle, k  what  Lesage

Was the case pwa}ging fo_r orders, swears
Mmost Tespectah) oth bffmg amongst t}{e
heir eviden able men in the prison is
Teasony ¢ tO be set aside for such a
Inside dogrg ¢sage was between the
the door v 1t Is true but quite near to

ere doorkeeper Lefebvre was

the two. Then why did not the Com-
missioners ask whether Mr. Lefebvre
was not sent on a message shortly after
the Chief had gone out and whether for
a certain time another officer had not
done his work, when the Chief had re-
entered the prison ? No, it seems those
Commissioners first duty was to find the
whole of the evidence defective. If so
I admit they have done their best though,
I am bound to say, they used very lame
arguments in connection with the evi-
dence as they willingly left it un-
completed to such an extent that they
had to add many links to it.

1 will now take the other charge, that
of conspiracy. I open the official report
of the evidence and I read:

Storekeeper Lamarche, having taken
the oath, was examined as follows :—

By THE INSPECTOR.

“ Q. What object had you in view in
mentioning that to the Warden (Mr.Ouimet’s
statement to the witness that he desired
to become Warden 7)

« A. I had no object.

“ Q. Did you do 1t to give the Warden to
understand that Mr, Ouimet had the am-
bition to step into his shoes; was that the
object you had in view ?

“A. No, but I knew he wanted to be
Warden.

« Q. Then you had no object in telling
the Warden of it ?

«“ A, I knew that he wantedto be Warden,
and a8 I knew that the Warden had some
difficulties with the Deputy, I told him of it.
I knew that the Warden was on bad terms
with the Deputy, and he asked me for in-
formation and I gave it to him.

Q. How did you know this state of
feelings ?

A. Al) the officers spoke of it. That
creates a bad feeling amongst the officers;
they do not know which way it will go.

Q. Have you made up your mind or come
to any decision as to who ie right or wrong
in this matter?

A. Yes, I considered it my duty to hold
by the authority of the institution, to help
as much as I could the Warden.

Q. What did you see wrong ?

A. By the evidence I have just given, I
may say there was eomething wrong with
the Deputy. 1 refer to factsin 1881, and all
the facts 1 have just enumerated. I saw
sowme officera zo very ofter into the Chief
Keeper's office. I saw some officers,
amongst whom was Mr. Omimet, going into
the office of Public Works. I could not swear
that they had a conspiracy.
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Epxoxp DuRrocHER,
Guard, Sworn :

Q. Did you hear the Deputy (Mr. Ouimet)
making any unbecoming remarks ?

A. Yes. During one of his visits, the
Deputy asked the Instructor, (Taylor) if he
hms) commenced to make the officers uni-
forms. He was told no. Make haste, said
he, that I may have a new suit before I am
dismissed. Later on, hetold the Instructor.
«“1 won’t be dismissed this year. I will
remain a year longer here.” The convicts
heard these remarks. The Deputy told me
and two others toreport everything: if he(the
Warden) does not do his duty it would be
found out later. Iinquired from the Deputy
asking him ifit was perfect silence that was
required and the Deputy said, it was not,
that it was impossib{). Rule 276 enacts:
« Kvery officer shall see that the silence
system is strictly carried out.” .

Q. Have youremarked any private inter-
views between the Deputy and other officers
while on duty.

A. Besides what I have stated, T have
often seen the Deputy with the Chief Keeper
and Mr. Devlin, two at a time in the yard.
These interviews were held in the day time
in Mr. Ouimet’s and the Chief Keeper’s office.
Five or six meetings I spoke ot were held
by Mr.McCarthy and the Deputy in the back
passage. The meetings in the yard occurred
thirty or forty times in ten or twelve
mouoths.

I know that there exists a disagreement
between the Warden and Deputy. I firmly
believe there was a conspiracy against the
Warden. I swear positively that the decla-
ration written by convicts before the enquiry
into the charges preferred against me by the
Deputy, were false. Rule 282 enacts :

“No officer shall take the statement of
one convict against another convict, on
whicn to makea report for punishment.”

I should think that a fortiori he should
not take the statement of a convict against
anoflicer reporting him for punishment.

Q. What was the object of those officers
procuring them ?

A. It was to hurt the Warden. Had the
Deputy succeeded in making hie proof of
those declarations, the Warden would have
been compromised.

One day Mr. Béland asked me ¢ Do you
make use of those little platforms?” I said
not yet, but would use them soun. Inreply
he said : “Those platforms will go with the
rest.” T understood by that, that he al-
luded to some work by the Warden which
he considered useless.

Q. On what do you base your opinion
that there was a conspiracy against the
Warden?

A. By the diferent means used by the
Deputy ani Chief Keeper, and by the
enquiry against me, which was more or less
directed avainst the Warden, as also the
meetings I have stated.

Hox. Mr. BELLLEROSE.

Cross ExamiNeD By THE INSPECTOR.

Q. Did you conclude that there was
something wrong passing in those private
conversations heﬁi between the tailor in-
spector and the Warden?

A. I did not hear the conversation, but I
thoughe at the time there was something

wron%.v
Q. What did you think was wrong?

A. After all the reports I thought there
was something going wrong against the
Warden. Those con sations were held
all last spring. Ver

Q. What motive had the Deputy in con-
spirlnf?

A. I have no other ground than what I
stated before, in relation to the enquiry
against me and those meetings and the
negligence with which the Deputy per
formed his duties showed me there was an
intention to injure the Warden.

Q. What motive haa Mr. Béland to con-
spire against the Warden?

A. I cannot eay, but he is against the
Warden, because he thinks the Warden is
]the chief cause of Father Leclerc’s having
eft.

Guard J. B. Desormeau, sworn ; ques-
tioned by the Warden.

Q. Have you remarked that for the Jast
nine or ten months there has not been a
proper entente cordiale between the superior
officers of the penitentiary ?

A. Yes. There have been also frequent
meetings between the Deputy and other offi-
cers, sometimes a8 much as twicea day.

Q. Has the Deputy always obeyed my or-
ders ?

A. No. The Deputy has neglected for
some time past his duties as to improve-
ments and details of all sorts as he used to
do previous thereto. Once aconvict did not
wish to work. I asked the Deputy what I
was to do with him. He made no answer,
The Deputy stayed sometimes so long as 45
minutes or an hour in Mr. Beland’s office.
Those visits took place about three or four
times a week,

Cross-ExAMINED BY THE Depury-WARDEN.

Q. Were those meetings held in the yard
and elsewhere, pre-arranged ?

A. Yes, because it was always the same
persons, Messrs. M. McCarthy, Devlin, Dag-
neault and Beland. I do not know what
passed at those meetings, but there was a
conspiracy, I cannot give facts. At the ap-
proach of the Warden you would separate.
An order was given by the Warden against
such meetings. In my opinion, the object
of those meetings was what it has led to,
namely, the present enquiry. This conspir-
acy began about ten or twelve monthe ago.
The Deputy had no trouble with the Warden
until last fall. The Warden stated to you
the (Deputy), and the Chiei Keeper, in my
hearing, that there must be an end to those
meetings.
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m?wﬁ‘:&‘:ﬂig what way I refused tosupport | but he has lost my own. Several officers

.

_Because of your being careless in per-

f
v(:)rl:’:‘“g your duties. In consequence of
make ueglect, the Warden was obliged to

Visits which should have been made
Y you, both day and night. "

Meet th?ng Salute the Warden whenever I

A,
you Sixxe;:]y often when you meet the Warden

{Oply raise your cane—at other times
You A .
(wgiltve Some sign of a salute. Every time
never L oo8) met you I saluted you.” You
r| acknowledged me.
one 2:02&32 enacts : ¢ All ofticers ahall salute
ﬁ'dutv,’:er when meeting or passing when
len(‘i‘)tccurred g0 often that you did not at-
nor s 2 the opening of the prison. I did
e\i‘; the number of times.
' 1 18t passed at those meetings ?
way of 2::ienr hIe!;{rd anything, but from their
. 4 ; iri
Sgainst thie Wardgi‘; they were conspiring

C .
M ROSS-EXAMINED BY Tuk 1NSPECTOR.

M. "-alzelﬂnd conspired against the Warden.
with tﬁ,neault also. Isaw him assembled
Ceiveq t:ilothers. I'told the Warden that I per-
whom T ?t the Deputy and the other officers
Zether 5 (iave spoken of, used to meet to-
Dev); 0d that it looked bad. I mentioned
D and the Chief Keeper.
th"augl?ut{]de Sot thpsie men1 meet together
ght ay withcout plotting any evil
r
mmehneﬁ to the WardEnr‘; S
+ the law forbid
talk rbids officers to meet and
I ca;’é‘izﬁt} for natters concerning their duty.
3gaingt 1) l%}zonc]usnon that they met to plot
obey the ¢ Warden, because they refused to
thelr lné)rdens of the Warden and neglected
°00nvictes‘ When they met, they talked
then,. 't and held bad conversation with
Wi By THe Warpex.
Y ithess answers :
\ TS
busief{ ;)Oc‘puty said to Mr. Beland that vou
ang o 'réelf too much about small things
hearg Mr ‘;?‘1' neglected other matters. I
€ Warden ¢iand declaring he was against
thoge meop; Several convicts told me that
and tha ”“:1{:’8 were hostile to the Warden,
hostile ¢ the ‘W‘;r\;(llll? composed them were
Storek i
. €eper L ~
tio amarche recalled, ques-
ned by the Warden : > A

. D >
undye il: ﬂl‘ ath

uencer Leclerc endeavour to exert
- I canpg € upon the officers ?
knqw that in ¢ 8ay for all the officers, but I
vice from, h'.“’ cage he did. I used to ask
80, 0n agcg, '®, but T discontinued to do
Qs 'y 'nt ofhis hostility to the Warden.
Fathe, Leclo your knowledge that Rev.
Officerg 9 = 7C Was feared by most of the
Seve | a H
Ica ral officers complained of
co:t'i‘(;n S8y that Father Le%]erc had
€nce of the officers generally,

told me they had lost confidence. I do not
think that Father Leclerc contributed to the
welfare of the institution.

Cross-ExaMINED BY THE INSPECTOR.

I consider that Father Leclerc in taking
the authority of the Warden did no good to
the institution.

Warden Laviolette duly sworn and
examined :
By THE INSPECTOR.

Q. When did you first learn or discover
that a conspiracy existed against you ?

A. Well, some time in the fall of 1883,
though I must state that for a year past it
had struck me that the Deputy and the
Chief Keeper, and particularly the Deputy,
were not zealous in the discharge of their
duties. Later on, very likely in September
or October (1883), the Deputy met often
with some of the officers that have been
named, such as the Chief Keeper, Messrs.
Devlin, Kenny, etc., and at last it struck me
that their meetings could not have been for
business connected with the institution, as
they were 8o frequent and appeared to me
to have a private character. By their man-
ners [ noticed that at different times, This
was about September, 1883.

Q. Would not the Deputy’s duties require
him to go to the Chief Keeper’s office fre-
quently ?

A. Not at that time of the day. Even
convicts noticed those meetings between the
Deputy and Mr. Kenny.

have not sufficient facts to say that the
Deputy’s intention was to step into my
boots.” Before T was appointed Warden, I
knew the Deputy had some notions and took
steps to be appointed, and later on, it was
only last fall, I was informed that some
propositions had been made, not to put me
out, but to have me transferred to some
other position and to have the Deputy put in
my place.

Q. Are we to attribute this motive to him ?

A. I would not go so far, but from the evi-
dence of a couple of witnesses, I think the
Deputy had such a motive. I am pretty
sure that for some months past, the Deputy
has had in his mind that he had no responsi-
bility, that all responasibility rested with the
Warden and that if anything went wrong,
the Warden was to bear the consequences.
The lack of zeal manifested by the Deputy
in fulfilling his duties led me *o such a con-
clusion. T issued on the Tth July, 1883, the
following order:

Tt is quite contrary to the rules of good
order and dicipline for officers to hold con-
versation among themselves, besides being
of pernicious example to convicts.”

5. Have you observed that no more testi-
mony in the direction of a conspiracy has
been obtained from your own witnesses than
the mere fact of those officers being seen
tatking together from time to time ?
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A. Well I claim that a conspiracy could
be proven before the Courts by circumstances
in connection with facts asked of the wit.
nesses. [ do not mean to say that suspicion
is enough, but I mean that the interviews of
those officers and their remarks and gestures
are enough to prove it.

Q. Why have you not dismissed ithose
officers or susp:nded them?

A. I delayed and put it off because I
thought I was not properly supported by the
Inspector, under my oath, for a consider-
able time past. The Inspector Las not
given me his sympathy.

(See page 1056, 1057, 1058 and 1059
of the manuscript evidence kept at the
office of the Clerk of the Senate.)

To this sworn statement of Warden
Laviolette, the Inspector answered :

¢« The Inspector states emphatically that
this assertion is thoroughly false and
groundless . . . . and that the authoritiesin
the Department of Justice . . . are in a
position to know that what I now state is
wrue and I am a nan in the habit of telling
the truth.”

What I have already shown, with
what I will have occasion to state and
establish before I resume my seat, will
no doubt, change that opinion of the
authorities of the Department, if they
have allowed themselves to be so
deceived, except they have determined
to stand so deceived.

However, to prevent all misunder-
ing, let me tell them, hon. gentlemen,
from my seat in this House, that I posi-
tively affirm that the statement of Warden
Laviolette as to the Inspector’s hostility
is true, and that T am ready to swear to
it.  If the Inspector spoke the words he
believed to be true, would he have done
so much to prevent a searching investi-
gation ?

Another witness, H. Demars, having
taken the oath, states :

“On one occasion I was unpiling sheet
iron in the room adjoining the office of the
Clerk of Works (Mr. Béland), and 1 over-
heard the Deputy criticizing an order or a
requisition from the Warden respecting iron
lining to be placed in the cells, and the con-
struction of small platforms in the dormi-
tories.  OUn another occasion 1 heard
Engineer Devlin speasking of a requisition
granted by the Deputy after its refusal by
the Warden; and moreover I heard the
latter criticizing the Warden’s action re-
specting men wanted in the brickyard.

«“1 was prelty intimate with Father Le-
clerc, Chaplain. I often went out with him
driving or walking. We sometimes spoke of
Penitentiary affaira. We spoke about the

HonN. Mr. BELLEROSE.

Warden. He said to me once he thought
the Warden was an honest man, but that he
thought Mr. Laviolette was not a man for
conducting the Penitentiary, that the War-
den allowed himself too much to be led b

Mr. Ouimet, and that he did not take his
advice or that of the Inspector. On two
different occagions the Chaplain said to me
that ifthe Warden remained here two years
more he would ruin himeelt. When the
first annual report for 1881-82 ot the In-
spector as well as his own came to the
Penitentiary, he (the Chaplain) said that
neither of the reports would do the Warden
any vood. The Chaplain asked me if the
office' = had passed any remarks in reference
to hix report. On two occasions he recalled
the fact that the Warden had boasted ot
havirg inade great economy in Mr. Dequoy’s
depariment, and said, ¢ What is all this tuss
about? The Warden has spent some $5,000
more than the Governnmient has voted him.”
The Chaplain said that his report would
injure the Warden; but that 1t was the
Warden’s fault he did not ask his advice.”

Mr. Baillargé remarks in his report
(page 192 of the blue book) as to the
first part of Dzmers’ evidence :

“That this, portion of his evidence, is
defective, inasmuch as he tails to explain
whether the criticisins of the Deputy were
couched in offensive language towards the
Warden, or of a nature to undermine his
authority.”

Whose fault if defective? The Com-
missioners and no others. Why did
they not elucidate when cross-examining,
as they did in other instances. But
this was not necessary. The very fact
that those officers met privately in viola-
tion of the rules and of the general order
given by the Warden, is a presumption
that they did so in a hostile spirit to the
Warden. Does not also such a criticism
show the absence of that esprit de corps
which is essential to the good working
of such institutions ?

Messrs. Tache and Miall say in their
report after the enquiry in 1879 into
the administration of this same prison.

¢« We think it our duty ta mention an oc-
currence which took place some time ago,
in which three or four under officers allow-
ed themeelves, as it were, to be misled into
a sort of conspiracy against one of the
superior officers. . We could not pass
by the incident unnoticed, or without re-
cording our condemnation of an offence
which, being in itself a great moral wrong,
ghowed at the same time, on the part of
the wrongdoers, a total want of the esprit
de corps which should animate a body of
men who, above all others, have to relys
sometimes in the face of great perils, upon
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ﬂ;ephg?eﬂt dealings towards and generous
wisdo each other, . We doubt the
m of retaining in position men who
proved themse%ves 80 utterly recreant

even the I i 1
: om
‘"tercourge_” monest decencies of social

g: my opinion this appreciation of
. msrs. Taché and Miall is more worthy
€n who deal with such subjects than

are . :
'€ the commentaries of our commis-
Sioners,

isI{lsp«sctor Moylan himself concludes
b ame arguments against the Warden
Y the following (see page 189) :—

€ .
gOOdIix‘:glu N0t uestion for a moment his
o o teunoma 1n_all he did, but I venture
e i);e tOSe good Intentions were very often
isCipLs ed, to the mi)ury of good order and
. g’(‘i‘;etamor}g employés and convicts, and
will ands ruction of that confidence, good-
tween _‘i’-‘iprlt de corps which should exist
clugi B the members of the staff, i.-
g the Warden himself.”

I ma
that—

“ Whatever

Y use the same argument and say

4 may have been the conversa-
o‘f’:h:iutltose ofticers meeting in violation
mandin Sﬂ?nd of the orders of the com-
may hagveob cer of the p ison, whatever
cifm, thes een the nature of their criti-
ordes andr Spnc!uc_t led to the injury of good
conviors. o :jﬁmplme among employés and
dencs” nd to the destruqtlon of that con-
ehoyly’ ggio t'vglll and esprit de corps which
the staf o 8t between all the members of

Segti;]ril;surprised Mr. Baillargé did not

This same

Com nissioner s
oylan), oner (Inspector
Says .

Commenting on the evidence,
rlil XVa}'de’s evilence was quite im-
the Same,: 1t did not prove anything, and
b 8y be eaid of the statements made

Y La
nerg anarche, Mazurette, Desormeau, De-
and Durgcher,”

lhoseh:e‘;e given you the evidence of
judge thiy men. [ leave it to you to
which S appreciation of the Inspector

€ems to be the very opposite to

what X
tor a;g: ;ewdence shews.  The Inspec-

The Witnegge

“Th
Materi

8 examined by the Deputy
¥ clearly to the non-existence of a
Some of them, viz., Messrs.
i Carthy, Lynch. Blain and
ar better opporturities of know-
8 Plot had beew: atching than
N 8wore to the fact.””
It 0 douht
Plaineq of as

w
the ﬁv:tv};Er

those men who are com-
aving conspired, and of

having held meetings in violation of the
rules and of the orders given by the
Warden, do not believe and will not ad-
mit that they did wrong. But why did
not the Inspector do as he did with so
much zeal, when dealing with the War-
den’s witnesses ? Why did he not put
such questions as: Did you or did you
not criticize the Warden in such and
such words sworn to by witnesses Desor-
meau, Durocher, Demers? True, one
of those witnesses, on the Deputy’s side,
(Mr. Béland) swore :

“If witnesses stated, on thie enquiry,
that certain officers met in my office for the
purpose of conspiring against the Warden,
they did not tell the truth, and I would tell
them to their face they were liars.”’

But this general answer contradicts in
no way such special evidence as that
given by the witnesses on the Warden’s
side, such as the evidence of Hector
Demers who swears he
noticed the Deputy meeting other officers at
his office, or at the Chief Keeper’s, or at Mr.
Belland’s store, or even in the yard, and
having long conversation for ten or twelve
months, Those meetings were held with a
view of criticizing the conduct of the War-
den. On one occasion he heard them speak-
ing of the Warden’s administration, not
favorably. They spoke about those plat-
forms and ladders in the winge, the making
of which was stopped. He concludes from
those meetings, and all the circumstances
attending thew, that it was a conspiracy
organized to ruin the Warden. The War-
den spoke to him about the conspiracy after
he had told him it had been organized to
ruin him.”
or of Guard Durocher who swears :—

¢« That private meetings have taken place.
There is a conspiracy.—This opinion is bas-
ed on the fact of those illegal meetings
creating a suspicion in his mind, and also
.on the remarks made to him by Mr. Beland
against the Warden. In his opinion it is
treason for an officer to criticize before con-
victs the Warden’s conduct.

Mr. Beland may not find this conspir-
ing against the Warden, but he is charg-
ed with the offence and it s for his jud-
ges to appreciate the circumstances
sworn to by the different witnesses who
gave evidence. His swearing that he did
not conspire is no evidence against the
circumstantial evidence given on e
Warden’s side.

Then comes the charge of disrespect-
ful remarks on the Warden. As ¢ s

charge which the Commissioners affirm
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is not proven, one of the Commissioners
has the following at page zo1.

4th. With reference to the charge of dis-
respectful remarks on the Warden, although
there has evidently been a want of courtesy,
the words quoted by the Warden in his fac-
tum of charges, do not appear to be of a
grave nature.

The mere fact of telling the tailor, for in-
stance, “to hasten to make his suit of
clothes, prior to his dismissal,” and of stat-
ing ¢ that he was good for another year,”
is not one of marked disrespect.

The statement that the Deputy said ¢ that
the Warden or bimself must go” was the
subject of much contradictory evidence, but
it appears to have been proven that
although attributed to the Deputy, the
words were uttered by Léon Oumiet, one of
his relatives and not Ky hiw.

The using of the Warden’s name without
the prefix of Mr.although far from cour-
teous, cannot be accounted such a great fault
as to have been made part of a subject for a
grave charge.

It is stated by Steward Mazurette, that
the Deputy, criticised the Warden’s leniency
but not his other acts.

Joseph Demers and Gauthier state that
he criticised some work ordered by the
Warden, but no elucidation is made of terms
in which the criticisms were couched;
supposing however that they were couched
in modern lauguage, such criticisms on
matters important or unimportant, whether
merited or not, were disrespectful towards
the Warden and contrary to discipline,
especially when made in the presence of
subalterns.

Under the circumstances stated however,
the criticisms elucidated by the evidence
would hardly appear grave enough to be
given as a reason for demanding the Dep-
uty’s digmissal.

Think of one of the first officers of the
prison, the Deputy-Warden entering on
an official visit as established by witnesses
during the enquiry, the tailor’s shop,
where 20 or 30 convicts are at work, and
addressing the Instructor, laughing at the
Warden, defyinghim, alluding tohim with-
out the prefix Mr., in violation of Rules
265 and 266, enacting that :

265. No officer shall hold any conversa-

tion with another officer in presence of a

convict, except in relation to work then in
hand.

266. No officer shall speak to another
officer, by way of censure, or finding fault in
the hearing of convicts, etc.”

And then think of the Commissioners
reporting that this is not a mark of dis-
respect, that it is not a grave offence,
that it could not injure the Warden’s
authority, that the breaking of the rules

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSF.

was no bad example given to convicts
and officers and that consequently
it would not injure the discip-
line of the prison. I am sure
there is not an hon. Senator in this
House who will not say that this is not
only a very great offence, destructive of
the good working of such an institution,
but that it is also a strong circumstantial
evidence of the existence of the con-
spiracy complained of by the Warden.

The next charges against the two first
subalterns are : 1st, that of long absence
for meals (page 202); 2nd, that of ab-
sence without leave (page 202), in viola-
tion of rules 45 and 46 : charges which
the Commissioners admit were estab-
lished.

Let me add that these charges so
proven are also corroborative evidence
of a conspiracy. Does it not show a
disregard of his duties on the part of the
officer doing so, and his determination to
injure the administration? Rule 274
enacts :

¢ 274. Every officer is enjoined to bear
in mind that the affairs of the Penitentiary
cannot be efliciently carried on by the
Warden, nor discipline properly maintained,
if any officer iz guilty of a neglect or dis-
regard of his duty.”

In defiance of such conclusive evi-
dence, the two Commissioners took the
responsibility of concluding their reports
in the following words :

The Inspector—““Ido not consider the
charge of conspiracy in any way borne out
by the testimony taken before the Com-
missioners, and therefore I recommend that
it be dismissed.”” (Page 157.)

Mr. Baillargé—“This charge (conspiracy)
in my opinion has not been substantiated
by the evidence produced.” (Page 192.)

Then both Commissioners paid a
compliment to the Warden, one of them
in the following words (Mr. Baillargé) :

It was highly injudicious on his part
to bring forward against his chief assistants
such charges, which he could not prove.”
(Page 219.)

The other (the Inspector):

“ His (Mr. Laviolette’s) sense of justice
and veracity, as manifested in his treatment
of the Deputy Warden and Chief Keeper,
appears to be greatly at fault.” (Page 189.)

It seems to me that the only parties
who deserved such bad compliments
were the very men who wrote them.
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parltt ;_ashsurely'most’injudicious. on the
evide Ir. Balllayge to appreciate the
provenceh taken in the way I have
wronn e did, ~and after' being so
attacl% to have indulged in such an
of in upon the ¥ ‘arden, while the sense
ju]d Stice and veracity of the Inspector
the gieﬂ}n Lis own case), as manifested in
o bmerent. documents 1 have alluded
cona particulary in the whole of his
s owl;Ctis tox.’s:?rds Mr. Laviolette, as
Teast evidently at fault, to say the
riv?é]atth% Contrary, the conclusion ar-
same of y the Warden on this very
o charge (conspiracy), is most judi-

S. It 1s found in his defence at page

122 of the blue book, and is in the fol-
Owing words -

“The first charge,

Deputy w
Proveg_ arden and

.If Io
Pl_re, m

the conspiracy ot the
others, 1 have fully

g:]r]lsa:‘;lictionary, I find that to cons-
trive, poi etc.9.gree together, to plot, to con-
ave proven th i
De proven that for some time past the
tou&“&f Warden, the Chief Keeper, and some
tary. ;e other employees in the peniten-
arde ad, by their system of criticizing the
their g,tgs also his administration, and by
ruin E.l € conversations or remarks, tried
annihj| tls autharity, diminish his prestige,
Progre;; e his efforts to make the institution
ere tow, prosper, a[ld disaffected as they
. bagljds the Chief Executive Officer,
upon he Impressions, by their misbehavior,
staff, briconers and the members of the
T
thg ;‘g’:}e t\]vo or three last lines I copy from
folio 9 ual Report of the Inspector, 1881-82,
Pfedece’gw ierein he uses them to justify my
cess i tﬁgr’ Mr. Mackay, for his poor suc-
tiary). administration of this peuiten-
Th ;
ber 0?. sv}]??"ge 18 sustained by a good num-
nesses, among whom Hector De.-

Mmerg .
rochér(}a“thlel" Osborne, Desormeau, Du-
hie %nd some others,
otherg h::t-”“}' of the Deputy Warden and
evidence ot‘lnt been well established by the
Very often 1), Ose witnesses, and also that
thejr dutie, ey had left their posts, neglected
orderg ¢, ;-taﬂd broken the rules, as also my
have an] bdraw and meet together, and
ANother < OPPOTtUNity of speaking one to
Thisr m Secrecy.
e eVifi‘éf::ce 18 somewhat stronger than
Pase juq which our courts require to
urnggwﬁ.m on congpirators.
Quthor ), ch it cannot be denied isa good
“In ay’ verbo congpiracy, says :—
actug) mcl:l'o? €Cution for a conspiracy, the
but it ma o COnspiring need not be proven,

¢ Inferred from circumstances

and the concurrent conduct of the defend-
ants.”

No doubt the Inspector entertained those
views when he gave to Mr. Mackay, acting
Warden, before he took office, the following
advice, which I find mentioned in his Annual
Report for 1881-82, in the following terms :—

¢ Though it was well known to Mr. Mackay
that this organization among a portion of
the officers unfriendly o him existed, yet
their proceedings were so well and secretly
arranged and carried out that sufficient evi-
dence to establish guilty complicity could
not be oblained. Advised by the Inspector
to dismiss those whom he had good reason for
supposing were in league against him, the
acting Warden did not wish to take this
course lest his action might be imputed solely
to personal motives and not to a desire on his
part to improve the efficiency and morale of
the staff.”’

“ No doubt he would have taken a different
course had he known that the duties and re-
sponsibility would have rested upon his
shoulders for so long a period.”

Why was Inspector Moylan so liberal
with Mr. Mackay, and so illiberal and so
severe, and even so unjust with Mr.
Laviolette ?

No doubt it was his great Jove for the
latter, and his enmity to the former. O
Tempora ! O Mores I”

The importance of the charge of con-
spiracy imposes upon me the duty of
making, before I pass to another subject,
a recapitulation of what is shown to be
the case.

The charge itself is that the Deputy
Warden, the Chief Keeper and some
four or five other officials entered into a
conspiracy against Warden Laviolette,
and that the annual report of the Inspec-
tor and of his triend the Chaplain for the
year beginning on the first of July, 1881,
and ending on the thirteenth June, 1882,
were the causes of the trouble.

The report of the Chaplain is dated
on the (no date) day of December, 1882,
and that of the Inspector on the 31st of
January, 1883. Before they were printed
it took some time. I have shown that the
very day they were distributed to members
during the Session of 1883, in February
or March, the Inspector came to me in
the lobby of the Senate and asked for
my opinion on his report. He never
had done such a thing before. No
doubt as we were quite intimate he was
anxious to know whether or not I would
follow him in this crusade against the
Warden. 1 read the report and wrote
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to him that I disapproved of it I also
went to the Chaplain who had generally
read his reports to me before handing
them to the Warden, but who had not
shown this particular one, and I told him
I disapproved of his also and that though
intimate with them I felt I would have
to oppose them should their reports
bring trouble in the prison. Later the
reports having been distributed through-
out the Dominion, both officers and
convicts were made aware of their con-
tents. At this time the penitentiary was
in good working order. Mr. Creighton
having received instructions from the
Minister of Justice to visit their prison
and report, did visit, on the third July,
1883, the institution and made his report
wherein he states :

¢« I visited the various departments of the
institution within the walls.—I found the
cells clean and everything in good order.
The discipline of the Institution was also

good, in many respects better than that at
kingston.”

Chief Keeper McCarthy, one of the
officers charged with being one of the
conspirators, was forced to acknowledge
in his evidence that—

“Up to the fall of 1883 he was satisfied
with the discipline, and that at times it
was better than at Kingston.”

Now, hon. gentlemen, let us review
the evidence adduced by the Warden on
the charge of conspiracy. Every one of
the witnesses to whom the question was
put, swore that the private meetings of
such officers as were charged with con-
spiracy were held during the ten or
twelve months preceding the enquiry.
This investigation began at the end of
June, 1884, so that ten months before
would give the end of August, 1883, as
the time or date, according to the evi-
dence, when the troubles were first per-
ceived, and when good order and
discipline began to run down, and so
quickly did it run down that this investi-
gation had to be ordered a few months
after, in May o1 June, 1884, to find out
the cause. I am sorry that the Commis-
sioners have missed the mark, and that
they have not shown themselves equal to
the important duties entrusted to them,
and that their report was not calculated
to restore peace and harmony in this
institution. The Warden had to be told

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE.

that he was wrong and would have to
make his peace with those officers whom
he had charged with conspiracy and
and liquor drinking. Such a judgment
had the effect naturally anticipated.
A revolt took place.

Such are the reports of our two Com-
missioners. Such is the value of these
documents of theirs. [ said they were
poor reports, worthy of the sham investi-
gation they were the coronation of. I
believe I was not mistaken. Is it not
evident that the object of all this work
has been to whitewash all that was black
and blacken all that was white, so that
after the investigation the whole staff
might be kept in office, whatever might
be the guilt of those whom the
legitimate authority of the prison had
complained against? I may then make
use, with better purpose, of the expres-
sions of the Inspector, which are found
at page 189, and which say that these
reports
“ misdirected the Minister of Justice, to
the injury of good order and discipline
among employés and convicts, and to the
destruction of that confidence, good-will and
esprit de corps which should exist between
all the members of the staff.”

It seems that with such facts as those
I have related and which I had occasion
to put before the Minister of Justice, his
eyes should have been opened and he
should have done something for the
bringing back of peace and harmony in
the prison. But no, he did nothing of
the kind ; on the contrary, everything he
did gave strength to the party who had
determined to ruin Mr. Laviolette’s ad-
ministration. Things went from bad to
worse, until the Minister’s decision given
in June, 1885, /2 7e the general enquiry
of 1884, made Mr. Laviolette’s adminis-
tration a ruin. Convicts scorned this
decision. They sneered when the news
reached their ears that the Warden and
his two chief officers who had been at
war for months past, had been ordered
to be reconciled and make their peace.
They knew the Warden had complained
of the insubordination and impolite con-
duct of his Deputy. They knew that
the Warden had complained of the
Chief Keeper's appearance in the prison
with the odour of liquor upon him in
violation of Rule 258, enacting as fol-
lows :
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‘h:H any officer comes tc the prison with | write to me that note in that manner—you

('€ @ppesrance or odour of liquor upon him,
orbe an shall fall asleeponduty . . . .

gullt ... 1 8
he shal be dismissedO[. ﬁ:eql,l’entmg avems,

Convicts knew that the Warden had

c ! raen Hat
ca:"e’gefi those officers with being impli-

“d 10 a conspi 1 im i
which piracy against him in

h they themselves believed.

1)riml:]iey lhad seen with their own eyes the
ari pal ~facts which were elucidated
ng the investigation. How could

they hel : o
.7 1€Ip sneering at the decision of the
Minister ? ° ¢

instag? gﬁ?}r]\_tleme.n, let me give you an
went 0§ Which will show you how things
will o 1r3 this prison, an instance which
tOW&ras()t\}‘] you how subalterns acted
tion ang ¢ chief officer of the institu-

yet were not punished for their

a 1 .
d conduct when complained of through

the Inspector to the Minister.
again:t ‘}:{arden in support of his charge
ation o t{S Deputy made a sworn declar-
ner in a'}‘]r}g the rough ard abrupt man-
PfOVoke“d ;ﬁh the Deputy Warden had
one ooces: !m In presence of convicts on
Worthy, ailft))n,.—a circumstance which is
it to Y ot being reported. Let me read
You gentlemen. In a manuscript

d A
O?Clirl:\_ent. which is found in the record
made IS Inquiry I find the fcllowing
“ under oath by Warden Laviolette.

t was some tj . .

the Ime 1n April (1884) about
n?gtt!(l);hat the Deputy (hrr)Ir. Quimet) ask-
Zardep ?gang of convicts to work in his
that I giy made him a very short answer,
would be : Ot see how I could do it—that I
over ip the‘fOSt happy to oblige him. How-
Particulay] ace of my instructions and more
Which [ ad. . the letter of the Department
did not ;:celved the 19th November last I
After bre E’y Way to granting him convicts.
guarq Wit? fast [ saw the Deputy had a
tvening | 1 convicts in his garden. In the
Inspector Ee?‘ him a copy of the letter of the
:31? the 19th November last. I had
. he' pext day the convicts
vork in the garden. Idropped
nes stating something to the
v poould be most willing to oblige
by Plﬁg Chim to work  his
8 hie paelWing a  few convicts
of t} .‘ilSt have understood by the
1¢ Jetter of the 19th November
B0t well grant him those con-
Tl“’Ould have to keeEI those
enter:; next day, 1st of May, at
ere the east wing, when the
wag (oving to their cells. The
nner‘.el“?, and said to me in a very
P You Lad wo necessity to

ew
Sffect that 1
him 1y,
arden
ut a
Teadin

that Igc

had me notified enough by convicts.” I
asked him what he meant. He said: “Yes,
you have been telling all the convicts that
you were to withdraw the convicts from my
garden,” and I answered, ¢1 never did such
a thing. I pnever said a word about it to
anyone.” To this he said: < Yes, you did;
and this will be settled some day.’ I an-
awered to him: ¢ Yes, it will be settled, and
many other things, too. You should have
understood from that letter that I was not
in a position to grant yon convicte. And,
Mr. Ouimet, you have been badly using me
for a considerable time past; you have been
deluding everybody, and there must be
an end to that: we will have to settle that.
To this the Deputy answered a tew rough
words which T do not recollect at all. On
this I said, ¢ Mr. Ouimet, you must under-
stand that I do not care for you and that T
am not afraid of vou’ To this hLe replied.
‘Nor [ neither.” T then raid,—‘you are very
tall, but I do not care adam for you." As
to threatening to strike him I deny that, I
never did anything of the kind. I spoke
loud very likely but I did not shout. There
were many convicts in the cells . . . it is
more than I can say, if any of them heard
anything. As to officers I recollect seeing
only keeper Desormeaun.”

In cross examination Inspector Moy-
lan asks:

¢ Did you ever make any official com-
plaint tome . . . 27

The Warden answered :

“No 8ir, of course in my plea, I shall
have to show why, as I intend to do.”

In his written plea at page 114 of the
blue book the Warden states :

“If I have not accused the Deputy War-
den it was among other reasons , .. I
saw the hostility of the Inspector who
would be my judge . . . My position was a
perilous one . . . Prudence suggested to
me not to speak . . . to let time furnish me
the opportunity of obtaining justice.”’

Convicts knew also of the atrocious
conduct of the Deputy Warden towards
his superior officer, the Warden, during
the investigation, when he had written
and filed to be recorded, that the War-
den had forsworn himself, and that the
Commissioners had accepted the docu-
ment without such a defence of the
authority of the prison, as circumstances
required. Let me give you, hon. gentle-
men, a short history of this sad occur-
rence :

On the 14th July, 1384, ex-Guard
H. Demers, having been sworn in as a
witness, the Deputy Warden (Mr. Oui-
met), who knew that Demers had been
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quite intimate with some of the officers
complained of by the Warden, deter-
mined to discredit the witness. He took
exception to his being heard, in the fol-
lowing words, which are fourd at pages
135 and 136 of the blue book :

“] have to protest against the taking of
the evidence ot this man, ex-Guard Hector
Demers, by the Commissioners in this case,
a8 he has been discharged twice from the
institution. At the last inquiry, previous
to his dismissal, I gave incriminating evi-
dence against him. Consequently he is
prejudiced against me, and it was proven by
five witnesses at the last inquiry that he
was not reliable upon oath in any matter of
importance, also it was shown at said en-
quiry that the Warden forswore his oath of
office in order to shield, protect and sustain
this man by giving him a good character in
defiance of said sworn testimony, and the
fact which he admitted, that twenty reports
have been made against him by different
officers in the space of two yeags. Conse-
quently, it can be reasonably supposed that
a league exists between my accuser and this
man, which when their character are taken
into consideration makes him entirely un-
reliable to give reliable evidence in this im-
portant case.”

To this the Commissioners had not a
word to say except that while accepting
the documents, the Inspector said : page
135.

¢ The decision of Mr. Baillairge and the
Inspector is that the evidence of this witness
be taken, and its merits be decided upon by
the Commissioners of the Minister of Jus-
tice.”

No doubt this is a typographical error
it should read * decided by the Minister

of Justice.”

After this decision of the Commission-
ers, the Warden thought it was not
necessary for him to say a single word
for the present, that it was better for
him to give to both the documents filed
by the Deputy and to the conduct of
the Commissioners, in this instance a
written answer. He did so after the
hearing of witnesseshad been terminated.
You will find his words in his written
defence at pages 135 and 136 of the
blue book. Let me read them :

¢ The first objection that Demers has
been twice dismissed cannot be serious,
unless it be proven that such a dismissal
had taken place on account of some serious
charges proven against his honesty, his
truthfulness, &ec., &c.

The record of the case shows that he was
dismissed because of breaches of discipline.

Ho~. Mr. BELLEROSE.

The fact that the Deputy has given evidence
against Demers in another case, could not
prevent the latter being called to give his
evidence ir. a case against the former, This
happeus every day in the course of our law.

’Fhe next charge that Demers was proven
at the late enquiry against him by five wit-
nesses not to (E)e reliable upon oath, is very
serious indeed, if it be true.

But such is not the case, a charge of this
kind has never been proved against Demers.
It ie true five officers of the Penitentiary, out
of eight called by Demers’ accuser, have
said so, upon their oath, while the three
others testified in his favor. Those tive
witnesses are Deputy Waiden Ouimet, Chief
Keeper McCarthy, Clerk of Works Béland,
Engineer Devlin, and Keeper Lynche. But
when those five poor men were asked their
reasons for swearing g0, they could give no
legitimate reasons. On the contrary they
showed that this infamous attack had no
bare whatsoever. Demers had told them
lies sometimes, or something else of no more
value was their answer.

“Is it, on the part of those five men,
ignorance of what an oath is, or did they
swear g0 under the influence of a passion
which blinded their intelligence and their
judgment, or did they do so wilfully, in
order te destroy and annihilate a testimony
which they knew would injure tuera or their
friends. I would not take upon myself the
responsibility of deciding, but the fact is
there, it speaks for itself, whatever may
have been their reasons for so doing.

“ Could conspirators have better under-
stood each other?’

I beg here to remark that those men
were the very men complained of by
the Warder, four of them especially for
having taken part in a conspiracy against
the commanding officer ot the Peniten-
tiary.  Besides the three who contra-
dicted the five other witnesses as men-
tioned above, Demers brought two
others, making five witnesses, disinter-
ested, who swore to Demers’s integrity.
The Warden continues his answer as fol-
lows : (page 1306).

“ Demers then brought two other wit-

nesses, Instructor Leduc and myself, (the
Warden).

We testified to Demers’ honesty and
good character. Demers then asked for
subpcenas for outside witnesses. The In-
spector refused. Demers insisted. The
Inspector replied, it was useless to have any
other witnesses called. They have heard
enough to vindicate his honorability, his
good character, and establish his veracity.
The Warden’s testimony alone would have
been qaite sufticient. He could not then
allow other witnesses to be sent for. De-
mers protested in writing in the following
terms, which I find in a document signed
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}’g’ him ang filed i

tat the en) n the hands of the Inspec-

of this enquiry. I have
a . ! 3
thexed tothis plea of mine, a copy of the

8aid docyy i e i
nen
extract t, of which the following is an

“I,

ply hiegret, that having my accuser multi-
eﬂquirs c‘(‘im’.‘les against me during the
your };Voa’n having entered such charges in
charges 0K, you refuse to hear me on such
apaiier tf‘i!? also my witnesses, I protest
ad w 118 way ot proceeding, because I
V\"ltnesses to bring to justity myself.?
&ndu;e; 'G'e tll)w facts (continues the Warden)
Statey in I. Deputy Warden Ouimet boldly
reputat a written docunent, against the
as b on of an honest.man, that this man
vior:; {;mvon not reliable under oath.
Protest o i:«un finished with this part of the
to g}lve the Dt\puty, I ‘hfg to be p_ermlm_ad
show whp(tm']e few “certificates which will
iong ent at 18, and what Las been, the opin-
Ride o i,er'.;nned b;z (l}ose :who, whether ont-
ed Doy, 18ide the Penitentiary, have employ-
ers {or years past.
Here follows those certificates :—

“The poLONTREAL, 15th January, 1873.

employme ’tle‘: Hector Demers, was in our

whicl, tih" vahout three years, during

Onest 4y l}e we always found him steady,
St and sober,

(Sg.) Prowsk Bros.

N Mnx'mml,, April 28th, 1882.
us'lfl,l: SF'PHPP]‘, H. Ut-lnel‘.ﬂ,} hias worked for
ing thmu‘n)v time, We take pieasure in ray-
and that N8 contlgr(tt was alwayrs satisfactory
trious a\:e consider him honest and indus-
thOrougll]‘: 8 very efficient workman,

rancl oy} conversant with all the different
Ches of ‘lns trade,
(8g.) R.& W. WarmEenTON.

The bﬁ{‘(;":“‘i‘?la 19th September, 1884.
our emmie trf. ector Demers, has been in
hin lorl), 'Y lor some years, and we know
trous (,ue s.le‘"l,"- hone@t2 sober and indus-

o oo" Bcquaintence with him extending

Over g :

period of tw )

Dleasyre o of twelve years, and we 'sak:
a

X recommending  him
Om“gm.‘lggm mechanic. 8

(5g.) Joskrr Jarwer & Co.
Mnxmmn, 19th

I Lav Jth September, 1884.
H, Deme:gpjleab'llre in certitying that Mr.
MAan, one of Bthaé very honest, sober, active

oy, l:est workmen I ever had
it_i\v:;y{, f:l"plfy Such are the gualities 1
Ctimehe oo 0 Bim during the pretty long
wag my emp]oyee ; 2

Sg) Epwarp CIER.’
‘o Vixg BERNIER.!

b ENT DE Pavr, 12th June, 1878.
e'"lt‘erﬂi)thg bearer, hias been em-
ﬁar and g haf emte_ntmr‘y for about one
wayys kp . During this period I have
Sttentive tg‘"} him to be a most honest man,
W Iy eonyie 18 duties of conscience, and it
have ¢ r:lytllun that any person who wmay

ill not be trustrated.

- U. LEcLeRE, Priest.”

¢Sy, Vincext DE Paur, 19th June, 1878.
¢Mr. Hector Demers has heen employed
at the Penitentiary duringseventeen months.
I know him for a sober, steady, honest man»
and for a good tinsmith,
(Sg.) J. A. Dvcuesyeav, Warden.”
“MoxtreAL, 6th October, 1834,
“T, the undersigned, testify by these pre-
sents that Mr. H.Demers is an honest, sober,
active man, and a very good mechanic.
(Sg.) F. Jusrinikw, Director, &e.”
St. VixcrNT pE Pary, 220d Sept, 1884,
The bearer Mr. Hector Demers has
resided 1n this village for a few years and 1
have always found him an industrious,
honest, soher and steady man,
(Sg.) Jos. H. Bernerosg. Senator.

The Warden continues his answer to
the protest :

Then follows a most brutal and disgrace-
ful attack upon me (the Warden):

¢ That [ bad forswore my oath of office to
shield, protect and sustain this man (wit-
ness Demers) by ¢iving him a good charac-
ter in detiance of testimony ot five of my
officers, and admitting that twenty reports
had been made agauin-t him by difterent
officers in the space of two years.”

Self respect forbids me to give an answer
to such a vile charge, a charge which is no
less than a litel and a base attack upon my
character and my houor. It is a question
of damages and even something more,
which, at all events, cannot be settled before
this tnbunal. It shows the poor judgment
of the Deputy Warden and of his associates,
as also it shows their animue towards my-
self.

Mr. Ouimet then concludes in about the
same style. Hesays:

¢ Consequently, it can be rearonably sup-
posed that a league exists between iny ac-
cuser (the Warden) and this man (witness
H. Demers) which, when their character are
taken into consideration, makeshimentirely
unreliable 10 give reliable evidence in this
important matter.”

lp(Lhe Warden) have lived for over half a
century, and I must say that I was astonishe
ed to see the Inspector, who knew the facts
of the case as I have just now reporied
them, allowing such an untruthful docu-
inent, written in go dixgraceful a language,
to be received by the Commissioners, with-
out stating the facts to his colleague, and
accepting such a libel to stand part of the
record in this case. How could my subal-
tern officer have been permitted to make such
an unmerited attack upon me, his sperior
officer, when I, menaced as I an ..f beirg
dismissed, am not allowed to show ¢l the
report of iy superior officer, the Insgector,
had, wrongly or rightly, been in niy way as
responsitle officer for the successfal admin-
istration of this Institution.

So far as this goes Mr. Baillargé is all
rght in this instance; he could not
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know more than he saw or what he
heard. The Inspector not having told
him about the five witnesses who had
contradicted the five above mentioned,
and who had swore against Demers, Mr.
Baillargé could not be charged with par-
tiality when he wrote in his report :—

“ When ex-Guard Demers was called for
to give his evidence, the Deputy formally
objected thereti, because five witnesses dur-
ing a previous inquiry within the peniten-
tiary, had sworn to his unreliability on oath.
The Commissioners recorded the objection,
but decided on receiving the evidence, their
decision being subordinate to that of the
Minister of Justice. The Deputy, however,
declined to cross-question this witness.”

But Mr. Baillargé is liable to be charg-
ed with partiality and something more,
when it is considered he had before him,
written in black and white, the answer
given in writing by thc Warden to the
protest of the Deputy, which answer I
have just read out of the defence of the
Warden, wherein the Warden states that
five witnesses contradicted the five he
mentions as having sworn to the unre-
liability on oath of Demers. How could
the Minister appreciate this part of his
report (Mr. Baillargé’s), when he ne-
glected to tell him the circumstances re-
ferred to by the Warden, namely, 1st,
the fact that five disinterested witnesses
had contradicted the five interested ; 2nd
the certificates, and 3rd, the fact that the
Inspector at the time, in a previous en-
quiry, had refused to hear any more evi-
dence in vindication of Witness Demers’
credibility, stating :

‘“ They had heard enough to vindicate his
honor and good character, and estab-
lish his veracity.”

Is it not extraordinary that all this
could not decide the Commissioners tc
give this witness credit for so much, and
that on the contrary they continued dis-
crediting his evidence, as shown by the
quotation I have made from Mr. Bail-
largés report ?  But this is not the worst
of it They did more. Let me tell you
how. While the Commissioners could
do so against one of the best witnesses
on the Warden’s side, they did the re-
verse as to one of the witnesses on the
Deputy Warden’s side. The Warden
swore that Keeper L had sworn
black and white in a previous investiga-
tion. Here are his words, which I copy

Ho~. Mr. BELLEROSE

from his defense (see page 120 of the
blue-book) :

“ The only witness of his accuser having
changed his evidence, I asserted that such
was the case, under my oath.”

Yet the Commissioners had not in
their report a word of blame for this
officer.

I need say no more. Any commen-
taries of mine would be useless. Those
quotations from public and official docu-
ments speak more eloquently than [
could. I may then pass to the Chief
Keeper's case, and show why convicts
sneered at the decision of the Minister
in his case.

One of the other charges against this
officer heside conspiracy, was that he
came to the prison with the odor of
liquor upon him.  Opening the official
report of the evidence taken, I find the
following statements made by witnesses
after they had taken the oath:

Messenger Lefaivre swore he
“remembered that in the month of Febru-
ary the Chief Keeper came to the prison
under the influence of liquor. He was not
staggering, but 1t was easy to see that he
had taken a fair share.”

Guard Felix Lesage stated :

“Sometimes I saw him a little too much
under the influence of liquor. During the
winter I noticed him in liquor several times,
about eight or ten times. He was in the
yard so. I heard some of the convicts re-
marking that they had remarked it. I have
seen hun in liguor to such an extent that
mauny things could take place without his
perceiving it.”

Keeper J. B. Desormeau
“saw the Chief Keeper five or six times
uuder the influence of liquor during hours
of duty, daring the year preceding the er-
quiry. He could hardly walk, could not de
his duty. Sometimes he found him asleef
in his office, being under the influence of
liquor.”

Guard J. E. Durocher said ;

“Chief Keeper came to prison under in-
fluence of liquor three or four times, He
vomited once in keeper’s hall.”

Warden Laviolette
“gaw him once—"

I said, hon. gentlemen, that convicts
had sneered when the news reached their
ears that the decision of the Minister was
that the Warden had been wrong in
complaining, and that both the Deputy
and Chief Keeper were right.
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Ju;It"he Judgment of the Minister of
- 136 Is in the following words. It is
“91’1 at“l,)age 223 of the blue book :—
Minist‘eer arden is to be informed that the
epui “;‘i'grets that 1‘1e'brou_ght against the
Benoug Y arden and Chief Keeper so many

BUStac‘ arges which he has been unable
port t 0. and that he gave so much sup-
O an evil system of spying. The
be expected to take steps at
vuciled to the oflicers in ques-
¢ wiil be supported in a judi-
of the large powers entrusted
administration of the prison,
responsible for a correspond-
good judgment which it is
es n%tl slu:w in_the present
......... «IThe Chiet Keeper is to
ng l?if:))rme’d that the Minister is p]egsed that
again;nglv"o”hv of reproot’ has been found
give the]‘;&?} L 18 to be hoped that he will
obedi «frt}en that support and willing
€nce which is due to him.”

arden wil]
Once to be rec
tion; while |,
Clous exercige
1 him, for the
Ne will be held
Ing degree of

thought he
instance do

" ‘Cyasaélt not quite natural for convicts
such 5 Seen all the facts to laugh at
cision ;1 ’llflvesnganon and at such a de-
officer, ge outrageous conduct of both
tOWard, th eputy and Chief Keeper,
as estal, ne Chief officer of the prison,
a l.lshed. by the evidence I have

of theeng Justified by the report
good ommissioners and declared
u dgemeand commendable by the
a farce | nst of the Minister. What
ave ng I}I)Ch a valuable judgment could
o it h:(; er effect than a very bad one.
Notoriope Liquor _drinking became
Were 0 our penitentiary. Officers
et drunk at night in the streets of

g were even taken by the
Weeke agé\ot more than two or three
Noticed . another case of this kind was
in theﬁroad light of day in the

The penitentiary~ officia!

it i team and left the city
cle. -pp.JUring the horses and the vehi-
Misseq heisproprletor of the team having
& hands fteam placed the matter in
found g ¢ of the police. The team was
or the o rerW miles from Montreal. Steps
moneest of this officer were taken
Officer, ;¢ i);:t{tthd the difficulty. This
ent War, der;ald’ Is a protege of the pres-
DSpector g and consequently of the
a S0.  This would explain why

the eg;ave offence was forgotten and
Other o €r not troubled about it.
home, vCers were found drunk at
A right tg; ‘3‘ convicts thought they had
Ndulge in liquor. ~ Not further

Bme  city,

ad  sto)
wi th €n g

back than last summer, a convict was
found lying dead drunk in the streets of
our village and the rumor was that he
had obtained liquor at one of the officers
quarters. Did the Government or their
valuable or impartial Inspector try to
find out the guilty officer? No, gentle-
men, rumor said that the guilty officer in
this case also, was a protege of theirs.
What they did, was to take immediate
steps to have the poor convict tried for
desertion and punished for hawving left
the prison when he knew not what he
was about and when he most probably
had never thought of escaping. The
convict having been persuaded before-
hand that if he admitted his guilt before
the court, the Judge would be approach-
ed and he would receive a very light
punishment, did so, and the circumstan-
ces of the case were not made known

Happy officers ! whose offences are so
carefully absolved.

Poor convicts who have to pay for
the sins of their guardians !

Convicts were jubilant when they heard
that one of the best officers of the prison,
a first-class detective, an officer ot over
twenty years’ service, one who had a few
few days before saved the institution
from a great wisfortune, had been dis-
missed. A blast had been prepared by
convicts. Had it not been discovered,
who could say what would have been
the consequence. Unfortunately, Keeper
Desormeau had to report that Deputy
Warden Ouimet had neglected having a
watch kept on the inside of the walls!
I repeat, convicts were jubilant when they
heard this officer had been dismissed.
The letter of this officer, when he was
made aware of his dismissal, under the
pretext that he had acted as a spy, is

| found at pages 307 and 308 of the blue-

book.

Convicts could not help expressing
their astonishment when they were told
that Storekeeper Lamarche, Trade In-
structor Leduc and Guard I.esage had
been pointed out by the Commissioners
for having acted as spies, as also, as far
as Mr. Lamarche is concerned, for having

* made it a practiceof carryingto one who
was not his superior officer, or even con-
nected with the prison,information of what
transpired within the walls of the Peniten-
tiary,” (page 223)
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and that they had been fined and
. reprimanded.

While on this subject of spying, which
the Inspector seems to have an aversion
for, and which he characterises in his
report, page 190, as ‘“base and unmanly

. and confined to the St. Vincent de
Paul Penitentiary,” may I not express a
doubt as to whether he is not himself
directly or indirectly responsible for this
state of things? As far as my informa-
tion goes, he is. One of the most
respectable men who ever held a situa-
tion in this prison, wrote in the press
and in an official letter the following
(pages 306 and 307):

“Sr. Vincest nE Pavr, 31st July, 1885.
G. LAvioLETTE, Ecq., Warden.

Sir,—With a private individual I know
well what I would have to doin a case of' a
dirmissal from service such as the present
one, but with a Government [ understand
that I have only got to submit myselt and
to suffer patiently, waiting for Providence
to give me an opportunity of making kuown
the actions of the ditlerent actors of that
drama.

You tell me, Mr. Warden, that, according
to a de€ision rendered by the Minister of
Justice, you must, on account of espionage,
dismiss me from my duties. The espionage
has but such little attraction for me that I
state as a fact that I have refuced the most
pignal favors rather than practising itin the
Penitentimuy.

1 again state as a fact that there is so
much honesty in me that the most boneyed
words cannot induce me to act coutrary to it.

No one is better awaie ot that than Mr.
Tnspector Moylan and his great und intimate
friend the ex-Chaplain.

These gentlemen are aware that I leave
the Penitentiary a victim of an act of ven-
geance.

They know that I leave theservice because
I did not want to become ¢ n unjust man nor
to be used as an instrument for bad purposes

They know that [ leave the service be-
cause my conscience has triumphed over
the temptatious to lead me in a bad way.

Therefore it is not due to espionage that I
leave the Penitentiary, but to my refusal to
assist those that wished to put trouble into
that institution.

Calumny for the present trinmphs; fortu-
nately its reign is ordinarily of short dura-
tion, whereas that of truth and justice,
however late it may arrive, is not less per-
manent.

Believe me, Mr. Warden,
Your obedient servant,
J. E. Dvrocner.”

Again Keeper Desormeau affirms in
his letter to Warden Laviolette dated

31st July, 1885, page 307.
Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

“Mr. Moylan and the ex-Chaplain were
about the only ones who had acted, or who
had caused others to act,to their own benefit
the partof spiesin the Penitentiary, both
during the time of the administration of Dr.
Duchesnau and more recently, during your
own administration. Did not one of these
gentlemen offer favors to employees to spy
you??”

If the Warden was justified, and I
have sufficiently proved that he was, in
his conviction that the Inspector was
hostile to his administration, and that he
used all means to prevent his success,
what else could he do but prepare for
the fight, and take notes of every error
his adversaries might be guilty of?
Then, if his supporters were aware of
such hostility, and the evidence shows
they were, what else could they do but
prepare for war, convinced, as they must
have been, of what awaited them should
the head man of the prison, whom they
supported, be broken down by their
common enemies? “ No,” state the
Comnmissioners, (Page r19).

¢ The Warden oucht to have reported to
the Inspector in order to obtain redress.

Very well, but had not the Warden
already followed that course? Had he
not,in his letter of the 15th January,1884,
laid a complaint against his two chief
officers, and had he not then received a
promise contained in a memo of the
Deputy-Minister of Justice, dated 1st
April, 1884, page 21 of blue book, that
he would have the support of the De-
partment ? Relying on such a solemn
promise, the Warden asked for an en-
quiry against his two chief officers. What
was the consequence? The Warden
answers in the following words (see pages
144, 145, of the blue book).

What was my astonishment when the
Commissioners having arrived to begin such
enquiry, [ thought, as'I had ashed tor, they
stated at the opening, that their orders were
to make a general investigation into the ad~
ministration ot the penitentiary.

This put me on my trial, side by side, with
my two chiel officers, whom I had just now
charged with couspiracy and hoxtility to
the Warden and to his administration.

The eupport promised had vaniehed and
my position had much, very much, been
weakened.  While my two chief officers ha
only to answer to the specific charges I ba
made against them and gave them notice of
gome time before the enquiry began, I had
to answer, without having received one
minute’s notice, for my three years’ admin-
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istrat: . .
i;‘-i’i‘lﬂlon,dunng which (as I stated before

18 present document) I had to face all

kin S of difficulties. (Page 144).
OD‘Vo?m, when my two aides had to answer
tl‘aiedorl‘ge" own acts deliberately perpe-
tion ag U ad to answer for my administra-
ehe . t)e very time I was complaining that
Pﬂlizinc 8 of my two chief officers were neu-
ratic 8 my efforts, injuring my adminis-
Gtitutin and menacing the weifare of the in-
ecogn. 1 repeat, Tdo not complain as to
ion b;selfo]]owed; such is not my inten-
Ore’m . I feel that I am bound to put be-
cane ﬂy_]udges all the circumstances of the
whetl, 0 that they may be in a position to say
erl am worthy of their protection.”

th ::IO‘W, hon. gentlemen, I am confident
as tO)?}? will ﬁnd‘son)e evidence in this
the 1y € determination to break down
sub arden and help out the two first

alterns of the prison,
8ain, if spying is such a pernicious
:;n(,jso mean an act that it cannot be
use o(e" even when it has been made
means Ln self-defence and after all other
ment o ave been employed, what punish-
if the tOuld be inflicted on the Inspector,
chers ? atements contained in Mr. Duro-
ol etter and corroborated by Keeper
a au.:‘t‘}?au' that he used it, or that he
true o orized it, for mischief’s sake be
Vestigat; 1s efforts to prevent a full in-
Prisogn lIOn Into all the troubles of this
that 1 ﬁad certainly to the conclusion
Whiche ad fears—and all the wry faces
€ may make cannot deceive any

the subject.

appens that I persona'ly know that
nSpector has not always been so
case “"}JII;POSed to spying. I know of a
Plaing an one of his profeges laid a com-
enitem'gamSt another officer of the
enquiy aty whom he disliked. An
P70 feoey Was made. The Inspector’s
s¢ could not find any evidence in
charge ; on ‘the contrary

Syst.
exc

ch

T“Pport of his

€ .
evidzflﬁ:: T complained of brought strong
the moq against the complainant as to
collea ug follo“,eq to impeach him, his
as a%varhg spying. No punishment
Page ;; tﬁ - 1 am happy to find at
e in Sh at the, Warden refers to this
the followmg words :

o« I h
Some ogi‘é::;ev" practised espionage alone;
1t, ang if't;m €r my control had recourse
Plnisheq (o, 07 have not been rigorously
due t (1, %" s it is & known fact that it is

the .
Was directgd arity of those against whom it
1t bettep than e Deputy Warden knows

&ny one else; he should not

have forgotten theresultof a certain enquiry
which has proved against him, although it
had been provoked by him.”

This charge of spying against Deputy
Warden Ouimet was brought again dur-
ing the investigation I am now dealing
with, that of 1884. You find in the
official report of the evidence that Store-
keeper Lamarche swore :—

“You (Deputy Warden Ouimet) have
conspired against me and attempted to in-
jure my reputation as Storekeeper by deliv-
ering out of the accountant’s books facts
that could injure me, giving that to strang-
ers and outside the institution. And on
account of it there was an enquiry made
upon it. My gosition of Storekeeper was
maintained, and the factsrevealed that I did
nothing wrong on that occasion. . To
the best of my opinion, I swear that you
(Mr. Ouimet) had your information from
the accountant’s book.”

This is certainly a very strong case
against the Deputy Warden, particularly
when you consider how severely Mr.
I.amarche is dealt with to-day by the
Commissioners, who have not a word of
reproach for the Deputy,who had before,
and was now, convicted of the same of-
fence, spying not in self-defence, but on
the contrary in dislike of Lamarche, and
to injure him. Yet Ouimet has never
been punished, and all the strong words
of the Commissioners are for the Store-
keeper, who swears he was on self-
defence and had to take his precautions.
His evidence is :—

¢ Having been persecuted by the Deputy
(Mr. Ouimet), I had to take the neces-
sary precautions to be able to defend myself
in timne and place.”

I should think there is more than
partiality in such a course. It sounds
something worse.

Again, so late as a few week ago, in
his annual report for 1886-87, the
Inspector refers to spying. He says,
(see page 27) :—

¢ The odious and demoralizing system of
spying, 50 much in vogue in the past, no
longer exists. The Warden promises that
he will never encourage this abominable
practice.”

The Warden spoken of is Mr. Ouimet,
the very same official to whom I have so
often referred and who, Mr. Lamarche
swears, has spyed and persecuted him.
Is it not evident that the Inspector has
determined to protect this officer by all
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means and break down all others who
may not agree with him?

As to the second charge against Mr.
Lamarche, brought by the Inspector, I
defy the Inspector to show a single word
it the evidence taken by the Commis-
sioners, which could warrant such a
statement,

“ That this witness made it a practice of

carrying outside, what transpired within the
walls of the penitentiary.

What Mr. Lamarche swore was that
Mr. Bellerose being a public man, an
official visitor of such Institutions, he
never hesitated to answer questions put
to him on Penitentiary matters. To this
the Inspector replied (reported at page
2,265 of the record of the evidence put
before the Senate) :

«“He (the Inspector) was the witnesses
superior officer, and on occasions, when
Senators and Members of Parliament called
upon him on the subject of the Penitentiary,
he referred them to the Minister of Justice,
before giving it to them.

Now, gentlemen, this statement of the
Inspector is not in accordance with
facts : it is untrue as far as I am con-
cerned. I had occasion to be in want
of such information. 1 went to the In-
spector and I do not recollect one single
instance in which he did not comply
with my request without referring to his
chiefs. More than that, the Inspector
even volunteered information. There is
still something worse, but T will keep
that for a future occasion, when I can
be asked upon ocath anything which I
may be aware of.

In connection with this charge of the
Inspector against Storekeeper Lamarche,
Warden Laviolette states in his defence,
at page 147 of the blue-book :

“ To a question put by the Inspector, Mr.
Lamarche answered that having been hou-
cred long before he entered the Penitentiary,
with the triendship of the Honorable Sen-
ator Bellerose, he had been in the habit of
paying now and then a vigit to the honorable
gentleman, and it happened sometimes that
the conversation fell on some Penitentiary
matters, and, that knowing the privilege en-
joyed by members of Parliament, he had
never hesitated to utter some words which
he would not have spoken to out~iders. But
said Mr. Lamarche: I never had the habit
of repeating what pasced in the Penitentiary.

“ The Inspector seemed to lay much stress
on this statement of the Storekeeper, which

Hon. Mk. BELLEROSE.

T humbly acknowledge I do not consider a
vio.ation of the rules in any such cases,
much less when the member spoken tois a
gentleman, as the honourable senator has
always shown himself to be in respect to the
Penitentiary officers.

¢ During the investigation against War-
den Dr. Duchesncan, this officer did all in
his power to prove that Senator Bellerose
had ill-advised his subordinate officer. Not
a single one of them which were questioned
on this matter, whether on one side or on
the other, swore anything of this kind; on
the contrary. every one positively atated that
when he had been at the Senator’s for ad-
vice, he had invariably given them good ad-
vice, and told them they had to obey and
submit. SinceI am at the head of thig Pen-
itentiary, the conduct of Mr. Belierose, in
relation to the Penitentiary has been such,
that 1 have before this regretted, and I do
now regret, that my subalterns in the Peni-
tentiary have not all gone to himn with a de-
termination to follow his advice. I am sure
we would have peace and harmony in the
Institution and would never have heard of
conspiracy or conspiration.

I am sure the Senator would never have
advised rebellion, or encouraged insubordi-
nation, or become a party to any plot or
conspiracy.

Unlike some other politicians who will
pretend that the patronage of this institution
18 theirs, and that they must have the choice
of officers of the institution, the hon. Sena-
tor at the beginning of my administration
reiterated to me what he had said to late
Warden Duchesnean when taking the reins
of the institution, that he, no doubt, would
have to recommend some of his friends to a
situation at the prison, but he wished it to
be understood, that he would never pressan
appoimment, that the Warden being respon-
sible for the good working of the institution,
he considered it wrong for politiciaus to im-
pose upon him officers who might not be fit
for the service.

During my three years’ administration,
not one of the hon gentleman’s recommen-
dations have been entertained favorably. It
would have been quite pleasant to me if I
could have taken at least one of his protégés
and show that it was by no sense of Eostility
or any other like motives I had set aside his
recommmendations, but this I was unable to
do on account ot the pressure which came
from other quarters; and yet, I have never
heard that this hon. gentleman had ever
taken offence at this course of mine.

As to Storekeeper Lamarche, I am bound
in honor and justice to say. that I only de-
sire that every one of my officers were such
as this officer is—steady, subordinate, devoted
to the good of the institution, sober, ener-
getic, attentive to his duties to such ar
extent that the General Accountant, Mr.
Foster, often stated that no betier office?
could be found; a good acholar, and above
all, trustworthy to such a degree that his
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e € quite easy ty prove,if ever it shonld
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I am concerned, 1 should
I ought not to add a word
the Warden has superabund-
cated my position against the
stility of the Inspector, but as
ave I. Lamarche I feel that your honors
the a night to know whether or not the
agai nspector had any bad feelings

8ainst this officer. For your information
we:x; I\g'Iemlem_en, I have to state that
the L I. Laviolette wrote in his defence
that St paragraph I have read, namely,

X ““Storekee
0 8uch
for b; a.de

per Lamarphe waa trustworthy
gree that his honesty has made
™ bitter enemies &e. &’

In:.le Intended alluding particularly to
actpﬁqtor Moylan, This is an important
alreasmﬁe’ coupled with others I have
to b f)' mentioned or which I will refer
traoxPg'ore I'am done, it explains the ex-
A inary efforts made by the Inspector
madpr?:vent a searching enquiry being
is € Into the causes of the troubles of
nesSDr}l,S(m’ as 1t also explains the harsh-
Spectz Own to Mr. Lamarche by the In-
thro li] If Mr. Lamarche is dismissed
; ugh Mr. Moylan, it would be a good
ng for me,
While the In

s .
great | pector found it such a

reach of the rules for Mr. La-
m .
:;Che to have done so, adds the War-
of b’lapage 146, he had not a single word
hag dme for the Deputy Warden, who
Tae 0D worse. See pages 146 and
455 you will find -
19
brm'll;:):; AD%’::FY Warden also called his
Bive evidence 0’;“}9]2,8 E-]f:i(l, M.P. for Laval, to
8 witness swore.,| amongst other
5; l‘}{’at he had advised his brgother, the
aden, not to submit to certain
enta zn:dwarl{en. This, with other
clusiv@ly shoaae during this enquiry, con-
against iy, "l)‘” that the conspiracy or plot
my lnin)i,:f f,6ay8 the Warden, and against
1t8 of the P rfn‘Of{s extended beyond the lim-
of the cOnSe‘_lltenuary, amongst the relatives
!nteregteq Pirators and amongst hostile and
Withegg parties outside. * * Inieed when
R * Luimet admitted that he had ad-
"¢ had advised his brother to
orders ol the chief executive
‘emtentl‘ary, 1, the Warden,
et the (Jomqnssloners would
rong words of blame both for

thi
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the Deputy and for the witness, for their
conduct, a conduct which in no way could
be excused, neither tolerated, and which
wae more than sufficient to prevent the good
working of any institution so interfered
with.”

The Warden further adds: page 145,

“Deputy Warden Ouimet and Chief
Keeper McCarthy, when giving evidence,
were forced to admit that they had entered
into an understanding and that they had de-
termined to refuse obeying any verbal
order given to them. The Chief Keeper
adding that the Deputy had assured him
that his brother, A. Ouimet, Esq., M.P.
for Laval, had advised him not to obey 8.1ch
orders. ‘T'he Deputy corroborated tlus fact
under oath.”

Hon. gentlemen, I ask of you was not
this good evidence of the conspiracy
complained of by the Warden ? And yet
the commissioners state, conspiracy not
proven.

Such a sham investigation into the
administration of Warden Laviolette
presided over by the very man whom
for some time he had charged with work-
ing against him and in having been the
cause of the difficulties the penitentiary
was laboring under, could only have a bad
effect on convicts and onthe proper work-
ing of the Institution. Yet it was ex-
pected at the time that the prudence and
sagacity of the then Minister of Justice
would prevent the mischief it could
work. Unfortunately the Minister relied
too much on his subordinates and made
things still worse. The judgment which
was prepared in the Department, and
which he signed without looking into
the evidence taken, ordered the punish-
ment of some five or six of the very best
officers of the prison, everyone of them
having always stood by the legitimate
authority of the Warden supporting him
against the Deputy Warden's party, while
it complimented the Deputy, and the
Chief Keeper’s who had it seems, been
illegitimately at war against the Warden
for some time past and who by so doing
had set a very bad example to the whole
of the inmates of this prison.  You could
then see the bad effect of what had been
done. Convicts were no longer subject
to discipline. You could see them gos-
siping with the officers and even among
themselves. Even cfficers were taking
up sides and betting on the results of the
struggle between the two parties. “The
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Warden would succeed,” said one. “ He
will not,” asserted the other; “the
Deputy has a brother an M. P.  He will
have the best of it.”

That such was the state of things at
the time, I will prove by the admission
of the very men whom Warden Lavio-
lette charges with a part of the responsi-
bility for the evil. In a letter of theirs,
dated on the 7th May, 1886, and ad-
dressed to the Inspector, the Deputy
Warden and the Chief Keeper wrote
(page 337):—

“TFor some time back—vears, we may
say—the convicts have beea in an unset-
tled state, owing, in a great measure, to
the investigations that have taken place here,
which had the etfect of making them begin
gossiping with the officers and among
themselves, and of taking up sides and
even ‘betting on the result. The officers
also had or were taking sides, and ceased
to have confidence in each other,orto act
in unanimity.”

1t is true those officers state further on
in this same letter, that such a state of
things was the result of the too great
leniency of the Warden toward both
officers and convicts, but I have shown
that leniency had nothing to do with the
breaking down of the discipline of the
prison, since Mr. Laviolette had perfectly
well succeeded in restoring the good
working of the Institution up to the mid-
dle of 1883-—when the difficulties began
to vndermine the good effects of his
administration. 1 leave to you, hon.
gentleman, to say whether the Warden
with such adversaries as he had ali round
him working to ruin his administration,
was at liberty to rule as he could
have done under ordinary circum-
stances ? Is it not evident that
the bad example given to con-
victs by officers of all ranks was
more than sufficient to run Mr
Laviolette’s administration  particu-
larly when they knew, as the evi-
dence showsihey knew, the hostility of
the Inspector towards the Warden ?
Insubordination on the part of officers
necessarily brought insubordination on
the part of convicts, and when this spirit
of insubordination had spread over the
whole population of the Penitentiary, it
naturally led convicts to rise up in arms
against the legitimate authority of the
prison and try to recover their liberty.

Ho~x. Mr. BELLEROSE.

I had, gentlemen, some five or six
weeks before the revolt occurred, at the
beginning of March, I believe, warned
the Government of the danger. I had
told them the state of things in this In-
stitution, and that should they neglect to
look into it they no doubt would regret
it later, My advice was received with
contempt. I was a false prophet. On
the 24th April following the wires
brought the sad news that a general
mutiny of convicts had taken place, one
killed, others wounded, amongst them
the Warden who was considered a dead
man. As to this sad occurrence I will
say at present nothing more but state
that the different reports of what then
happened, taken as a whole, are the re-
verse of what is true,

Should my task have been completed
with showing the truth of my assertions
repeatedly made to the Minister of Jus-
tice as to the fact that the Inspector
was not a proper person to be intrusted
with the important duty of enquiring into
any of the difficulties of our penitentiary
I could have done so in a very few
words, and so save much of your time.
The proceedings which took place in
the Commons in May 1886, about five
weeks after the rising of convicts had
taken place, show how little time it took
honest politicans to appreciate the course
followed by the Inspector in this ques-
tion of the troubles of our penitentiary.

On the 31st day of May, 1886, the
Hon, Laurier from his seat in the Com-
mons put the following question to the
Government :

« Have any s'eps been taken to have an
investigation into the causes of the recent
outbreak 7"

To this the Hon. Mr. Thompson
(Minister of Justice) answered :

“ There was an investigation in the ordin-
ary course of justice by the Coroner’s inquest,
and subse%uently there was an investigation
made by the Inspector. I may call that s
preliminary investigation, because it is not
intended that it should be a final one. Thave
determined as early as possible after the
close of the session, and after the recovery
ofthe Warden, . . to make as full an
investigation into the attairs of the Peniten-
tiary ascan possibly be made. . . . .
I doetand committed, as the head of the
Department, to having a full and thorough
investigation.”

Mr. Laurier replied :—
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investigay: In, they decided to have
Wiolet 021100 at all, force Warden
hear o €ave his command and to
this office fMore of the charges laid by

T against Inspector Moylan.

for

Should my task have ended, I repeat,
with establishing the unfitness of Inspec-
tor Moylan to deal with these troubles
of our Penitentiary, I could have done
so without going into these details, but
I had to show also the true state of
things at this prison, before, during, and
after the investigation of 1884, the de-
cision of the Minister which followed,
and lastly, the mutiny of the 24th April,
1886, and the connection of all these
events one with the other, to show how
legitimate were the different warnings I
gave to the Government, from time to
time, from my seat in this House, or
by correspondence, letters, etc., etc. So,
that all the facts of the case being made
public, my devotion to what was right
should be known to refute the false as-
sertions and atrocious calumnies made
against me in the blue book, to ruin
my influence and prevent my prayer
a serious enquiry, being favor-
ably entertained. [ hope I have suffi-
ciently gone over the record of the trou-
bles of our prison to attain this end. I
could not then protract my remarks on
this subject, any further, without abusing
the constant attention which your Honors
have given me. I feel I could
not search any more into all those prison
difficulties without becoming tedious
I have said enough to show what the
previous  investigation had  been.
I said they had been sham enqui-
ries. I believe T have pretty well
established they were a sham. I said
they meant the breaking down of the
late Warden, (Mr. Laviolette). This
charge I have made good without the
help of a minute and serious investiga-
tion as promised by the Government
after the revolt. 1 said for years past
that the Inspector, in the circumstances
in which he was placed, was not in a
position to be entrusted with the impor-
tant duty of enquiring into the various
difficulties of this penitentiary. I have,
I hope, superabundantly shown that such
was the case, when I have not only
brought strong evidence in support of
this assertion, but also have the very ad-
missions made at the last hour, it is true,
of the Minister of Justice, whose words
in the Commons I have already quoted,
and which are :

“ With regard to the subject of impar-
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tiality, it is necessary that the enquiry
should be made by some other Inspec-
tor.”

I may then fairly ask of you, hon. gen-
tlemen, to draw the logical conclusion
which even common sense suggests,
which is, that if I could make up so good
a case without an investigation, with only
such documents as are of record, what
would it be if the enquiry solemnly
promised in both Houses of Parliament
during the session of 1886, had taken
place ?

Having said so much as to the diffi-
culties of our penitentiary and as to the
late Warden Laviolette’s case, I will now,
with your permission, refer to my own
case and answer to the various injurious
attacks directly made upon me in this
blue book, many of which could be
brought before this House as questions
of privilege, a thing I will not do, leaving
to hon. members to see to the protection
of their privileges.

It being now nearly six o’clock, and
having reached the personal part of this
matter, I beg to move the adjournment
of the debate.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—Unfortunately,
it is not the usual practice to adjourn
debates of this character where there is
no substantive motion before the House.
That practice has certainly been departed
from on one or two occasions in the
Senate, but I do not know that it has
ever gone so far as in the present in-
stance. It is certainly an indulgence to
my hon. friend to have allowed one ad-
jurnment, and now to repeat this
irregularity is highly objectionable. The
House is not very busy, it is true, but it
will be creating a precedent which may
be hereafter invoked when some other
subject of more importance to the public
is under discussion.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I will not
contend that I am not in my right in
asking for it, though I admit it must be
taken as a special case. When charged
as I have been, as a member of the Sen-
ate, one would suppose that the House
would be happy to know the facts, and
to find that a member of the House isin
no way guilty of what he is charged. As
to the precedent which the hon. Minister

Honx. Mr. BELLEROSE.

says this may create, I may state to the
hon. gentleman that it has been done
over and over again, and if it is an irregu-
larity which should be stopped, why
commence in this instance? 1 could
attain my object in another way. I
could state what I have to say ona
motion to adjourn.

Hox. MRr. ABBOTT—My hon.friend
might see the answer to what he has
just said in the benches of this House
during the whole afternoon. On more
than one occasion the House might
have been counted out, and the Lon.
gentleman must see that the hon. mem-
bers are impatient of this discussion. If
my hon. friend wants to put the remain-
der of his address in the official report
1 have no objection, if the House per-
mits it, to let him read it in a cursory
manner and hand it over to the reporter.

Hon. Mr. TRUDEL—In my opinion
it is an injustice to the hon. member to
look at this matter in the light when it
is taken by the hon. Minister. It is an
acknowledged practice that in the debate
on the Address every possible iatitude
is allowed to hon. gentlemen who intend
to speak. It is the grand inquest of the
country on public affairs, and my hon.
friend had a perfect right to raise all this
question in his speech on the Address,
as in fact he did, but proposed, himself,
as the House seemed to be anxious to
pass the Address, to postpone his re-
marks to a future day provided the same
latitude and the same privileges which
were his by right speaking on the Ad-
dress should be continued in this very
way. Strictly speaking, I consider he
has the same right now in addressing the
House on this subject as if he were
speaking on the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne.

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE—Have I
not the right at this very moment to rise
to a question of privilege and say what
I have to say, and who would shut my
mouth? Where is the rule which says
I have not the right to speak to that
question? I have been abused an

villified. T am not even asking a favof.!
I am within my right! I could do it
in another way: I could give notice
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:’(’:t‘il;‘;:]ttee and make my speech on that
ecan II did not do it in that way,
much ¢ did not like to urge it too
opes tr}),on the Government ; I was in
em in S]t when the facts were before
mittin the:shape in which I am sub-
way togwa Celm, that they would see their
a Search,'r s domg something to secure
o Penitng enquiry into the affairs of
nspecty eEglary, and the‘ cqnc}uct of the
that he ;-I Imself. Bqt if it is the fact
in thi o ouse is not interested enough
ow i h:;“el‘, I am sorry for it ; it shows
try 100gk y the public men of this coun-
man shoéll‘;On such serious matters as a
enitens ead in a revolt in a public
Without ary—a man sent to his Maker
hen th €ven time to say, “ O, God 1"
to My Leac_ountry 1s paying some $3,000
3n0thér SuVlolette, who is an invalid, and
Whose he 1th_f money to Mr. Chartrand,
reds ofath is broken down, and hun-
public t ousands‘ of dollars of the
money are being mismanaged.

tag::::i]e MR. ABBOTT—I have not
an appen; point of order ; 1 have made
shorten h_tO my hon. friend to try and
Soon g IS remarks and get through as
Point OfPOSSlblt?. I have not raised the
Provoles order in such a manner as to
to oy an argument, ) I merely appeal
end 1 tzp. friend that in order to put an
our sitgip his object can be attained by
S0 that E a little lquer than six o’clock,
and gey i(t} may finish his paper to day
report, on the pages of the official

Hox, Mr.
10 read the py

. It wou
f order,

BELLEROSE—I desire
ance of my statement, and
Id be better to raise the

.I‘HE SPEA >
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I noy leave the chair,It being six o’clock,

AFTER RECESS.
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his Speec

M}}]z. BELLEROSE resumed
» he SIald—I now come to the
II part
The '
¢ ”agi"- Mr. Bellesose's answer to
0k amy /z made upon him in the blue
¢ trouy, 0w he became connected with
S of the Penitentiary.
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having placed his charges against his two
subalterns in the hands of the Inspector,
this officer wrote from Montreal to the
Deputy Minister of Justice, a letter, (see
page 109 of the blue book) wherein re-
fering to the charges made by the
Warden, he adds ;

“T have grounds for believing that
he is acting under advice from Mr.
Bellerose...”

At this time I had not yet in any way,
meddled with the troubles of the
Penitentiary which for some time
past had received the attention of the
Hon. Mr. Masson as 1 have already
stated, and as I will establish before I
resume my seat. ‘The only thing I had
done was that some twelve months before
I had told the Inspector and his friend
the Chaplain that should their conduct
towards the Warden bring trouble in the
prison, I should then consider it my
duty to stand by the Warden and oppose
their bad work.

It was then evidently to r-ise preju-
dices against me in the Department,
beforehand, that this official referred to
me in the way he did, when I had not
then even decided as to what course 1
should follow in redeeming the promise
I had made in 1883 to our then colleague
(Mr. Masson) of helping him in his efforts
to restore peace in the prison—a subject
I will refer to in a moment.

As to the statement itself, it is nothing
less than a vile calumny, for which the
Inspector had not the least ground. I sol-
emnly declare that I knew nothing of the
intentions of the Warden to take such a
step. Had he consulted me about the
adoption of such a course, I certainly
would bave told him not to do so, but
rather suffer than have Inspector Moylan
for his judge. That the best he could
do was to renew his charges against the
Inspector and ask for his dismissal,
urging that the Minister of Justice had
already admitted the validity of his com-
plaint when he had forced the Chaplain
out of office a few months before on the
very same ground, the complaint then
having been that both the Inspector and
the Chaplain should be dismissed on
account of their hostility to the adminis-
tration of Mr. Laviolette. The Minister
forced the Chaplain out of office, and



140

St. Vincent de Paul [SENATE] Penitentiary.

retained the Inspector.  Further on, I
will have occasion to refer to this very
important step of the Minister and give
a full history of what then passed.

At page 299 of the blue book to
which I have referred, in 7e the affidavit
charging the Deputy Warden with hav-
ing received a bribe of $300 in consider-
ation of services rendcred by him in the
escape of convicts Harwood and
Williams, the Inspector says in his re-
port :—

¢ J. H. Bellerose awore that he had no
evidence to give on the escapes of Harwood
and Williams, or on that of Fortier. He
solemnly ¢ swore’ that he had neither writ-
ten to Sol. Green nor received from him
letters, notes, or anything else. The equivo-
cating and disingenuous character of Mr.
Bellerose’s evidence is clear. He made a
positive and definite charge against me and
when the opportunity was atforded him to
place his rroof on record, he refuses to sus-
tain his allegations.” . . . . . and
although he had; explanation and evi-
dence furnished to him to show that his
charge is utterly false and without founda-
tion, he had not the manliness to make the
amende which any honorable man would feel
himselt called upon to offer.”

Then the Inspector concludes :—

“ The evidence given by convict Perry,
conjoined by Mr. Bouker, by Beauparlent,
and by Sol Green, shows that Mr. Bellervse
had taken a lively interest in this special
case against the Deputy Warden.”

I will in no way refer to the impolite
manner in which I am treated in these
passages by the Inspector, but will pro-
ceed at once to examine the evidence
taken in this case.

¢ Convict Perry stated that he never had
any counection with Mr. Bellerose, but that
he gave a statement respecting the escape of
Harwood and Williams to an officer of the
prison ([nstructor Beauparlant),and thatthis
officer had promised that he would state the
case to Mr. Bellerose, and repeat to him his
opinion. That later Beauparlant told him
that if he could prove by outside witnesses
the charge against the Deputy Warden he
would Probably be pardoned, &c., and that
Mr. Bellerose would work for him.”

Trade Instrucior Beauparlant states upon
oath that he mentioned the matter to Kir.
Bellerose who told him not to have anything
to do with this affair, and not to say a word
about it to convict Perry: that Mr. Belle-
rose never mentioned it 10 himn to state to
that convict that if he could prove the
charge against the Depnty Warden, he (Mr.
Bellerose) would try and get him pardoned
or have his sentence shortened.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

Chas. M. Bowker, Station Agent, Man-
sonville, 8. E. R., swears that Sol. Green
received some letters from St. Vincent de
Paul, but he could not say from whom they
were.

The Inspector then puts the following
questions to Bowker.

Q. Would you recognize the handwriting
of the address of those letters ?

A. T think I would.

Q. Was the writing like what is in this
letter (showing Senator Bellerose’s letter to
the witness) ?

A. It was in a similar hand, apparently
written with a quill pen like what you have
shown me and in the same hand. Green re-
ceived two or three such letters.

I will remark here the extraordinary
character of the course pursued by the
Inspector in allowing a witness to com-
pare writing shown to him in the witness
box with writings he had had occasion,
he says, to see once or twice some five
or six months before, at a time when he
could not even have suspected that he
would be called to swear to the hand-
writing of the person who had sent such
letters.

Joseph H. Bellerose swears :—

“ To the best of my recollection the first
thing I heard in the village was thatclothes
were found in the Penitentiary grounds. The
next thing was Instructor Beauparlant, who
told me on calling to see me, that an ex-
convict had gone to him and told him that
he would like to see me about the bribery
case, I said, I have not seen the man. When
I received the affilavit, those and similar
things I have just mentioned were brought
to my mind and I began to think it wasa
serious affair, and I consequently went to
Ottawa as Beauparlant came to me a second
time after I had received the affilavit, when
he showed me a paper written by convict
Perry. Iread the paper, handed it back
and told this officer not to meddle with this
affair, as it might injure him. I soleranly
declare that I never gave Beauparlant
authority to inform convict Perry, that he
might expect his pardoa or the shortening
of his sentence if he succeeded to prove the
charge of bribery against the Deputy War-
den. On the contrary, I put Beauparlant
on his guard I solemnly declare thatI
never wrote letters, notes or anything
directly or indirectly to this man, Sol Green.
Solon Green never called on me on any
occasion.”

As to the evidence given by Sol. Green
to which the Inspector refers, it does not
appear in the report, for a very good
reason. This individual was never sum-
moned to appear and he never gave his
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ldence. S5 that giving the name

gfcthlljse:na,n as_having corrobcrated cor.-
2 grave Ty’s evidence is nothing short of
nepecs Imposture, which shows what the
eterm'or IS capable of when he has
nes. G}lrled to ruin an adversary. Wit-
that hel r!‘mn who spoke of Green stated
dye T‘}‘)as a scoundrel of the deepest
inio'n 1Ae Superintendent of the Dom-
an unfo ice also affirms that Green had
that ‘hmlable and bad reputation. So
B SUChea coupling of my name with that
the man was a mischevious act on
Part of the Inspector.

evidé):é gentlemen, the whole of this
page » € 1s found in the blue book from
enatesags to page 295. 1 would ask the
myself ) l;l matter of courtesy tO\.vards
tom ;h ﬁ;lng the party suffering insult
eVidenc: rnspgctor, to read over the
psis, ang 0d which 1 have given a syno-
or n,ot 0 ecide for themselves whether
miSChevilS report of the Inspector is not a
ill-feclin ous effort to ruin me and excite
ihisterg against me in the minds of the
troy Sucha'nd of his Deputy, so as to des-
ask fo g, f“ﬂu?nc_e as gave me a right to
T such, sl quiry Into his proceedings un-
eave it { etrﬁous Circumstances. I willalso
ether Othe deusnoq of hon. gentlemen

of an Or not my evidence was clearly
character€Q}llvocal and disingenuous

- as stated by the Inspector.

Inspect(:)rthe amende spoken of by the
erelictin. asf to my charging him with a
Previous N of his important duties in his
victs Hare"qury in 7e the escape of con-
"Pportuni:vmd and Williams, I had no
since they;O put my proof on record
orders 1o nspector was then under
gation ay, €gin over his previous investi-
© my o hot at all to hear evidence as
this cace arge against him.  Then in
what ev;denOf Harwond and Williams,
urely o c¢ was I bound to furnish?
declined t’}:e, particularly when I had
both in o 631 Competency of this official
and j, thz):t ettfer of the 20th January
Month, 16 01~ the 27th of the same
1 Wrote .. € Minister of Justice, when

€
Iw .
Officer :ioﬁ‘?rp““ed to hear that the same
Uty on ¢}, It seems now had neglected his
Teterrey € two Important occasions I have
OTtiery wi €scapes of Harwood and of

“helher te lli)e the officer chosen to see
€ firge Occ%i:’?ﬂ("lf was wrong or not on

Again, what amende could 1 make
when I had then, as 1 have now, good
reasons to believe that he was not doing
his duty even in this second enquiry ?

My past experience had left me with-
out any confidence in this officer. How
then could I take his word ?

How could I make an amende under
such circumstances, on a simple assertion
of his that he had done his duty, when I
had even then some evidence of the
contrary, and that I had good reason for
suspicion that he was still working some
mischief ? It is true that the Inspector
having called me as a witness, assured
me after I had given my evidence that
he was quite innocent, and that he hoped
I would withdraw my charge against him.
But surely I could not do so when I
knew better—when I knew what he had
been about for some time past. So I
flatly refused, and told him that when I
made a charge I had good reasons to do
so. “What I desired,” said I, ¢ was to
have a thorough investigation. Tl.et him
help me, and it will be granted.”

It is evident that the Inspector thought
he would succeed with me as he and the
Chaplain had succeeded in 1882 with
Mr. Laviolette, before they had made
their annual report complained of by the
late Warden, in getting also from me by
persuasive and sweet words my signature
to an amende—to an acknowledgment
that I had made a charge of which I had
no proof—in order that he might use it
to ruin me in the Department, as he and
the Chaplain had done with the certifi-
cates which they had induced Warden
Laviolette to sign in October, 1882, and
in January, 1883. But I knew too well
with whom I was dealing. 1 flatly re-
fused to grant such a favour.

Permit me now, hon. gentlemen, to
refer you to page 304 of the same blue
book. There your Honors will find a
letter of mine, dated at St. Vincent de
Paul, on the 17th September, 1885, and
addressed to the hon. Minister of Jus-
tice, wherein I wrote :

] have reasons to believe the honorable
men who have accused bir. the Inspector, in
Parliament, in the press,;nver their own
signatures, and in official documents, had
good reasons for having done so.

“An honorable man does not accuse light-
ly without good reasons. Neither
you nor I can shut our eyes to the fact that
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the accusers have long since proveda serious
and detailed enquiry against this same man,
your employé.”

The Inspector took the liberty of add-
ing at the foot of my letter in the blue-
book the following note, signed with his
initials :—

¢ The writer of thisletter, Jos. H.Bellerose
~—honorable by accident and courtesy—is the
only person who has made accusations, in
Parliament, in the press, over their own sig-
natures, against Mr. the Inspector.

“Jos. H Bellerose seems to think that any
accusation which he has seen fit to make,
no matter l’iow false, iz equivalent to proof.

During last session this question was
brought before the Senate as a question
of privilege by the hon. Senator from
British Columbia (Mr. McInnes). The
Government admitted it was a terrible
insult to this House and that such a

misdemeanor would receive at their
hands  punishment worthy of the
Senate.  The Minister himself, in

particular, qualified this act of the In-
spector as a disgraceful act, which he
gave his word he had never heard of be-
fore. It seemed by the statement of
this Minister that the Inspector, know-
ing that the Minister could not
allow such a note to be added in a book
for which he, the Minister, stood respon-
sible, had written the note only on the
copy of the letter to be sent to the
printer, so that being printed the book
would be sent to Parliament for distri-
bution throughout the Dominion and
then, if it happened that the Minister
should be made aware of the note, after
the distribution of the book, it would be
too late, the mischief was completed.

I challenge any gentleman in this
House to say that he would keep in his
employment a man who could have done
any like thing, a man who would have
grossly abused not only the party employ-
ing him but also those for whom they had
any respect and consideration. Yet the
Inspector has been kept in office.

Why, a true friend of Sir John A.
Macdonald, a Senator who is at this very
moment within the reach of my voice,
came to me one day at the very end of
last session, and said, “Moylan has taken
a very bad step. He must go. No
Government could keep in its service an

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE.

officer who has followed such a contemp-
tible course.”

I myself was inclined to believe that
the Government would deal with the case
as they promised they would when the
hon. Leader of the Senate (Mr. Abbott),
said on the 14th June last :

“I may say, he (the Inspector) has receiv-
ed a very severe reprimand, and steps have
been taken to mark the sense of the Govern-
ment in another way, and it is now under
consideration what further steps will be
taken on the subject.”

I then waived all rights I had to deal
with the blue-book in question, and said
I would give time to the Government,
and wait until next session for their
action in the premises. The time asked
for bas passed away. Parliament has
again met. What have the Government
done to redeem their solemn promises ?
Nothing worthy of mention, except that
they have circulated the book containing
the comments and remarks, which the
hon. leader of this House has justly
said constituted a “very grave and
serious offence against the dignity
of the Scnate,” and which the
Minister of Justice has qualified as a
“ contemptible act.”  This blue-book
has been, during recess, printed de nove
in the appendices to the journals of
both Houses, no doubt the intention
being to keep on record those charges
against me. To this, again, hon. gen-
tlemen, I have no objection, since it has
given me occasion to furnish the whole
history of all the troubles of our prison,
and to throw on the proper shoulders
the burden which ill-will and duplicity
have for years past kept on my own.

1 see now, that Inspector Moylan
knew what he was about, when he said :

“ He cared for no man, whether poli-
tician or layman, that Sir John would
have to stand by him, whatever he did.”

Had the Government redeemed their
word of honor when they prom-
ised that a serious investigation would be
made, language to that effect would have
been proven to have been spoken by the
Inspector on more than one occasion.

As to the insinuation that the accusers
of the Inspector, of whom I am here the
proctor or representative, desired to
have their accusations made good before
they were proved, that is simply humbug
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;1;22 Inspector knows that it is not the
without havg: never made a complaint
Furtne asking for an investigation.
ave all’more, the Inspector knows, as I
did g trl:clady stated, that the first thing I
was to | ﬁ}?egmnmg of these troubles,
that the im and tell his accomplices
ought tey }:&ere In error, and that they
tlemen 0}? ange tbelr course. But, gen-
am oo there is still more than that : 1
againe: atl\t all the party who began war
ad 1 lm' and against his associates.
any Oneot‘e\en a simple suspicion that
tor o< Wwas at work to have the Inspec-
removedn)ff other officer complained of,
een g '(riOm office, when already it had
ave 1o ;31 ed that one of them would
rela cave the institution. Let me
Ste the whole facts :

a ge?::;:nume dur'ing the session of 1883,
of the Pr?an O‘f high standing, a member
anada ltvyk(,ounml of Her Majesty for
officialq’ 9(;] Proceedings against those
Whe ww1t Sir Alexander Campbell,
is easl then Minister of Justice).
the lagtent €man  was no other than
ec, b Lieutenant-Governor of Que-
Vise;r off}? a Senator, and a late ad-
hew b f;h(;rown. I solemnly declare
this hop, Othing of this until later, when
to me in-ﬂf;’?ntleman (Mr. Masson) came
e that 1 lshvery Chamber and informed
e InSpe:t ad laid complaints against
Chaplain ';J‘; and the Roman Catholic
o dispeﬁ at the Minister had agreed
Chaplip Slt;’: with the services of the
o dis: ut that he would not consent
kneyw thst them both, that surely 1
the priso: was the state of affairs at
Would give. and therefore he hoped I
PUt oyt of I?ﬁy assistance in having both
also to]q m° ce. The hon gentleman
abre ha.g g that His Lordship Bishop
was d ecideq €en interviewed and that it
nd in hoe that the Chaplain should
could noy Tesignation. 1 told him that
that the aid him, although I knew
tWo officers were in the wrong,

Waiting ¢, lslg t the Minister was right in
Misgy) of ¢ €e the ef?'ect which the dis-
Other oﬂiciaei Chap]%m would have on the
Funishment of t}] said that no doubt the
+350n to the I e Chaplain would be a
l_mirenSpector. I considered

1d in no g ment of the Chaplain
mily, while }fmjlure’ him, he having no
the dismissal of the Inspec-

tor, who had a family, might do him a
great deal of harm. “Give him, then” I
said, * one year’s trial. Let us see the
effect of the lesson administered to him ;
and if the wrong doings continue during
that time, I promise you I will work if the
experience is not favorable in your direc-
tion and ask for the dismissal of the
Inspector.”

I have no written evidence of these
facts, as 1 have in almost every other
case that I have mentioned, but if any
member of this House entertains a doubt
as to the correctness of my statements, I
may say there is a member of the Senate
present to-day who was also approached
vy the Hon. Mr. Masson for the same
purpose, and that the Senator so ap-
proached referred him to me, as knowing
more of the difficulties in the Penitentiary
than he did. I allude to the hon. Senator
for Repentigny (Mr. Armand), and I
ask him to say whether or not my state-
ment is in accordance with the fact.

Hoxn. 3r. ARMAND-Yes; on the
occasion mentioned by my hon. friend,
Mr. Masson solicited me to help him. 1
answered that it was better for him to
have the support of the hon. member
from Delanaudiere, who resided near
the Penitentiary and knew more about
the difficulties referred to than I did.

Hon. M. BELLEROSE (continuing)
—1I felt that I was bound by the promise
made to our late colleague, Mr. Masson,
who was then Lieutenant Governor of
Quebec—I felt bound to ask for the
dismissal of the Inspector, and T did so
after the inquiry of 1884, but without
success, deprived as I was on the one
hand of the influence of a member of
the Privy Council, and having, on the
other hand, to meet the prejudices which
the Inspector had succeeded in raising
in the minds of the Minister of Justice
and his deputy. Under the circum-
stances, and in view of the Inspector’s
declaration that Sir John would stand by
him, I considered myself bound to make
known the facts to the Government from
my seat in this House. During the
session of 1885, in March, I warned the
Government of the danger of allowing
matters to rest. The Inspector availed
himself of every opportunity which pre-
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sented itself to persuade the Minister
that T was a terrible man, with no re-
spect for the truth, and with a heart full
of anger—that I had no manliness of
nature, and other calumnies of that kind.

At this time the press of Montreal and
Quebec published editorials of injurious
character against me in connection with
the position I had taken respecting the
Penitentiary difficulties. It was evident
that they obtained their irformation from
the Department of Justice. 1 answered,
defying my adversaries to reply. They
never did reply, but they continued their
attacks for some time, as hon, gentle-
men will see, it they refer to La Minerve
of the 24th February, 1885, the Chronicle
of 3rd March, the Sharcholder of 13th
March, and other newspapers about that
date. 1 answered in La Minerve of
March 7th, the Clronicle of the same
date, the Sharelolder of the 27th March
and 3rd April, 1885, and in Le Monde of
April 13th, 1885, &c.,, &c  The In-
spector’s friend, the late Chaplain, went
even further, and wrote me a very unfair
letter, which I do not feel justified in
publishing for the present, but I will give
my answer to his :—

¢« SENATE CHAMBER,
Ottawa, 11th March, 1885,
Rev. Mr. Leclerc, Pastor, St. Joseph, Mont-
real.

DEar Sir,—

Yours of yesterday to hand. You say
you do not ask for an answer. Tam happy
1t is 80, for I must acknowledge that I cou'!d
not have taken the responsibility of dis-
pensing with what charity asked irom me
in giving an answcr to it. I certainly for-
give the injurious attacks made upon me in
your letter, so much the better when I feel
I do not deserve them. Please do not forget
that this is now three years since I advired
you to quit and go back to your old way,
three years since | endeavored to convince
you that the path you had entered into
would bring youinto lamentable difficulties,
and three years since I assured you that if
such difficulties should come I would have
to combat against you and eo follow the
dictates of my conecience which then inspir-
ed me, as it does now, that you were wrong.

It is not then my fault if such perversions
have realized. No cne more thanI do re-
grets that it is so.

You are younger than I am, it is true,
but the disease which often keeps you on a
bed of suffering may naturally lead us to
believe that you will not live much longer

than I will at the age I have reached. Soou,
then, we both will have to account for the.

Ho~. Mr. BELLEROSE.

good or for the evil which we have worked
for in this case wherein justice has a great
share We will then surely know whether
I have been wrong in any thing I have done
in this atfair, or whether it is not you who
deserves condemnation. Let us think to
this seriously, if we desire sincerely to well
appreciate the course each of us has follow-
ed.
I remain to-day, as in the past, your de-
voted friend in the limits of justice.
Jos H. BELLEROSE.”

Your honors will also find in the blue
book which has forced from me these
remarks, my name repeatedly mentioned
in the different documents there printed
and an effort made to discredit me, as
well as all my statements. The Inspec-
tor went even so far in this respect, that
the Minister of Justice, honorable as he
was, Sir Alexander Campbell, had to in-
terfere and forbid this official meddling
any more with Members of Parliament
and ordering him to let them alone.
Many a time Sir Alexander had to renew
this order ; let me cite one or two cases.

1 knew so well the determination of
the Inspector to cause my ruin, that 1
was convinced that, in an enquiry (es-
cape of Harwood and Williams) which
he had ‘been forced to begin over again
on a complaint of mine, in May 1885,
he would try to injure me, that after he
had made his report, I went to Sir Alex-
ander Cawipbell and stated my impres-
sion. He could not believe, he answer-
ed, that the Inspector had done such a
thing. “ Well, then,” said I, “ will you
ook into the documents and tell me
whether I am right or wrong.” “ Yes,”
answered the Hon. Minister. The fol-
lowing day, Sir Alexander came to me
in the Senate room and said: ¢ You
were right, Mr. Bellerose, I have given
orders ; this will be corrected.” 1 let
the matter stand, and Parliament having
been prorogued, I left for home. Some
time afterwards T wrote to Sir Alexander
Campbell asking whether his orders had
been complied with by the Inspector.
His answer was, no.

This is my letter :

* St. Vixcent ni Pavr, 27th July, 1885.
“The Hon. Sir Alcx. Campbell, K.C. M. G.
“Dear S1r,—~No5 doubt you remember
that some five or six weeks ago I stated to
you that L had good reasons to believe that
Mr. Moylan had wmisrepresented me in his
minutes ¢l the enquiry in re the affidavit
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avai
,&:;gsgf?ﬁputy Warden Quimet. That by a
ad o e Inspector sent to me at the time
malic; "l*e to the conclusion that he had
in &“SY mentioned my name then as
1 9h§uldel‘2epmy Warden’s accuser. That
swered thl € lo gee the minutes. You an-
you couldat there was no object on, but that
could p not believe that the Inspector
that if &ve done such a thing. I replied
WOulgou would see yourselt in the matter,
o you d_save you the trouble of my visit.
me and d, and‘ two days later you came to
You M_esmd: “You were right, Bellerose.
have gj, cntioned as the accuser, but I
Ire I?e(;?ns orders to strike that out at once.’
uphicate But these minutes are kept in
the other a rcopy for the Department and
‘Tam lado record for the Penitentiary.’
‘ang Igw‘ll to know that,’ was your answer;
rights order that both copies be made
Whether O I beg to be permitted to ask
with andym}? orders have been complied
"""'Yécled ?w ether both minutes have been
“I remain, yours truly,

N “Jos. H. BELLEROSE.”
OWw, the Minister's answer is :—

. “ OTTAWA, 29th July, 1885
“The, ’ ) July, .
;’aglo_.n’ J. H. Bellerose, St. Vincent de
“M
‘Wrectiozhn BeLLErosE,—I find that the

(t”f the 27thsl(:f ;Vhich you speak in your note

ad not 1
ewalden, been communicated to

den, but I have given i i
it will goy be done.g ven instructions,

« Faitbful]y yours,
The In “A. CampBELL.”
chief oﬂicspector had not written to the
is minm:l‘ a;lt the Penitentiary, so that
ordereq SHt ere might be corrected as
thi ma;x’s had I, through ignorance of
until to.g, Character, let the matter stand
ave beey )t;’ this document would now
efore the T%Ught before Parliament and
of which, IPU lic, charging me with deeds
gain .2m totally innocent.
genera) énm‘ his final report after the
that | v Q‘il"y In 1884, I was certain
this map d be calumniated there by
bel, havin So I was, and Sir Alex. Camp-
arginal n% téeiad the report, added a
termg . N somewhat the following

€< I t o
let M{~h§2ﬁ2rto£e2?gn :?Ld the Inspector to
showéi! rtlome on the manuscript report 1
(Mr, T othe Present Minister of Justice
1887, 5o thar-00) On the 8th  Tune,

yIf jt shat tven if it had already been
later Ould happen to be wiped out

> I hay "
of my statei“éﬁ{f d evidence of the truth

1o

At page 156 of the Supplementary
Report, the Inspector is reported to
have written in his report :

“ Mr. Bellerose may have assisted im
creating this false impression on the War-
den’s mind, according to his own statement,
made to me in my office here, last April.
He told me he Lhiad paid a visit to the Peni-
tentiary during the parliamentary recess,
and that in passing through the yard he
saw three or four of the officers together
who were conspiring against the Warden;
that he told the Warden, when going out,
a conspiracy was on foot against hiwm, but
that he mentioned no names; and that the
Warden pooh-poohed the idea, assuring him
that no such thing existed, as he stood too
well with his officers to give occasion for
the like. The reason gived by the Hon.
Senator for his belief in a conspiracy was
his own penetration in reading men'scharac-
ter and thoughts, acquired during the num-
ber ot years ie had spent in military life, I
remarked were I making an enquiry into
such a charge, I would attach very little
importance to such proof.”

Whether T told the Inspector anything
of a visit of mine to the prison as he
statcs, or whether [ made to the Warden
the statement he refers to is very material,
since the Inspector had a good chance
of ascertaining what the Warden knew,
as also what I knew of such a conspiracy.
I had been summoned by the Commis-
sioners to appear before them and give
evidence. The Inspector himself cross-
examined me. I swore that there was a
conspiracy against the Warden, and also
that I had written to this official that he
had to take good care, that I knew of a
party in Ottawa who was working in the
dark to injure him. Why did he not
follow up this answer in the usual way?
Why did he not ask “ who is this party ?
What grounds have you for such a
charge?” No, the Inspector’s mouth
was shut; after a while he opened his
mouth to tell me that he had finished,
that he had no more questions to put. I
withdrew.

How does this paragraph of the In-
spector’s report agree with his abstaining
from inquiring into what I knew of the
conspiracy at the time of the enquiry ?
It seems that on this last occasion he
feared that my penetration in reading
men’s character and thoughts could en-
danger him. But when away far from
me, at Ottawa, making his report it seems
he thought the danger no longer existed,
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he could then speak bravely and without
fear of receiving an answer which might
not be pleasant to him. So he did, and
wrote the words I have read.

It is only too bad that I have occasion
to allude to his courageous conduct and
tell him that my answer is still ready for
him whenever he is ready to receive it.

Hon. gentlemen, please open the blue
book at page 255. You will find a letter
of mine, bearing date 27th January,
1885, and addressed to the Deputy-
Minister of Justice. It was an answer
to his of the 23trd of the same month.
In this letter of mine 1 wrote :

“A commission was appointed without
even the Inspector knowing of the intention
of the Minister.”

The Inspector, before complying with
the order of the Senate, which was to lay
this letter on its table, had the impu-
dence to give me the lic by adding the
following note at the bottom of the letter
in the blue book :

« This statement is untrue. I asked for
the appointment of & commission from the
Minister of Justice as an act of justice to me,
and declined to visit St. Vincent de Paul,
until a proper enquiry would be made.”

Now, gentlemen this statement of
mine in my letter, I solemnly declare is
the truth. Neither the Inspector nor
any other officer of the Department
could have known the fact since the
whole affair was decided and completely
settled, between the Minister on one side
and Mr. A. Desjardins, M. P., and my-
self on the other, in one and the same
visit of us both to the Minister’s office.

Having read this impolite lJanguage of
the Inspector, and his false statement, I
immediately wrote to the gentleman who
had acted with me in this case, asking
what was his recollection. He answered:

““OrTawa, 2.th June, 1887.
“Hon. J. H. Bellerose, Senalor.

“ Dear Si1r—I recollect that in 1879 you
and I had an interview with the Hon. James
McDonald, then Minister of Justice. This
was about the difficulties which existed at
the time at the Penitentiary of St. Vincent
de Paul. We asked for an enquiry, insist-
ing on the appointment of a Commission
chosen outside the Department of Justice,
80 thut it would be perfectly impartial. I
could not remember all the incidents of this
interview, but | do remember well that the
Minister gave the names of MM. Taché and
Miall as those who he would charge with

Hox~. Mg. BELLEROSE.

this work., This Minister was in this ino-
stance in concert with the Hon. Mr. Masson,
one of his colleagues, and according to his
advice. Not a single one of the officers of
the Department took part in this interview.
] remain, &ec.,
(8d.) “ALPH. DESIARDINS,”

Any commentaries of mine are useless.
Mr. Desjardins affirms that the whole
affair was begun and finished in one
single interview with the Minister. That
no officer of the Department was called
on when there, and that it was then and
there settled that a Commission would
be appointed, and that Messrs. Taché and
Miall should be the commissioners.

With the permission of the House, I
will now refer to the extraordinary course
followed by the Minister of Justice, in
dealing with the addresses I moved for
in 1886, asking for documents which the
hon. Minister put on the table of the
Senate towards the end of the session of
1887, printed in book form, and erron-
eously intituled, “Supplementary reports
on Penitentiaries for year ending 3oth
June, 1886.” This is probably the first
time that the parliamentary practice of
bringing returns to addresses has been
dispensed with and the various docu-
ments asked for by different addresses,
brought all mixed up in a volume, with-
out any of the usual forms. I do not
intend taking exceptivn to the course
followed, neither will I take up the time
of the House to show that the title given
to this book is nonsense. However
wrong may have been this motive of the
Government, I am inclined to be indul-
gent on account of the difficult position
they stood in. If you look over
the blue book you find at once the rea-
sons why such an exceptional course has
been followed. Here and there in this
book you find remarks added—as 2
heading to certain documents asked for
and which it was feared would work
mischief against some of the officials of
the Department of Justice, if some thing
was not done to discredit such docu-
ments. In some other parts of this book
you find a foot note which it was found
necessary to add to ruin the influence o
the individual who had written the letter
on other documents, complaining of
calling the Minister’s attention to some-
thing wrong. In other instances such
comments and foot notes, not being con-
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;lgsr:d sufficient to remove the danger,
Ton ar-)rclld important documents not asked
even s the existence of which was not
eceivllSpecte_d, added in the book to
oot ¢ Parliament and the public.
COncey;]w;en the real truth could not be
used & ed by such means, then print was
were 1 Certain documents while others

ere left in manuscript.
We‘;\eu the various documents‘l asked for
oot r?;;nted, accompanied with remarks,
10 com €s, etc., etc, except one which
the nat ments or foot notes could 'change
and wltl:c }())f or could put discredit upon,
manys Ich, consequently, was left in
given E"Pt I refer to the evidence
durin t);\ the different witnesses called
was agd € investigation of 1884. This
shown 1angerous document as I have
leaviy In the ceurse of my remarks. In
ach Eclt In manuscript form there was
larly whe of no one perusing it, particu-
Sioners en the report of the Commis-
ence aCO(;]tamed a synopsis of this evi-
s quitz the reader would consider
SYnopsis ?\Jfﬁcmnt, not knowing that the
port ang ‘:}?S prepared in view of the re-
means g, at the synopsis was by no
alread equitable one, as I have shown
avey. : uring my prolonged remarks
there e glven evidence of all this, but
'* one document which I knew not

the €xistence ! ¢

i f, which I did not ask for
and whl h o d n
Mean tOCreffa regret the publishing of. 1

€r to the report of Deputy
w}:}g‘eg (f)lllmet, in 7¢ the revolt of 1886,
book, ound at page 311 of the blue
talge;egze; tohhave; to say that this report
facts, ang t‘l: ole is not borne out by the
ave to 5 at it is, therefore untrue. I
Annuya] repeak In the same terms of the
year 183 Pgrt of the Inspector for the
cerneq. 5:86, as far as the revolt is con-
tion of thos, regret the more the publica-
of the De € Ieports, and particularly that
askeq for Euéy Warden, which was not
Tadictiop on $0 was published in con-
Hoyge, ) Previous statements in
2dd thyay ¢ since I feel myself bound to
POrts befoy. e}f)’ the Minister put those re-
events i arliament, he knew, or at
eir g 12d strong doubts as to
What‘“hfulness.
Made i, tid Occurred, and the statement
Ontrea), e Court of Queen’s Bench in

A few days after the revolt,

during the trial of those convicts who
had risen up in arms against the legiti-
mate authority of the Penitentiary, ought
to have shaken the credulity of the
Minister. I have already referred to some
of these facts. Ina minute or two I
will have occasion to refer again to what
then took place, or to what was then
said in court. Again, the different state-
ments made through the press could not
but increase such doubts. In December,
1886, a correspondent wrote a long letter
in which I read :

[ must know something of what occur-
red then. I was called at the prison, being
told that the Warden had fell into the hands
of convicts, and was probably dead ; that no
one seemed willing to take command; and
that convicts were masters of the prison and
they most probably woald succeed in recov-
ering their liberty.

“ Warden Laviolette alone could tell
whether the great danger that his life was in
was the consequence of a failure of his staff
to help him; whether his subalterns were at
their posts, or whether they deserted it—

«Butno, * * * There are others who
could answer, if not to all, to many of those
questions. I am one ot those—

(84. «“Jos. H. BELLEROSE.”

Consequently, I can come to no other
conclusion in answer to this part of the
blue book, than that, whether by malice,
or under a pressure which he had not
the courage to resist, or for some other
motives, he, the Minister of Justice, has
tried deliberately to deceive both Houses
of Parliament in particular, and the pub-
lic in general, by publishing a false report
to give the lie to all statements which
had been or could be made in the prem-
ises, convinced as he was that should he
refuse, as he did refuse, to redeem his
solemn promise that a minute enquiry
would be made, neither I nor any others
would have an opportunity of shewing
his guilt and might do the bad work with
impunity, he thought, and he did it.
I say when—

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT I rise to a
point of order.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I1 affirm
it.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—These are re-
marks which I feel bound to take notice
of and call your Honor’s attention to. 1
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think it is quite unprecedented to make
a charge of that character—that the
Minister deliberately published a report
knowing it to be false and with the in-
tention of deceiving the House.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I repeat
the statement. It isa charge that I bring
before the House against the Govern-
ment.

Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—I ask for the
Speaker’s ruling as to the propriety of
such language.

Tue SPEAKER—The hon. gentle-
man, in my judgment,” is quite out of
order in bringing such an accusation
against a member of the Government.
Such language ought not to be per-
mitted.

Hon., Mr. BELLEROSE—Then I
immediately move for the appointment
ot a Committee to be composed of
Messrs Abbott, Dickey, Lacoste, Mc-
Donald (B. C) Scott and Trudel.

Hon. MrR. HOWLAN—You cannot
move for a Committee without giving
notice.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—It is a
matter which requires prompt action. 1
have made a charge that the Minister
of Justice ;knew, or had good reasons to
know, that the report was false. I have
made the assertion and I call for the
appointment of a Committee to investi-
gate the charge. If the Government wish
to withdraw, let them do so ; when I
make a charge I do not withdraw.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—1I understood
the honorable the Speaker to rule that
this language was improper and out of
order, and I ask that the usual course be
followed, and the hon. gentleman called
upon to retract it.

Hon. MrR. BELLEROSE—I wish to
discuss the point of order.

Tue SPEAKER—I have been asked
to decide a question of order, if the hon.
member will please take his seat.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—TI have a
right, under Parliamentary practice, to
discuss the question of order.

TrE SPEAKER—I am appealed to
upon a question of order.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I have a
right to discuss it

Tne SPEAKER—The hon. gentle-
man has used language in the House
which is decidedly out of order and I
have been asked to give a decision
Having decided that the hon. member
is out of order, the hon. member
must necessarily suspend his remarks.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—I think the
ordinary practice in the House has been,
where language has been used which the
Speaker has decided to be out of order,
to call upon the member to withdraw it,
and I submit that in this instance the
hon, gentleman should be called upon
to withdraw the language he has used.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—In 1873,
Mr. Huntington rose in his place in the
House of Commons and charged the
Government with a great deal more than
that. I have never learned since that
time that a member had not the right to
charge the Government with something
wrong.

Hon. MR ABBOTT—This is a
charge made merely in debate, involving
the personal honor of the Minister.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—TIt is not
the personal honor of the Minister. 1
said and repeat that the Minister of Jus-
tice, when he put that report before the
Senate had sufficient reason to doubt the
truthfulness of the report. He was not
asked to give it ; he volunteered it. Why
did he volunteer to give it? Just be-
cause I asked for another document
which showed the other way, and he
wished to show the opposite. I have
looked for the reasons why this was put
in the blue-book. It was, as I said, to
put a foot-note, a remark before certaint
documents, to throw discredit on them-
In other instances the Minister mixed up
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docume:nts not asked for—why, if not
deceive the public ?

thaftigm MR. ALLAN—TIt has been said
. Orporations have no souls. Whether
memsa)’mg 1s applicable to the Govern-
to m°1' not, I do not know. It seems
$pok € that if the hon. gentleman had
aveen of the Government, he might
N used the strongest words possible,
to say that an individual member of
guilt Ol;se or of the Government is
Certa}i’nlo fathering a glehberate lie, is
ence 1 }):, from the parliamentary experi-
and ave had, altogether out ot order
xentlsomethmg which I think thke hon.
b hEman, on reflection, will consider
Ught not to have been stated.

asé,‘?,’: Mr. BELLEROSE—The Min-
lueb Justice being responsible for the
im. OOIk, I made the charge against
chan f the House desires, let the
w.arge be made in the following words :
especei llovernme_ng, or some of them—
part ally the Minister from whose De-
ment that document came—had good

sufficient reason t
o doubt the truth-
fulness of the document.”

Hon, Mg,
that the hop,
-$Stitute that st

ABBOTT—-I understand
gentleman wishes to sub-
atement for the other, and

ord::,e no objection to it as a matter of
mgg:l. MRr. BELLEROSE—I substi-

of themt\that the Government or some
who is ut particularly the gentleman
at the head of the Department.

hon o Mr. HOWLAN—I think my
select o Will see that it is scarcely fair
and tg ¢}, ne Minister of the Government
im., | trho'w the whole onus ot this on
rous enoy l}l)lk the hon. member is chival-
ier, not tg » @s a Frenchman and a sol-
ition ¢ Odattack a man who isnotina
would beo efend himself. Sucha course
House n““JUSt to himself and to the
is cooler m am quite satisfied that in
wrony ments. he will sze that he

€ In pursuing it.

H
anim?::' éw R. BELLEROSE—I have no
Wembey 0‘;‘ tIhivsval-Ild ask this—has not a

ouse a right at any

time to rise in his place and charge the
head of a department with having done
something wrong ?

Hon. Mr. SCOTT—He has a perfect
right.

Hon. MR. BELLEROSE—That is
what I thought. If I supposed for a
moment it was not right, God knows I
would not do it. The hon. member
from Alberton thinks it is not chivalrous
to attack the Minister of Justice in his
absence, but I would remind him that
the Minister of Justice has not been chiv-
alrous in dealing with me. Did he not
say the party who had prophesied (that
is myself, since I had predicted in my
place here that there would be trouble),
was responsible for the outbreak, as I
will hereafter show by quoting from his
speech ?

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—That is a very
different thing from making a direct
charge of falsehood against a member of
the other Chamber.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I have
stated the truth and I caanot withdraw
it; but I bow to the decision of the
Chair. There must be an inquiry to
ascertain whether I have stated the truth
or not. This is the position T hold:
either I have stated something which is
without foundation, or the Government
is doing that which the hon. Leader of
the House himself says is an abomina-
tion. If T am allowed, though it is an
abomination, I will repeat that the Min-
ister had sufficiently good reasons to
have a doubt that the report was cor-
rect. I was present at the revolt, and
saw what passed, and the Minister knows
that I was there.  As I have explained,
I was sent for and urged to come, the
Warden having been shot and the con-
victs being complete masters of the situ-
ation. Mr. Laviolette must know every-
thing that took place before he was shot,
and I know what occurred after my
arrival there. If the House desires to
ascertain the truth concerning this occur-
rence let them call for a committee of
honest mien to investigate the matter
and I am prepared to appear before
them. However, though I believe I am
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right, I bow to the decision of the
Chair, being one of those who accepted
cheerfully the selection of the hon. mem-
ber from Niagara to fill the position of
Speaker. If he says I am wrong I sub-
mit to his decision—though I am sure I
am right.

Tue SPEAKER—I had good reason
for deciding that the hon. member was
out of order. One of the primary rules
of the Senate is that no member is per-
mitted to make taxing or unpleasant
speeches.

Hox. Mx. BELLEROSE—TI know,
and I approve of that rule.

Troe SPEAKER—It is well known
that the most guarded caution prevails
in this House in speaking of members of
the other Chamber. The gentleman
arraigned is a member of the other
House, more than that, a Minister of
the Crown. Now, there is a rule which
provides that no member of the Senate
is permitted to speak in terms of disre-
spect of a member of the other House,
which I think applies to this particular
case.

Ho~n. Mr. BELLEROSE—I accept
that.

THe SPEAKER--I have no doubt
the hon. gentleman was.carried away by
his subject, and probably said what per-
haps he would not have stated in a mo-
ment of more deliberation, but I repeat
that the language of the hon. gentleman
was violent and out of order. It is my
duty when appealed to—not otherwise,
because I hold a different position from
that of the Speaker of the other House,
a difficult position to some extent as my
hon. friend well knows—to point out to
the hon. gentleman that he was out of
order. The dignity of this House should
be maintained by every one of its mem-
bers, and while the rules of order are
not such as to enable the Speaker
promptly to interfere in any case, and
while he is reluctant to do so at any
time, he does not desire in any way to
overstep the authority given him. I
know that the hon. gentleman will, on
reflection, admit that scenes such as this

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

e S S - [S—

which has occurred to-night, tend to
bring this House into confusion and per-
haps into disrespect. I hope the hon.
gentleman will see that 1 was right in
deciding, on the question raised, that he
was out of order.

Hox~. MrR. BELLEROSE—Whatcver
I think of the Speaker’s ruling, and his
interpretation of the authorities he has
cited, I have no right to look into the
matter after his decision. I bow to his
Honor’s decision.

HoN. Mr. ABBOTT -1 understand
that my hon. friend withdrew the charge
in the form in which it was made, and
substituted for it another form, which,
though severe and I think objectionable,
is not out of order.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—1 have
already said, and I now repeat, that
though I stand by my assertions and
believe 1 have a right to charge the
Minister with such a dereliction of duty,
I submit to the Speaker’s decision, forced
as I am by the rules of the House to
do so. This is the best time to settle
the matter. How will the Speaker and
the leader of the House fix this discus-
sion for the reporter ?

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT-~The reporter
will, of course, report what has passed.

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE -1 accept
that, and 1 will continue.

CONCLUSICN.

1 have now given an answer to the
most mmportant attacks made upon me,
as also to many of the calumnious asser
tions made either against the late War-
den Mr. Laviolette, or against myself
by the Inspector, in the various docu-
ments contained in the blue book I am
now dealing with. It would, no doubt,
be quite useless to prolong my remarks
and contradict serzatim every one of the
vile statements contained in this book’
Those I have selected and given you
the history of, accompanied by refer-
ences to public documents, showing
the different principles on which the
Inspector, acting as Judge, based hi%
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?,‘:;’,‘3;“ when he had to deal with a
el and what he did when he had to
dislikwuh a party for whom he had a
the la% must have convinced you that
maki e Wardep was quite justified in
againng the various charges he has laid
i st the Insgectgr before, during and
ce the Investigation of 1884.
how?: doubt, hon, gentlemen, you are
on g Olé\_lmced‘that in the position I took
tentiae ifficulties of our provincial peni-
late V{fy’ as well as in the defence of its
nothinarden’ I did what was right and
repres 8 more than my duty as an honest
e Ient)atlve of the people. Yet, how
has cen treated? The Inspector
ot cen authorl;ed—l am bound to say,
to mlfeen authorized by his chief officer
jure me by all kinds of calumnies.
ee al(ljmster of Justicg himself _has set
when 1 ixample to his subordinates—
mean ed ad the cwurage to utter such a
taineda'n vile calumny as the one con-
nd inm the follownpg words, which I
om a speech of his pronounced in the
“ImODS on the 3rst May, 1886 :
extenfsifﬁg“iy that political feeling to some
Sgement of t';]teerferegi with the proper man-
!nc“nedtot,}]i km}sltltutlon. I am strongly
influen ces havg s however, that thg olitical
® come from the outside rather
§ te.le)e inside. I think he (the War-
g misledn'bm stzlmp extent, at least . .
Qualified 1q giveyag vice from persons not
Confidence ;5 e vice, and that he has put
in relation 1 R rsons who prophesied evil
a0d did he;r b ¢ Present management there
good.”* 8t 10 make their prophecies

OIvgﬁ,dma few weeks before- warned the
s°methinem that unless they would do
ifﬁCultieg to Prevent the evil which the
ey WOu'lsdm the. prison were preparing,

ow, et CTtainly regret it,
gTOUnd’tznher the Minister had good
Upon a o mbake such an injurious attack
his bacy mber of Parliament and behind
case, aft,er0; he had none. 1In the first
2 Most geqr a‘flng;.pledg.ed his honor that
€ inte t(}:1 Ing Investigation would be
after he had ;3 Causes of the revolt, and
e, yrhy i aid such a charge against
deem prg s he obstinately refuse to re-
ence he :’Crd and give whatever evi-
Charge » ould find 'in support of his
) O with (;3 Was bound in honor to do
DEither the faw the charge. He did
RO groun d ;)ne nor the other. If he had
» Lleave it to you, hon. gentle-

men, to qualify such a contemptible act.
Having asked for this enquiry day after
day, I am fully justified in saying that—

“It was dishonorable on the part of the
Minister to bring forward against 8 member

of Parliament such a serious charge, which
he is unable to prove, and »

The investigation I asked for was a
natural consequence of the revolt. It
commended itself to the common sense
of every honest man. Why, in every case
where something extraordinary happens
in such institutions, an enquiry is
ordered, even in the case of a single
escape. Yet after such a sad event as
the revolt, nothing was done to find out
what was at the bottom. Why was noth-
ing done?  “ Because,” answers the
good Inspector at page 310 of the blue
book, “the Coroners investigation was
considered sufficient.” Not so, gentle-
men, quite the contrary, the Coroners
Jury having sufficient evidence to report
on the death of the convict shot dead,
stopped their proceedings, gave their
verdict and recommended that a minute
investigation be made in the following
words :—

¢ Considering the evidence given by
Guard Bostock, who s'ates that he heard 1t
spoken, and that he then believed in a rising
of convicte, and that he reported the facts to
the authorities of the Penitentiary on the
Thursday preceding the day the revolt broke
out. The Coroners Jury in the investigation
ag to the death of convict Corrineau, having
given their verdict, particularly recom-
mends :

That a minute investigation be made into
the details of the revolt, so that the respon-
sibility may be put on the proper man.”

A few days after, on the 31st May,
the Minister of Justice stated in the
Commons, as I have already read from
his speech :

“ There was an investigation in the ordin-
ary course of justice by the Coroners in-
quest, and eubsequently there was an in-
vestigation madeby the Inspector. I may
call that a preliminary investigation, be-
cause it is not intended that it should be a
finalone. . . . . Idostand commit-
ted as the head of the Department to having -
a full and thorough .nvestigation.”

Where is the truth ?

Who is the party trying to deceive
both Parliament and the public? What
do all the contradictions I have referred
to, and given evidence of, show ?
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Is it a good case that has to be sus-
tained by such means?

All these efforts to prevent a thorough
enquiry into all the difficulties of this
prison, are certainly most extraordinary.
The trouble the Inspector took day
after day to show that it was not at all
necessary is also a very strange thing.
It seems to me that in looking at this
question from its natural point of view ;
one cannot come to any other conclusion
than that the Inspector has shown
himself to be quite iInterested in diver-
ting it. This official having the super-
intendance and the control of all such
institutions, it seems to me that, con-
vinced, as he admits in his reports he
was, that this particular one did not
work well, he should have been the very
first one to ask that some means be
adopted to find out the primary cause,
of the mischief. But no, quite the con-
trary, the blue book shows that this
official has been at work for some years
past to prevent such a course being
adopted. The Government and their
Inspector have not been, I admit frankly,
the only ones who have worked in this
direction, others have followed their bad
example. At the time of the revolt, the
Deputy Warden’s brother, A. Ouimet,
Esq. M. P. for Laval, was a substitute
to the Attorney General for criminal
proceedings in the district of Montreal
wherein this Penitentiary is situated. At
the first term of the Criminal Court
which was held a short time after the
revolt, this gentleman took immediate
steps as crown prosecutor to have those
convicts who had risen 1n arms against
the authorities of the Penitentiary, tried
and sentenced. In vain did those poor
men ask for time, and that Warden
Laviolette be heard as a witness, on
their side. In vain did Viau declare
that he could not defend himself
without the evidence of the Warden
who then lay on his bed of suffering,
and was declared by the surgeons at-
tending him incapable of giving evidence
even in his bed-room. Those convicts
assured the Court that they were not the
most guilty parties—that there were two
parties in the prison, the Warden’s and
the Deputy Warden’s party. *This
man,” said a convict in open court—
pointing out an official of the prison—

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE.

“ this man is the cause of the revolt, etc.,
etc.” Convict Viau’s trial having been
called, Mr, St. Pierre, advocate, who ap-
peared for him, objected to his client
being then tried, stating that it had been
understood the previous day that his
case would not come on the next day.
Crown Prosecutor Quimet answered that
he had made known the fact to Mr. St
Pierre. The Court decided it was too
late to take such an exception, that a
jury had been sworn in and the case
had to go on. Mr. St. Pierre left the
court and the prisoner was left without a
defender. He was sentenced to twenty-
five years seclusion in the Penitentiary.

Why such haste in dealing with those
convicts? They had to be kept
in the Penitentiary for some years
under ! a previous sentence, so that
their trial for rebellion could be
postponed without any injury to them,
while in dealing with their case during
this first term of the Court after their
offence, it delayed the trial of other
parties outside the Penitentiary who
were under other criminal charges, and
against whom a true bill had been re-
turned by the Grand Jurors, but who
still might be—as some were—acquitted
on their trial. Yet, on account of the
time taken for the trial of those con-
victs, they had to be kept in gaol or
under bail until their trial had taken
place. The course followed did an
injury to both sides.

There is evidently something very
extraordinary about all these troubles. It
seems that the Government, their Inspec-
tor, and some of their friends were
terribly afraid of going into a minute an
searching investigation that might dis-
cover what was at the bottom of all these
difficulties this prison was laboring under.
It is evident that every circumstance
which led to an enquiry was diverted, s0
that nothing should be brought to light
I leave to you, hon. gentlemen, to ap~
preciate all the facts and all the circum-
stances I have revealed to you. I leave
you to draw from them an honest an
conscientious conclusion. For my part
I have already done so. You are re
sponsible to God and man, as well aS_I
am, for the performing of your duty 18
this respect, as well as in other parts ©!
the administration of public affairs.
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feel T have done my duty. You, no

doubyt, wij
i your hl;ngg yours. Ileave the matter

.ggri- MR. ABBOTT—My hon.
meot In this speech, or factum, or argu-
it 2 Or whatever he may please to call

» appears to have dealt with three
py e.lse&t)s to which, I understand, the

B the g which he now puts me applies.
qang rst place he has dealt with the
Oﬂicerss’ }ntngues and squabbles of the
de Paulo the Penitentiary St. Vincent
victs of i, I might say also of the con-
gentle at Penitentiary, since the hon.
may man hqs quoted to us on a great
opingfonoccasxons the sentiments and
o cersstf the convicts on what the

. tho that institution were doing.

e cor g second place he has dealf with

rtin iU(l':lt' of Inspector Moylan in in-
we b egarg IS report a foot note which

istes fof last session, speaking in

In gfd ul terms of my hon. friend.
Ministes tl;u-d place, he has attacked the
ence 1o t(})n ]usn_ce_, not only with refer-

s D € administration of the affairs
with verepartmen.t, but by charging him

s o Y gross misconduct—even taking

. S¢cond  statement of the charge

against the Mini
: Inister, as th i
i tha debate. s e one involved

I‘hos:gwélithh.reference to the first of
nspectoscusswus, the conduct of this

iary am;’ %f the officers of the Peniten-
liary' 1 the convicts of the Peniten-
Mini’sterw}?md merely say this : that the
e though as made such an enquiry as

asa deg t just and right into the facts
tived axt)artmenta_l_matter. He has ar-
decision b 2 decision on it, and that
iamen ana;is been communicated to Par-
peren has been acted upon ; and,

Just ‘beep, Vleq by the report which has
enitentiar ad before the House, the

: CVerytg' 1s !)exng carefully managed,
i In req Ingis quiet and orderly about
PEct of those charges, as to the

detaj]
eir ;::r:];f conduct of the officers, and
Crefore no: With my hon. friend it is

€hmen 5 the intention of the Gov-
Steps whatevl;lfsent to take any further
Oonvictsreoga'd to the sentiments of the
their Sneern the questions in dispute,
s of th: at and criticisms of the ac-
officers of the penitentiary ;

their regrets at the neglect to enforce the
rule of the institution that a man should
not be allowed to enter it smelling of
liquor ; and the very numerous allusions
to them and their opinions, of which my
hon. friend cla’ms so intimate a know-
ledge neither, the Government, nor I
hope anybody else, will take any notice
of them, and I am very sorry that such
statements should find a place upon the
pages of the official report of our debates
in this House.

With regard to the second point which
my hon. friend asks about, that is to say,
the intentions of the Government in re-
spect of the foot note which has been
placed by Mr. Moylan in his report; I
have to say, as I said last session, that it
was a most improper thing for Mr. Moy-
lan to do—that he had no right, author-
ity, justification or excuse, for adding
such a foot note to a public report ; that
the Government reprobated it very
strongly and as I stated last session,
immediately on their attention being
called to it, they had reprimanded Mr.
Moylan severely, and were considering

what further step they should take
with regard to it.  They also or-
dered immediately the remainder

of the volumes containing this report
to he withdrawn from circulation, so that
after their attention was called to this
footnote, no more of those reports were
distributed. The Minister apologised to
my hon. friend in person for the in-
adevertent admission of this foot note, in
addition to the public apology which
I made in the House on the subject.
The further investigation of the matter
led to this further punishment of the
Inspector: he was entitled to an
increase of $z00 in his salary, which in-
crease was withdrawn, and he was notified
that he would not receive it and the
reason fcr its being withheld. The only
further step that the Government could
bave taken with regard to him was to
dismiss him ; but the offence was not
considered of so grave a character as to
justify the Government in throwing this
man on the world. They therefore ab-
stained from that extreme measure of
vindication of the honor of the Senate,
and I am in hopes that the House will
concur with the Government in thinking
that this man has been sufficiently pun-
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ished for his misconduct, which was
more a gross breach of decorum, than
conduct which could be considered,
criminal.

Now, with regard to the third point of
my hon. friend’s address, and to the
manner in which he thought proper to
villify my hon. colleague, the Minister of
-Justice, I can only regret extremely that
that gentleman is not here to answer for
himself. If he were, I know that he
would make such a reply to the malignant
slanders cast upon him, as would be at
once effectual and conclusive. That I
cannot do, for I know nothing of the
circumstances. I perceive that there
has been a degree of exasperation, pro-
duced by constant squabbles and quar-
rels, prevailing amongst these guardians,
jailers, officials and others, including the
hon. gentleman, about the affairs of this
Penitentiary ; and that this feeling has
been increasing, apparently, for the last
three or four years ; and this exaspera-
tion seems to have culminated in the
insertion of this foot-note of Mr Moylan,
and now in the extraordinary effusion to
which we have listened these two days.
It was very improper, as I said before,
and I do not excuse it : but, in view of
all the facts, I do not think, the Govern-
ment do not think, and I hope the
Senate will not think, that this man
should have been discharged from his
employment and thrown upon the world
in consequence of that indiscretion,
however grave it should be considered.

But as to the statements which the
hon. gentleman has made respecting the
Minister of Justice, I venture to say this
in his absence : that in so far as the hon.
Senator imputes to him any personal
dishonor, dishonesty, misconduct, or
conduct unbecoming a gentleman, 1 say
the imputation is utterly unfounded in
fact—that neither the hon. Senator, nor
any one else, can sustain, or has any
grounds for making, such a charge
against my hon. colleague ; and that I
and everyone who knows him, including,
I venture to say, the great majority of
this House and of the country, will feel
such implicit confidence in his honor, as
to disregard and disbelieve any such
imputations as have been cast upon it by
the hon. gentleman from Delanaudiere.

I think I have answered my hon.
friend’s question.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE —1 beg to
say to the hon. Minister, that as to the
personal apology said to have been made
by the Minister of Justice, there has
never been an apology. The only thing
which the Minister said to me when I
went to his office was that the act of the
Inspector was a disgrace to that official,
that he had never heard of it, and
that the footnote was put there by Mr.
Moylan and that he had never seen it:
and he sent for my original letter to
show that there were no notes on it and
the Inspector must have written it on
the copy sent to the printer. If that is
what is called an apology, it would not
be considered one in my language.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT- -Yes, that is an
apology.

Ho~. Mgr. BELLEROSE-In the
language of my countrymen it is not an
apology. When one is assaulted before
the public it is no apology to go into 2
dark room and apologise there? Did
the hon. Minister apologise even once
for that man in Parliament ?

Ho~N. Mr. ABBOTT—VYes. My hon.
friend asks the question and 1 desire to
answer it.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE-—Never
mind now. On Friday last what did 1
state in this House? 1 said I would
speak on the Address on this question,
because 1 did not know of anything that
the Government had done since last
session which would be an excuse for
my not going further and I am forced by
the Government to vindicate myself
from the insults of Inspector Moylan-
When did any member of the Govern-
ment rise in his place and inform the
House that $200 had been taken off the
salary of Inspector Moylan, or who
knew that he had been punished in that
or in any other way ?

Hon. I
knew it.

Mr. KAULBACH--Yes,

Hox. Mr. BELLEROSE—It may
be known privately, but it has not beett
made known to the public. It is a verJ
mild reprimand to say that no man ca®
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€xcuse My M ..
. Moylan’
baq thing, ylan’s act, that it is a very

and that an apology ought to
t: :;::de ; but let that apology be given
that thgug)hc. The hon. Minister says
cireglo lue book was withdrawn from
the ation after attention was called to
on 00t mnote in the report ; but the
every SS0tleman  will remember that
his comember of Parliament had got
been PY and hundreds of them had
. Istributed throughout the Domin-
orrt:gret t? say that the statement
to : Rentleman is not accordin
mefriltcsts' fIf he will look into the docug—
they hO’ the session he will see that
order Oatl_‘ehbeex} printed again by the
never ordt € Minister. The Committee
ocume ered it to be published in the
as the Dts ; the Minister ordered them
ore {hi;re there. But the Minister did
in ordor ?h that.  Far from apologising,
¢ mage at my own countrymen might
ot aware of Mr. Moylan’s opinion
lateq ime %fdered the book to be trans-
o receso rench and published during
is the kins(i Is that an apology ? If that
Ment po of apology which the Govern-
teman 1 es, I'must tell the hon. gen-
Would o a:) amongst my countrymen it
ave alv?t € considered an apology. 1
an hOnor?i)Sl heard that the Minister was
and if | b € man ; what I said is there,
ecision ofad not been forced by the
woulq not the Speaker to withdraw it 1
take gop have done 50 ; but I may
Positign € other means to defend my
efore Pa:;‘nd bring the matter again
Bentleman 1ament, for I beheve that any
nate In t}}e Commons or in the
ch 3y 1ise in his place and make a

al‘ge a
£, galnst the (; \
T an enquiry, sovernment and ask

of £he h

Ho
0 3 qz.es?im' ABBOTT—1 rise again
that g}y, 20" Of order. I do not think
'Mple answer which I gave has
| :g:_?:smg tomy hon. friend to
Linister ¢ of invectives against the
ksxscussion o ustice or recommence his

refen, € qUestions to which this

h e
8iven any
Tehew hig

but - MR BE o
Ut my statementL ,I;I:}Iég SE—I submit ;

ON.
Angwer th;\:& ABBOTT—I want to
€ remarks of my hon. friend.

He says no public apology was given. I
find in the official report of the Debates
of last Session that I spoke as follows
when my attention was called to this
matter on the second occasion :—

¢ I brought the matter more especially
under the notice of the Minister of Justice in:
whose Department this officer is, and I can
assure the House that my colleagues feel as
warinly ae this House can do, the gross im-
propriety that has been committed by the
official, inserting this note in the report
without the authority of his superior officer,
and in contempt of this House. I may say
that he has rece’ved a very severe repri-
mand and steps have been taken to mark
the sense of the Government in another way,
and it is now under consideration what
further steps will be taken on the subject.”

That was my remark on the 14th of
June last, to be found on page 377 of the
official report of our debates. The
House adjourned on the 23rd of June,
so that there was not time to decide and
communicate to the Senate what further
punishment the Government were dis-
posed to inflict upon the Inspector of
Penitentiaries, but I do not think that
any stronger language could have been

used as to what the Government
thought of the conduct of that
officia. My hon. friend complains
that he did not know that Mr.

Moylan was punished by the taking of
$200 from his salary—in reality degrad-
ing his position. The House is only a
few days in session, and this discussion
has come up as one of the first things
before it, and I do not know what earlier
occasion my hon. friend could expect us
to take to announce to the House what
the Government has done in this matter,
in addition to that which was announced
at the end of last session. My hon.
friend also states, with regard to those
reports, that I am misinformed and that
I do not know. I do not pretend to say
that what I state is infallible, but I give
my authority for it. The gentlemen in
charge of the records of this House,when
I applied to him for a copy of this blue-
book, on my hon. friend first giving notice
of his intention to call attention to it,
informed me that it was impossible to get
the book, as it had been withdrawn, but
that he would send me one confiden-
tially, which he had under his private
seal. I wrote him to know exactly what
had occurred, and he then told me that
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immediately after the discussion in this
House last session, the Minister had sent
over to his Department, and had caused
every book to be gathered up and taken
away, and no reports were afterwards
issued. I do not see how the Minister
could have abstained from causing the
book to be translated. Itisa part of the
rules of the House—part of the constitu-
tion, that the reports published in one
language shall be published also in the
other. I do not know how far the French
copy was circulated, and unless my hon.
friend makes a substantive statement to
that effect, I doubt if it went further
than each member of Parliament getting
a copy.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—T accept
what the hon. gentleman says, but when
the Minister had caused the books to be
brought to his office, why did he order
that the same books should be printed
in the Sessional papers to be spread over
the whole country during the recess, and
why did he not give orders that that
portion of the book, which was his pro-
perty, should not be translated into
French ? Then as to the reduction of
the Inspector’s salary, if the Minister
had been willing to show me that he
disapproved of Mr. Moylan’s conduct,
he could have written to me that the In-
spector had been punished and what the
punishment was. At all events, he led
the public to believe that I am a very
mean man, and I believe that heisa
very respectable man.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—Does my hon.
friend allude to me ?

Hon Mr. BELLEROSE—No, I do
not. As to the $200 reduction in the
Inspector’s salary I have only heard of
it recently. The hon. gentleman only
knows what he is told, but I know what
I have seen and heard, and I am ready
to stand by it, even with the Minister
trying to deceive the House.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT—I must rise to
a question of order.

Hon. MrR. BELLEROSE—Then take
my words down and there will be an en-
quiry into my statements. Take my

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT.

—

words, Mr. Clerk ! This time I am with
the leader of the House. !!

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—I have not
taken exception to any words of my hon.
friend—not lately at least. I simply
object as a matter of order to my hon.
friend getting up so often to address the
House. I understand that the ordinary
rule of debate is that an hon. gentleman
makes his speech, he is answered, and
then the mover is entitled to reply, after
which the debate closes.

Hon. Mr. BELLEROSE—I began,
you answered and I replied.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT—The hon. gen-
tleman spoke three times, made three
assertions of fact, which I asked leave of
the House to explain, and the House
allowed me to do so, but that is not de
bate, and I submit my hon. friend is out
of order.

Hon. MrR. BELLEROSE—The hon-
gentleman spoke also three times, SO
that having the reply I have a right to
speak four times. Nevertheless,
submit.

The Senate adjourned at 9.35 p.m-

THE SENATE.
Ottawa, Friday, March 2nd, 1888.

THE SPEAKER took the chair #
3 p. m

Prayers and routine proceedings.
AN ADJOURNMENT.
" MOTION.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE moved

That when the House adjourns to-dsy: g
do stand adjourned until Tuesday, 20t®
March, at half-past eignt o’clock in
evening.

Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—It appears
me that an adjournment for so long ’
period would be inconvenient.
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:"e“;%s_oabout the end of March and if
Om'sellv eum until the 2o0th, we would find
anothers on our return on the eve of
Sufficient :_d)oumment, thhout_ having
might b Ime to attend to business that
journ u::)t?ln the paper. We _might ad-
serious til Tuesday week, without any
using, Interference with the public
enoy hs’ and we would have time
migh% to attend to any business that

come up to us before the Easter

holiga:
¥s. I would »
the 13th for the 2°tlslt.lggest to substitute

Cugglﬂt’-hglk. DICKEY—I entirely con-
is mowt, Teasons given for objecting to
am glag « 1:1 In 1its present form, and I
25 at Jaot at the Leader of the House
matter a; ta}llken the responsibility in this
Upon hig, ich I think properly devolves
venient It has become a most incon-
te me D{):;cnce In this House that pri-
ward thén Is are allowed to bring for-
of the S€ motions affecting the business
to the Louse ; the duty properly belongs
X eader and to the Government,
rown znreSpqns[bl.lity should not be
Posing b ﬁny mdx.wdual member of pro-
the Housc ban adjournment, nor should
Motions ﬁ 1e subject to these repeated
Sponsit tless they come from the re-
ong ad'e Leader of the Senate. The
ha eégurnment of nearly three weeks
represmtatproposed In order to enable
080 how lvg.s of the Maritime Provinces
for theiy % but there is no consideration
Bt bae return in time. They could not
left home .€re on Tuesday unless they
vious o In the latter part of the pre-
before 1, W They could not reach here
Maineq :t hednesday sitting if they re-
tamer of th_Ome over Sunday. The
Simply gp 1S resolution had in view
from nte' Convenience of members
time mem:;)no' and Quebec. The Mari-
€T, not beierb are overborne in this mat-
take whyae g In the majority, and must
no congig Ver Is given them. Certainly
10 the e €ration has ever been extended
bers, nvenience of the Maritime mem-
be for 5 gestould not this adjournment
am Perfect] €X, and in computing that I
. un}t’_lm]]mg to let the adjourn-
si‘mh'{onday the 12th, That
and g tl[:'y an adjournment for a
We she 1s Stage of the Session I
uld not object to it, though

Woulq

Week
thin}

I should infinitely prefer to have no ad-
journment at all. Within twenty-four
hours a member of the Government in
the other House declined to fix Wednes-
day for the consideration of an import-
ant motion relating to the Combine, on
the ground that even that day he was not
sure of, and he might have to take it for
the purpose of laying before the House
the protocols of the Fisheries Treaty. It
is at such an important time as this that
we are asked to suspend our functions
and go home for more than a fortnight.
I think in all fairness that my suggestion
ought to be accepted as a compromise,
and even in doing that I feel we are plac-
ing ourselves in a most invidious position
before the public and at the same time
perhaps exposing ourselves to a charge
of neglecting our duty in important
public matters which should come before
us in the meantime. Will the hon. gentle-
man substitute Monday, the 1zth, for
Tuesday, the zoth March ?

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—My hon.
friend and I differ a little in our appre-
ciation of the position of these motions
for adjournment. The Government do
not want to adjourn the House. They
have no desire to dispense with the
valuable services of the Senate. It is the
members of the Senate themselves, as 1
understand it, that desire an adjourn-
ment. When any member of the Senate
moves for an adjournment, then the
Government take the responsibility and
I am prepared to assume the responsi-
bility of expressing an opinion, subject
to the opinion of the House, as to how
far the adjournment asked for is con-
sistent with the effective carrying on of
the public business. That I think is the
proper position : it is not tor the Govern-
ment in this House to initiate adjourn-
ments. I do not think it has ever been
done, and I do not feel disposed to
inaugurate that proceeding myself. My
hon friend from Ambherst gives this
matter more importance than it deserves
when he speaks of an adjournment until
Tuesday, the 13th, asa sort of oppression
of the minority by the majority. I under-
stoad that scarcely any member from the
Maritime Provinces would go home for so
short an adjournment as I was willing to
recommend to the House, and the ques-
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tion was considered with reference to
those who would probably go home, and
it was understood that probably none or
very few would go who had further to
travel than the boundaries of Quebec or
Ontario. But my hon. friend, in making
his suggestion, is reversing the order of
things with a vengeance : he is proposing
that the majority shall be governed by
the minority, which is worse than a
minority being subject to a majority. If
any number of members from the Mari-
time Provinces desire to avail themselves
of this adjournment I see no objection
to extending it until Wednesday : that
would be better than putting hon. mem-
bers from Ontario and Quebec to tha
inconvenience of leaving home on Satur-
day in order to be here for Monday.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE-—I have never
seen an adjournment of this House take
place without due consideration for the
convenience of members from the Mari-
time Provinces. I do not know any
rule of the House which will prevent a
member making a motion if he wants to
doso. I am willing 10 accept the sug-
gestion of the Leader of the House and
substitute the 13th for the 2oth.

Hon. Mr. HAYTHORNE—I am
altogether opposed to these adjourn-
ments on the ground that they are de-
rogatory to the position of the Senate in
the country. They give rise to attacks
upon the character of this House. I
believe those attacks are groundless, but
%0 adjourn for the long period suggested
is to give to those who object to the
Senate a real ground on which to base
their objection. The grounds now alleged
are almost purelyimaginary,but to repudi-
ate our obligation to proceed with the
public business at this time of the ses-
sion, and particularly with an important
Treaty to be laid before Parliament
shortly, T think would be most in-
judicious. Moreover there are other
descriptions of business which will be at
astandstill if this adjournment is granted.
The Committee moved for by the hon.
member from Barrie, and organized this
morning, will be unable to proceed with
its business until the House resumes.
Thesc are tangible objections, altogether
drrespective of the convenience of mem-

Hon, Mr. ABBQTT.

bers. I have always objected to these
adjournments and I have heard nothing
to reconciie me to them.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—The Leader of
the House takes issue with me as to his
duty to move for these adjournments. I
would call his attention to the fact that
the other day the leader of the new Gov-
ernment in Manitoba, Mr. Greenway
took the responsibility himselt of moving
an adjournment of the House for a con-
siderable period.

Hon. MRr. ABBOTT—Surely my
hon. friend must see the difference be-
tween that case and this, Mr. Greenway
declared that important public business
required the presence of himself and
some of his colleagues at Ottawa, and
therefore he asked the House to adjourn
to enable him to attend to official busi-
ness. In this case, the adjournment was
asked for by the hon. member from
Alma for the convenience of members.

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH—The ad-
journment can only be asked for on the
ground that we have nothing to do. But
the House has been busy since the
opening of the session and a great deal
of work which is usually done in the
early part of the session has been delay-
ed because of the uncertainty whether
the Senate would adjourn or not. I
know some important business was to
have come before a Comuaittee, of which
I am a member, to-day, butin conse-
quence of this anticipated adjournment
it has been postponed for an indefinite
time. I am sure there is business
demanding the attention of the Senate
if we would only look after it.

Hox~. Mr. DEBOUCHERVILLE—
I differ from my hon. friend from
Amherst on the point which he has
raised. He thinks the Government
ought to take the responsibility and lead
this House as it does the House ©
Commons. There is a great difference
between the two. In the House ©
Commons, if the Government cannot
lead it must resign ; but in this House
we are more independent and the
Government may exist without having
the support of the majority. Some years
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a X . .
ga(:ia Go\ern{nept was in power which
Tl-l.mt a majority in this House.
¢ motion was amended by inserting

ant(};lrteenth ” instead of “ twentieth,”
agreed to.

THE INTERCOLONIAL RATLWAY

INQUIRY.
Hon, Mg ODELL, rose to :

L4}
Hong:};{)lthe attention of the House and the
e acti e t{he Leaer of the Government to
o man: Of certain persons connected with
ay "migement. ot the Intercolonial Rail-
asenge ns], by whose directions the
g;th ings“rs eaving Halifax on Monday, the
and uppes Were, in an arbitrary, summary
Pu“mancessary manuer ejected from their
Loup on O}rl sleeﬁmg carriage at River du
Provision ‘: € 28th, without any suitable
odation aving been made for their acom-
I~ on their Journey thence to Mont-
‘l‘lin’ - acc.ldent. having occurred to the
carriage, in which they held their

Sealg a h
road.” nd no obstructions existing on the

lheHI?I galdﬁl desire briefly to explain to
Rotic USe my reasons for putting this
Dassenon the paper. Having been a
it ma, ggr on the train to which I allude,
matte); ;3 Supposed that this is a personal
m altogether. I disclaim that. What
gers gegmg now is on behalf of passen-
into thi erally whom I told when we got
Some es difficulty that I would require
Simp] xElamatxon of it. The facts are
Persoﬂ these : T, with some eight or nine
. ebruasr left Halifax on the 27th of
and helc{. We all had paid our fares
was 1o our tickets in the Pullman which
e d “”} from Halifax to Montreal.
good ar)l’d“fis very fine, the road very
any I;in‘ We met with no accident of
9, either to the train or to the

w

Carrig '
car ip etln “hIQh we were or to any other
arriva) 5 € train.  Shortly before our

Came tviere du Loup the conductor
sha]) h:?v:? and said: “Gentlemen, I

arriva] oask you to leave this carriage
iNquireq }ilt Riviere du Loup.” We
Signed yae but the only reason as-
hag beens that a telegraphic dispatch
tendeng o, noccived, asking the superin-
Coulq make viere du Loup whether he
Passengers }?rmngemcnts whereby the
and a5y its ould leave that Pullman
PHSSenger "to be appropriated by the
Montre,ls Who were on their way from

“tothe cast. We objected to

this, and I suggested to a number of my
fellow passengers that we should refuse to
leave the car and take whatever
consequences might ensue. 1 am
very sorry that I did not remain in
the car, for had 1 known anything
of the proposed adjournment I
couid have spent a few more days at
home. We were then assured that if we
would consent to leave the Pullman and
take an ordinary carriage from Riviere
du Loup to Point Levis we would there
meet a Pullman ready to take us on to
Montreal. On remonstrating, the super-
intendent said “ Gentlemen I can do
nothing ; there are my orders and I have
to obey them.” One could not very well
answer that. The person in charge at
Riviere du Loup was absent at Point
Levis and the one to whom I spoke had
been left in charge. We discussed this
matter, and I was one of those who
went as a sort of deputation to him.
When we found that he could do noth-
ing we debated the matter a little and
then we thought as we were assured that
there would be a Pullman at Point Levis
to meet us, it would be rather like the
dog in the manger if we were to refuse
to run from Riviere du Loup to Point
Levis, and we reluctantly consented.
When we left the office at Riviere du
Loup, the first thing we heard was “ all
on board for Quebec,” and had to rush
down to our Pullman. We found it de-
tached from the train and we had to get
such small things as we had with us there
and immediatcly take an ordinary carri-
age on the train. We were put into
what I think was a miserable carriage,
very dirty and heated with a stove at
each end to such a degree that the air
was foul and vitiated. We had no
choice : we had to take that and go on
to Point Levis.

We arrived there that night, and I im-
mediately went to the office to see the
Superintendent and ascertain about our
Pullman, in preference to goingas some
passengers did, directly up to the hotel
and getting my tea. 1 could not find
anyone in the office, and it being dark,
it was difficult to find the Superintendent
who was on the platform, but I found
him on the platform and T asked if the
Pullman was ready to take us on to
Montreal. He looked rather surprised
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at my question and said, “Pullman ! why
there is no Pullman.” I said there must
be one. He said he did not know—that
he would enquire if there was one in the
yard. He then found somebody I sup-
pose who had charge of the yard, and he
said, “ No, there is no Pullman.” I said,
“ There must be one, for we were assured
that it would be here for us, and I under-
stood from the conductor that something
had gone wrong with the wheels of the
Pullman which had left Montreal for
Halifax, and that it would be repaired
and made ready to take us on,” and re-
peated, “ The Pullman must be here.”
On further enquiry I found that the
Pullman (which I was told was the “Am-
herst,” belonging to the Intercolonial
Railway), had come down there, on the
way from Montreal to Halifax, and on
reaching Point Levis, four wheels were
discovered to be out of order. I said it
was a very extraordinary thing, and I
think still, that if that Pullman had
been in proper condition when it left
Montreal, without any accident happen-
ing, the road bed in perfect orcer, four
wheels could not have been damaged in
that distance under the circumstances,
1 therefore inferred, and 1 think I am
right in drawing the inference, that that
Puliman was not in proper condition
when it left Montreal en route to Hali-
fax, otherwise this difficulty would not
have occurred, The telegram, I under-
stand, came first from Halifax or some-
where in that neighborhood. It was
sent to the operator at Riviere du Loup,
the person there in charge not being the
principal, who was absent at Point Levis,
sent to that station asking the principal
whether he should make this change and
whether we should have to leave the
Pullman, His answer was * Yes, the
change was to be made.” He being at
Point Levis at the time, I contend it was
his duty before he answered ‘ Yes” to
have ascertained distinctly what arrange-
ments could be made and whether the
intimation that was sent to us thata
Pullman would be ready, would be fairly
and fully carried out. Instead of which,
as I have said, when we arrived there
was no Pullman whatever to take us on,
and we had to continue our journey in
an ordinary carriage. When I found
this was the case I thought that my best

Hon. Mr. ODELL

course was to see immediately what sort
of a seat I could get in that carriage.
When I got into it, I found all the best
seats occupied by persons on their way
westward. At last I found that there
was nothing for it but to take a seat im-
mediately over the trucks, and I had te
turn the seats fore and aft to make a
place where I could possibly stretch my
legs. Had I not done so I should not
even have had that accommodation. A
number of my fellow passengers went up
to the hotel to get their tea and when
they came back there was no room
for them. A carriage was then attach-
ed, and they were put into it and
they were carried in that for
a short distance—I cannot state exactly
how far—when that was detached, and
they were all again shown into the car-
riage that I was in, and in this way 1 may
say 1 was curled up like a dog on a mat,
shaken with the trucks, and disturbed
with way passengers coming in and out,
and a great deal of noise, both of con-
versation and squalling children, and in
that way we had to make our journey
from Riviere du Loup to Point Levis

Hon. Mr. DEVER—You mean you
travelled all night without a Pullman.

Hon. Mr. ODELL—Yes.

Hon. Mr. MILLER — You mean
from Point Levis to Montreal.

Hon. Mr. ODELL—Yes, at night.
We had to leave our Pullman at Riviere
du Loup; so that we were absolutely
from Riviere du Loup to Montreal
without a Pullman.

Hon. Mr. DEVER—It would not
have been so bad in daytime as at night.

Ho~n. Mr. ODELL—What I want to
get at is this: by what right are passen-
gers ejected from their carriage, whether
Pullman or not, when no accident what-
ever had happened, and everything was
smooth and in good order? We had
our tickets—1I possess mine at the pres-
ent moment, which I contendis 8
contract between myself and the Inter-
colonial Railway that guaranteed me 3
through passage to Montreal, and that
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o
enstrac:t Wwas broken, and there ought to
Ome remedy for it,

Ho

back N. Mr. DEVER—Did you get

Your money ?

Hox. Mr. op i
ino . ELL—With regard to
tg}(:;ttmg back the money, I will explain

some 15@ conductor came round with
Passen e;DS hand suggested that the
an tal%e fhs ould Blve up their tickets
them he e slips whlqh would enable
makin Teafter some time or other, by
SOmetimapphcauoq somewhere or other
s°metimes he said to Moncton and
woulg :S somewhere else, and if they
might f?ept some trifling sum they
ion, g‘% hlf In that way as a compensa-
“No, | (leln he came to me, I said
hold ;bar’l not give you my ticket ; I
and as a contract between myself
and wglver has charge of the road,
i1 do ; anot accept that slip, becaqse
you by am mgkmg a compromise with
take why ccepting it, and will have to
would l;:ver you choose to give me.”
still, vy ?)t accept ; I hold my ticket
artiveq gt ﬁd to submit to this until we
lies am ontreal. Where the blame
in COncluH‘Ot Prepared to say, but I wish
the GSIOn to ask a question or two
will perm;)tvemment which I hope they
give me a me to do, and that they will
Questio, | Sa.ltlsfactory answer. My first
ations 01_5 ¢ whether there are any regu-
0 haye f}:iles by which passengers
tickets fop o0 their fares and hold their
oute on th ullman or other carriages en
be requirede Intercolonial Railway, can
g at lo leave them before arriv-
to €Ir  destination when no
" Injury whatever has occurred
theire train or to the carriage in
allotteq, , dseats or beds have been
such e under what circumstances
. Toctment can be made ?
Ri"iére dg Do steps were taken at
vide pro . Oup or Point Levis to pro-
Dassengerp ! accommodation for the
trom ¢p, poJ¢Cted in an arbitrary manner
28th pe r““man “ Miramichi ” on the
Pursyjn, t}:‘a’y at Rividre du Loup for
thence to NF Temainder of their journey
Slh'lI? for the ?,?grlial, Pand who is respon-
he Ct
to say tha?i?]?mem here may undertake
11 ¥ Was a Grand Trunk Rail-

way affair. My answer to that is, I have
had nothing whatever to do with the
Grand Trunk Railway ; my arrangement
was with the Intercolonial Railway and
the Intercolonial Railway was bound to
see that I had the accommodation that
I had paid for.

Ho~n. Mr. MILLER—The breach of
cortract commenced on the Intercolonial
Railway.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—Riviere du
Loup is 170 miles below Levis on the
Intercolonial Railway.

Hon. Mr. ODELL—Yes. Why this
change was made I cannot understand.
There was something behind the whole
thing that I want to get at. If there
was any damage, which they say was
discovered at Point Levis, to the wheels
of the Pullman that we should have had,
the persons who met with this accident
were the ones who ought to have suffer-
ed. Now, look at it in this light: if
they had been obliged to follow on their
journey, they would have had but one
night to spend between that and Halifax,
just as we had one night to spend under
the circumstances I have detailed on the
way to Montreal. Then it could not be
a question of miles, and it could not be
exactly a question of the number of
passengers, for if that point was raised
we were the larger number, as I under-
stood from the conductor afterwards
there were but five passengers on that
down train. Therefore there must have
been some reason which is not apparent,
why our party who had met with no
mishap should have to give way to the
other party who had met with a mishap.
It appears to me therefore that it is a
matter which ought to be explained sat-
isfactorily to the passengers, otherwise
this might happen at another time, and
I want to know where the authority came
from and under what rules and regula-
tions such a state of things can be in-
sisted upon. I may add that, when I
stated to the superintendent at Point
Levis that there must be a Pullman there
—that one had come down which was
injured in the wheels, and we were tald
that wheels were being put on, and it
would be ready for us, he stared at me
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and said “wheels! How could I put
wheels on when there are no wheels
here?” Now, I do not say whose fault
it is, but there does not seem to be any
means there of repairing slight injuries
to a carriage.

Hoxn. Mr. ALMON-—1 am very much
obliged to the hon. member from Rook-
wood for having brought this matter
before the House. 1 intended, as I did
last year, to have asked the Government
why the train which I came up in was so
long delayed on the road and did not
reach Point Levis until long after the
hour it should have arrived. 1 left Hali-
fax on the zoth, at the usual hour—I
think, half past one o’clock. We were
due at Moncton at half past nine. The
reason I know half past nine was the
hour is, that Mr. Kenny, member in the
other House, wrote to Mr. Pottinger to
say that a number of other members were
going up, and that if there was a Pullman
leaving on Tuesday it would be more
convenient for them, as they would be
able to reach here on Thursday in time
for the meeting of the House. Mr. Pot-
tinger wrote down to say that be had no
Pullman to send down, but if the gentle-
men went in the common cars that they
could get into the Pullman at Moncton
at 9:30, which would be a convenient
time to go to bed. To my astonishment,
as we were going along, 1 found there
was an empty Pullman behind us, and 1
asked the conductor what it was. He
said it was an empty Pullman going up
to Moncton. Instead of reaching Monc-
ton at 9.30, which Mr. Pottinger said
would be a nice time to go to bed, it was
after midnight, nearer one than twelve,
and two or three members from St
John got in. We went on and
stopped at every station along
the line: Mr. Smith told me there was
snow on the road, but there was not snow
on the track. I took that answer last
year with a great deal of complaisance,
because it was a verdict of not guilty,
but do not do it again.  Still it has been
done again.  We were due at six o'clock
at Point Levis. If we had got there at
that time, we would have been able
either to have taken the train that comes
in later, and have gone on by the Grand
Trunk Railway, or crossed over by steam-

Hox. Mr. ODELL

er to Quebec and gone on by the
Canadian Pacific Railway ; but we did
not get in until one o’clock, and therefore
were too late for the train to take us
by the Grand Trunk Railway, and
too late to go over to Quebec,
and I was obliged to remain for the
night at Point Levis, and go over next
day to the Canadian Pacific Railway. It
has been suggested that we should make
the Canadian Pacific Railway a Govern-
ment road. It would be extremely
inadvisable to do so. Any one who has
passed over the Canadian Pacific Railway
knows that he can take out his watch and
calculate to a minute the time he will
arrive at the different stations. I would
not like to try that on the Intercolonial
Railway. The roadbed of the Intercol-
onial Railway is good, and the Pullman
car in which I rode was an excellent one;
but the constant delays, without any
apparent reason, are aggravating,
when you feel that the railway
authorities are destroying the object
of your journey. There s a
delay of twenty minutes at Truro for a
meal, and then another delay at Amherst,
only sixty miles distant, for another
meal. The proper way would be to take
breakfast at one station on the up train
and supper at the other station on the
down train. I am very glad that this
matter has been brought before the
notice of Parliament. Perhaps the reason
of the difficulties which are experienced
is that the head office is situated at
Ottawa instead of at Moncton or Halifax,
and nothing can be done without tele-
graphing to head quarters—not even the
most trifling thing. 1 hope it was not at
head quarters the mistake was made,
that a Pullman was not sent to us.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—VWith reference
to the statement of hon. gentleman from
Halifax (Mr. Almon) who gave no notic€
that he would bring before us the dis-
comfort he has been subjected to, I shall
take occasion to call the attention of the
Minister of Railways to it as soon as th¢
official report of this debate is published'
in order that I may give him an answer:
There is one portion of his statement
easy of explanation—that is, as to th¢
Pullman to Moncton. If my hon. friend
and his friends had been put in a Pulk
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Mman car g

would ha t the point of departure, they

_have been exposed consider-
able digr p to conside

Scomfort if they had to be turned
Out of it at the junction.

WOI:&N-}] MRr. ALMON—If we had, we
John ave met the Pullman from St.
of be; and would merely have the trouble

in :
Other, 8 turned out from one into the

H

hag O MR ABBOTT—If the trains

arri .

een ;nveq on time there would have

men wg (lhscomfort, those hon. gentle-
uld have passed from the ordi-

ary car into the Pyl
1
at ha)f Past nine. ullman from St. John

Hox N

O R.
Which the hon.
Mishes to make

MILLER—The point
g_em};lleman from Halifax
T 1s that when Mr. Kenn
an‘t’}‘l'ee?. it a Pullman could not be pu);
replieq t‘}’:e on Tuesday, Mr. Pottinger
is q..hat there were no Pullmans at

In opposition to that
gn:nfl\ﬁonday two Pullmans
gent Of them empty. The hon.
Wwag l:gt‘an Complains that that Pullman

Put on on Tuesd
sday to accommo-
ale Passengers, y ©

H

ffomovl:ﬁa? 1x. ABBOTT--1 conjecture
SXPlanagion & hon. friend says that the

man wr;].’s easy. I presume that the
tendeq o Ich went up empty was in-
Dassenge 80to St. John-—to take the
St, og nr ® coming from Point Levis for
Other wag tto their destination, and the
fom Pe; to take the passengers coming
Tdo nOtr: Levis for Halifax to Halifax.
anythip *LY thag it is s0 ; I donot know
that jg ti: Out it, but I conjecture that

me v 25¢.  If my hon. friend had
bring t eYeSterday that he intended to
Wwoul aVemq“Cf before the House I
or hmy, tried to get the information

S re. .
Which nglards the other circumstances to
Calleq att).;m?"- friend from Rookwood
Depary o0, I sent his notice to the

Men :
m y Ie
O;ght be obpaiuesting that a report

Coursa (t)amed, giving all the facts.
that hey, e n]e cannot help regretting
to g gism €men should be exposed
Were, comfort as my hon. friends

Certa

OCasigpan. - 2 amount of discomfort
ally 1

S Incidental to all railways.

They are dependent to a certain ex-
tent on the weather to make regular
trips and to make connections on time.
The hon. gentleman made a contract
with the Intercolonial Railway to carry
him upto Ottawa, and he should not
have been exposed to the discocmforts
which he describes. At the same time,
if I may be permitted to offer a conject-
ure as to that also, the explzanation is
plain. The Pullman going down east-
ward became disabled at Point Levis.
The Pullman in which these gentlemen
were coming from the East it was neces-
sary to appropriate in order to carry the
passengers to the East and give them
some place to sleep 1n during the night.
My hon. friend asks why should they
be made to suffer while those who were
on the car which broke down were to be
accommodated with the car in which he
was ? The answer is this: the mght
train of the Grand Trunk Railway from
Point Levis usually has a Pullman
attached to it in which it was expected
those gentlemen could take their passage
to Montreal ; so that in the case of
those passengers going westward the
only discomfort would be the sitting in
an ordinary first class car from Riviere
du Loup to Point Levis while those
going the other way would have to pass
the whole night in a first class car ; so
it was a reasonable consideration that if
the western bound passengers could get
a Pullman at Point Levis it would be
better that they should suffer the dis-
comfort from Riviere du Loup to that
point than that those going down should
pass the whole night in a first class car.

Hon. Mr. ODELL—We had to do
that.

Ho~x. Mr. ABBOTT-—But there is
ordinarily a Pullman attached to the
Grand Trunk Railway, and I do not
know why it was not on that occasion.

Hox Mr. DICKEY-—Because the
Intercolonial Railway train was three
hours late in getting to Point Levis—too
late to connect with the regular trains.

Hon. Mr. ODELL—The explanation
is simply that this was the car which left
Montreal in the morning on its way to
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Halifax. It was coming down and we
were coming up, and there could be no
other Pullman.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—-Yes, I have
often travelled on the Pullman from
Point Levis, and I have frequently ob-
served that there was a Pullman for the
ordinary traffic on the Grand Trunk
Railway from Point Levis to Montreal.
As the hon. gentleman has kindly handed
his questions to me I shall send them
over to the Department and endeavor to
get an explanation for him.

Hon. Mr. POWER-—Perhaps when
the leader of the Government is getting
the information which he has promised
he might also make some enquiry as to
why it is that during the past season the
mail trainshaverun so irregularly over the
Intercolonial Railway. In former years
when the road was out of order, when
there was any reasonable ground for the
detention ot trains, we expected that
they would be detained, and made a
reasonable allowance for that ; but dur-
ing the past year, not only in the winter
season but in the summer months as
well, it has been rather the exception
that the Intercolonial Railway trains got
to Halifax in time, and the general rule
has been that the trains were late.
In the face of the fact that during the
past year the balance against the road
has been something over $300,000, this
condition of things is not justifiable, and
I hope the hon. gentleman will endeavor
to ascertain why it is that the road is run
in that manner. It may be that the pre-
sent Minister of Railways looks forward
to an early change in his short line, and
he wishes that the change should be so
striking as to impress the public.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—My hon. friend
must perceive that this is rather over-
whelming me with informal questions.
If the hon. gentleman desires to know
the particulars of the management of the
Intercolonial Railway generally during
the past year, it seems to me that he
ought to formulate a question and give
notice of it, and I will endeavor to give
my hon. friend a reply ; but to bring up
in conversation so important a matter as
the management of the Intercolonial

How~. Mr. ODELL

Railway during the past year is pressing
the informal character of this discussion
too far.

The subject was then dropped.
PETITIONS FOR PRIVATE BILLS.
MOTION.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT moved that the
time limited for presenting petitions for
private bills which expires on Monday
the sth inst., be extended to Saturday
the 24th inst.

The motion was agreed to.
PRIVATE BILLS.
MOTION.

Hox. Mr. ABBOTT moved that the
time limited for presenting Private Bills,
which expires on Thursday, the 8th inst
be postponed until Wednesday, the 28th
inst. inclusive. :

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned at 4.40 p. ™

THE SENATE.

Ottawa, Tuesday March 13th, 1886
The Senate met at 8:30 p.m.
Prayers.

A CHAIRMAN APPOINTED.

TxHeE CLERK made the following a®
nouncement—Hon. gentlemen it is 12
duty to inform your honors of the sudde?
demise of the Hon. the Speaker of th®
Senate, the Hon. Josiah Burr Plumbs
which took place yesterday morning 2
his residence at Niagara, Ontario.

HoN. Mr. DICKEY—After th°
melancholy announcement which ¥
have just heard it becomes my duty b
make a suggestion to the House. 1t ¥
the first occasion, I believe, on whi€
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Wwe . .
have been required to perform this

S .
aagp‘i:{(};:r:jcqnsequence of the death of
may poss_b;mng the Session, and there
Minds of lh y be scme difficulty in ‘the
35 there on. members on tbe sub;egt,
my onr \\aIs before I looked into it in
am quité : l}lllay say at the outset that I
regular] of the opinion that the House,
legal ad}{ met now in consequence of a
C()nstituJournment, has thf: power, as a
its memebm body of appointing one of
its proce 6dr§ to preside temporarily over
at in :11 ings, and as our rules require
follog " unprovided cases we should
of OrdSeIrl}llleS and usages of the House
at accc; g ave no hesitation in saying
€ haye ft}llng to my present impression
eXercisaq € power which has been
g, In the House of Lords,
Spea]I:pOmtl.ng temporarily a Deputy
erhunulthe Crown appointsanother
Ou;mcc:‘llor, who is the Speaker of
Pointeq Be O‘ Lords, as the Speaker ap-
say lhise;)t 1s the head of the Senate.
for that | _decause there are precedents
t the sam down very clearly in May.
difficg]s t;:e time we are placed in some
€ing a)l,)u €Te In consequence of there
arliam, ndant precedents in the .old
in this rnt of Canad.a,.and one certainly
arliam[;esent Dominion in a previous
absence g;, where in consequence of the
take gegic a Speaker it was necessary to
Say in cg as we are required to do now.
¢ Speay nsequence of the absence of
€re oy Er, because as I have explained
SDEaker €N no case of the death of a
1 May ye uring a sitting of Parliament.
that instent(;”e to suggest to the House
Venture 0‘;} of starting out upon an ad-
POSsibly maSSummg new powers which
it wouly 1 ay be questioned hereafter,
the prec de Just as well for us to follow
1875 edent which was adopted here in
Said, tha :im}?mg, as I have already
eing regula] ave the inherent power,
3 tempoy Ty met here, of appointing
heaq of thary chairman, just as if the
Arness ip tt:h Ouse were struck down in
think e € performance of his duty, I
Much fo, tr;])ay do so, not perhaps so
as postf Purpose of doing business
Ouse until[ oning the meeting of the
OCCagion, y future day. On’a former
conse © which T have alluded,
ioduence of the then Speak-

er
ein
8 Prevented from coming

to the House, the Senate having
regularly met as we have met now, call-
ed upon one of the oldest of its mem-
bers, the late Hon. John Hamilton, of
Kingston, to take the chair. He took
the chair by consent of the House,—and
I hope we shall do everything that we
are going to do here to-night by unani-
mous consent—the House was declared
adjourned for several hours until the
arrival of the Speaker, when they pro-
ceeded to business. I propose that we
take this course to-night—that we ask a
gentleman to take the chair for that pur-
pose. Then I shall have to state to the
House that I am taking this course and
acting in this way in consequence of
another unfortunate circumstance, the
detention of the leader of the House
owing to the snow blockade. Under all
these circumstances I take it for granted
there can be no hesitation in acting upon
my suggestion that one of the oldest
members of the House shall take the
chair and that we shall by consent ad-
journ to a future day, in order that we
may keep in line and not be open to
the charge that we placed ourselves in a
wrong or unfortunate position. I was
about to propose that Mr. Flint should
take the chair, but he is not here. Mr.
Ferrier is also absent. We have Mr.
Armand, Mr. Ryan, Mr. Botsford and
Mr. Chaffers. 1f Mr. Armand is willing
to take the chair I think we should fol-
low the precedent of taking the oldest
member present.

Hon. Mr. ARMAND —(in French)
I must decline the honor which you
propose to do me. I have not the
advantage of speaking the two official
languages, and I think it would be more
convenient that we should have a chair-
man who has a knowledge of both
French and English.

Ho~x. Mr. ALEXANDER—From
my imperfect hearing I had not the
advantage of catching the remarks of
the hon. member from Ambherst, but I
am given to understand that, having
studied the records of the House of
Lords, he thinks the wisest course would
be to nominate the oldest member of
the House as a temporary Speaker.



166

A Chairman [SENATE] Appointed.

Hox. Mr. DICKEY—I quoted the
precedents of the House ot lords to
show that we had power to appoint a
temporary Speaker when there was no
Speaker, but I said there were precedents
in this Parliament for some member
taking the chair, as was done in 1872.

Hon. MR. ALEXANDER—The first
thought that must have entered the
minds of all of us is to pay the last tri-
bute of respect to our late Speaker.

HoN. GENTLEMEN-——No, no;
organize first.

Hon. Mr. ALEXANDER—Then if
we must organize first the question is
what course can we legally pursue. The
Clerk of the House, in my opinion, might
perform all the duties of a chairman as
we have nothing before us.

Hon. MrR. HOWLAN—I quite agree
with the remarks which have fallen from
the hon. member from Amherst. We
have power to appoint a chairman. In
1872, on the occasion to which the hon.
member referred, the journals of the
House state that the Clerk of the Senate
informed their honors that “owing to an
accident on the Grand Trunk Railway,
the hon. the Speaker covld not be in
attendance this evening for at least an
hour,” whereupon the Hon. Mr. Hamil-
ton was requested to take the Chair.
The Hon. Mr. Hamilton took the Chair
and the House adjourned until half past
nine in the evening, when the Speaker
having arrived, business was proceeded
with. That precedent we can follow.
We can ask some member to act as
Chairman and adjourn. Mr. Ammand
having refused to act, we might proceed
to the next oldest member on the list,
Mr, Chaffers. If Mr. Chaffers declines,
I move that Mr. Ryan take the Chair.

Hon. Mr. DICKEY—Will Mr. Ryan
take the chair?

Hon. Mr. RYAN—If the House
think it necessary to have a chairman,
and I can accommodate them, I will
take the chair. -

Mr. Ryan then took the chair amid
applause.

Hox. Mr. DICKEY—As we are now
organized I will simply suggest to the
House that in accordance with the view
I have expressed we should not attempt
to do any business to-night except to
adjourn. As a matter of good feeling
and propriety no one, I take it, would
propose for a moment that we should
suggest a shorter period than until after
the funerel of the deceased and the last
duties are paid in another place to his
memory. That would necessitate an
adjournment until Friday night and I
have been asked to announce on behalf
of the Government that in the peculiar
circumstances of this very sad and sud-
den event the House would kindly take
this matter into consideration and, as no
businesscan be done apparently thisweek,
adjourn until Monday next, at 3 o’clock.
I make the suggestion to the House for
their general concurrence, in accordance
with the precedent which has been cited.
On that occasion there was no particular
motion made, but a member was called
upon to take the Chair and having
taken the chair, this is the record—
“The Hon Mr. Hamilton took the chair
accordingly and by consent of the mem-
bers present declared the House ad-
journed ” until a future period. I pro-
pose that by consent this should be the
deliverance of the Chairman: “ By
consent of the members present and out
of respect to the memory of the late
speaker, the Hon. Mr. Plumb, I declare
this House adjourned until Monday the
1gth instant, at three o’clock in the
afternoon.”

Hon. MrR. POWER—I do not like
to differ from my hon. friend from
Amberst ; but I think that a legisla-
tive body can only speak through
the voice of its members upon 3
vote duly taken, and I do not think
we are in a position to adjourn from to-
day until Monday without a vote of the
House. Of course the vote will be unant”
mous and there is no other way knownt
to the law or Constitution by which the
House can express its will. " I hope the
Hon. gentleman from Amherst will mové
a resolution to the effect of the memo”
randum which he has just read. It must
be remembered that the precedent t0
which he has referred was a totally differ”
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fl":lti:i:: fll’om this.  On that occasion a
pected 3 late, and the Speaker was ex-
e ‘:'n the course of the evening,
Usiness :ﬁ 2 general consent that no
artival of guld bp transacted until the
ifferen; t}:' € train: but this isa _very
usine Ing. Therg are several items

is even'ss set down in our orders for
POStponeglg’ and these have all to ‘be
there o ;mul next Monday. 1 think
ouse toouhd be some record of the
upon, show that that was decided
in orde; ) ekhon. member from Ambherst
rect Par]io eep things right and in cor-
ina lPesotlim'entary form should embody
made. ution the suggestion he has

. Hon, My DICKEY—I
i Mr. —I am exceed-
s?lg]y Obliged to my hon. friends for the
apf)gaiSthn he has made, It must be
. ent, from my remarks, that we have
avep(:}wer if we chose to do so, and I
which }‘: objection to taking the course
prefer fa]? been suggested. although I
woul c;) }c:wmg the precedent of 1872.
lution tht erefore beg to move asa reso-
in the be Suggestion I have made, and
Sition 'il Sence of the leader of the oppo-
from 1 vigould request my hon. friend
motior alifax (Mr. Power) to second the

ot Mz, SCHULTZBefore the
a suggest's Put T would like to make
ferres Hlon : We have by motion trans-
is 2 littleon. Mr. Ryan to the Chair. It
e motiOUHfortunate, in my opinon, that
0 folloy ’} Was made at all, for if we wish
woulg becbose\y the precedent of 1872, it
our mine Ctter to have it recorded in
the Dep, €s and in the official report of
the ¢ a,ates that Hon. Mr. Ryan took
I on the suggestion of hon. mem-

Crs anqd p,

the Hous,e.ot upon a motion carried by

Hon. M
S been g

Ho \
differ lfqr.oﬁfk GOWAN—I am sorry to
Member £, my hon. friend, the senior
very mr Halifax, T think it would
dent whic ucg, safer to follow the prece-
Past—gj, 7S Deen established in the
‘In the oldpﬁ' to do as was done in 1843
¢gislative Council—let the

ha R. POWER—That is what

one,

entry be by general consent. Again in

1858 a similar question arose.

Hon. Mr. POWER—I would ask
my hon. friend how it can be ascertained
that the general consent of the House
has been given except by question put
and vote taken ?

Hon. Mr. GOWAN-—If no one
objects ! You have objected, and I was
going to point out to you what the
precedent has been in the past. 1 have
no doubt that the inberent power exists
with the House to adjourn, but what
was done in 1872 is the only precedent
we have had since Confederation, and it
would be safer to follow that, and that
the House should adjourn by consent.
A very serious question may arise
in taking any other course, and
it would be far better for wus, I
think, to follow precedent ; although I
quite agree that the inherent power ex-
ists in the Senate to meet any emergency
which may arise, although not distinctly
provided for either in the rules or by
statute. The statute is very specific in
regard to who has to appoint and how
the Speaker of this House is appointed,
and I think it would be safer to follow
the course suggested by my hon. friend
opposite (Mr. Dickey).

The suggestion made in the written
paper handed in by the hon. Mr.Dickey,
was then put as a resolution, and agreed
to unanimously.

The Senate adjourned at 9:15 p. m.

THE SENATE
Ottawa, Monday, March, 19th, 1888.
Tue SPEAKER took the Chair at 3

o'clock.
Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE HART DIVORCE BILL.

Hon. Mr. HAYTHORNE, from
the Committee on Standing Orders and
Private Bills presented the fourth report
which was as follows :—
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Tre Sexate, CoMmiTTEE Room No. 8,

Fripay, 16th March, 188S.

The Select Committee on Standing Orders
and Private Bills have the honor to make
their Fourth Report.

Your Committee have examined the ful-
lowing Petition of Mary Matilda White, of
the Village of Port Dover, in the Province
of Ontario; praying for the passing of an
Act to dissolve her marriage with David
Crystal White, and find that the Seventy
second Rule has been complied with in this
case.

Your Committee also examined the Peti-
tion of Eleonora Klizabeth Tudor or Hart,
of the City of Montreal, in the Province of
Quebec : praying for the passing of an Act
to dissolve her marriage with Frederick
Levy Hart, and find that the Seventy-second
Rule of Your Honorable House has not
been complied with in this case.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

R. P. HAYTHORNE,
Acting Chairman.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE—Before the
report is adopted I would move, that the
fourth report of the Select Committee
on Standing Orders and Private Bills be
referred back to the said Committee for
further consideration of the same in
so far as it relates to the petition of
Eleonora Tudor Hart. I have learned
to-day, from information received since
I came here, that in the Standing Orders
Committee last Friday, certain facts con-
nected with the six months publication
of notice in this case did not get the
consideration or discussion that they
should have received. 1 am informed
that the notice required by our rules has
been advertised in the Montreal papers
from the sixth of January 1887 to the 6th
of July 1887, also that the solicitors of
the petitioner, Messrs. Morris & Holt
of Montreal, sent the notice to the
Queen’s Printer at Ottawa, with instruc-
tions to advertise it for six months. That
advertisement was commenced in the
Canada Gaszetle on the gth of January
1887, and the order was to publish it
until the 6th of July 1887, but through
some misunderstanding Dbetween the
Queen’s Printer and his clerk, the notice
was taken out of Canada Gazette about
four months after, notwithstanding that
the applicant had paid for the six months.
The error was not discovered until iast
January, when the Queen’s Printer
sought to make all the amends he could
by continuing the advertisement for some

Hon. MrR. HAYTHORNE.

six weeks longer. I am informed that
on Friday last the petitioner’s counsel
stated these facts to the Committee, and
asked the Committee to wait a few mo-
ments for the Queen’s Printer, who was
then on his way to the committee room
to verify the fact. The Committee would
not wait, but at once determined that
the notice was insufficient. ‘The declara-
tion from the Queen’s Printer is as
follows :—

Ix THE MaTTER oF the application of Eleo-
nore Tudor Hart to the Parliament of
Canada for a Bill of Divorce from her hus-
band, Frederick Levey Hart.

I, Brown Chamberlain of the City of
Ottawa in the County of Carleton, Queen’s
Printer for the Dominion of Canada,

Do S0oLEMNLY DECLARE that in January
1887, Messrs. Morris and Holt, of Montreal,
Solicitors for the above named Eleonora
Tudor Hart, instructed me as Queen’s
Printer and Publisher of the Canada
Gazette to publish the notice of the applica-
tion of the said Elevnora Tudor Hart for &
Bill of Divorce from her husband in the said
Canada Gazetle, and then and on subse-
quent occasions remitted the necessary fees
for its insertion for the period recuired by
law for the publication of such” divorce
notices, and publication of the said notice
was first begun on the eight day of January,
1887, but owing to misunderstanding
between myself and the clerk in the Depart-
ment of Puablic Printing and Stationery,
having charge of the Canada Gazelte, the
advertisement was removed, and for several
weeks was not inserted as ordered in the
sald Canada Gazette. It was, however,
subzequently re-inserted and has received
altogether twenty-seven weekly insertions
making the full regular six months required
by the rules of the Senate.

That on receiving notice on Friday the
16th instant, about a quarter before eleven
o’clock in the morning, to go over to the
Standing Orders Committee of the Senate to
explain the break in the advertisement in
the Canada Gazetle, 1, at once went over to
the Committee Room but found the mem-
bers thereot leaving the room, and I was
thus allowed no opportunity of explaining
an error for which a clerk in the Depart-
ment of Public Printing and Stationery, of
which I am the permament lead, is clearly
responsib’e.

And I make this solemn declaration con-
scientiously believing the same to be true
and by virtue of the ‘* Act respecting Extra-
Judicial Oaths.”

) Declared before me at the City of Ottaws
in the County of Carleton this nineteent
day of March A. D. 1888.

Sgd. B. Chamberlain.

Sgd. J. M. Balderson.

A Notary Public for Province of Ontario-
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Shé;l?%ms to me that that explanation
cing € sufficient to justify my motion
an & carried. The Queen’s Printer 1s
an Ofﬁcer of the Government—in fact
like thC_er of ours—and why a petition
fault 18 should be thrown out for his

and for hisalone it would be difficult

to .
Circixplam. 1 cannot see, under the
dioimstances, that there can be the
ightest

€ re possible objection to allowing
id It)l?'rtkto go back to the committee.
Name Ink, and I still think that as my
i Was to the petition, and as it was
menctaofcgnmdered during an adjourn-
ave 4o ¢ House, the committee might
N mattne me the courtesy of allowing
i €r to stand over a few days un-
could be present.

ex;}*a?g. Mz, HAYTHORNE—I may
Unexpoct (;t I was called upon rather
Scems toe Y to act as Chairman, an(} it
a5 just ;nle that the statement which
tom Al allen from the hon. Senator
0 the Ca rather imputes hasty conduct
cing the Ommittee. So far from that
enough tOC}?SE, the Committee sat long
ivoree ¢ar eminent counsel on this
em‘incase’ and they heard one of
fact, insterijply’ so that, as a matter of
Mittee s? IOf acting hastily, the Com-
subject tg ong enough to hear the
Was mg, deomughly discussed. A motion
and 3dopt,e§je(1:)onded’ put from the chair
Speaking 1 y) y the Committee, no one
a5 no oy O the contrary, and thereupon,
Commm:r business was before us, the
Simple fae adjourned. These are the
SPeeches cfts of the case. From the
Rathereq Cththe counsel on both sides we
.commenCedat the notice in this case
the & last year, was publizhed
ek;zmw’a Gazette for seven-

the - It was then stopped,
this year Publication was resumed
Tules of .th he time required under the
that ryje ‘: Senate is six months, and
Ommitte, as not complied with. The
€ were acting decidedly within

€ sc. 2
they d?ge of their duty in reporting as
House thqy » oF I8 the opinion of this

At a further hearing should be

given

0 .
but , ﬂe"SCCase, I have no objection,
the Petition Ommittee reported against
s Without a dissenting voice, it

me that it i
ek f not necessary to

Tefer it g
or further consideration.

Hon. Mr. OGILVIE—The notices
were certainly intended for this session
of Parliament, because the publication
did not cease until a month after we had
risen last year. The publication was
discontinued through an oversight on the
part of a public employe, and as that
error has been corrected by publishing
the notice the required length of time in
the Canada Gazette, 1 think the rule has
been fully complied with.

Hox. Mr. HAYTHORNE—Unfor-
tunately the rule of this House requires
that the notices should be published six
months in the Canada Gazette. The
notice appeared for 17 weeks in 1887
and then ceased, and it was no proper
fulfilment of the rule of this House to
count those 17 weeks and add ten weeks
more publication in 1888. If that were
allowed, th supposed benefit arising from
publication of the notice would be nil,
because parties, supposing that the
matter had dropped, would not expect
to hear anything more about it.  In or-
der to fulfil the rules ot the House the
publication must be for six months and
the application for the next approaching
session. You cannot count publication
made for a previous session as applicable
to the present session.

Hox. Mr. DICKEY—It is exceed-
ingly inconvenient that a discussion of
this kind should take place upon a
report of a committee. It should have
taken place before the committee to be
a foundation for asking the House that
the rule be dispensed with. I apprehend
that the application has no locus standi
before the House. It is all wrong; itis
not a matter that we ought to discuss
here at all. The application should
have been made before the Committee
and the Committee should have reported
upon it; it is not a matter now for the
House to discuss or decide upon. If it
were otherwise we might, in any of these
cases, be called upon to reverse the
decision of a committee after they had
carefully looked into a matter and
reported upon it. That was never the
intention ot our rules and it would give
rise to very great inconvenience if such
a course were pursued. We should
keep ourselves within the bounds of our
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various rules, and if parties wish to have
them in any one particular dispensed
with, they should take the proper course,
provided for by our rules, of calling upon
the Committee to report upon their
application and ask that the rules be
dispensed with.

Hon.MR.VIDAL.—Itmayappear pre
sumptuous on my part to differ from the
hon. member from Ambherst, but I take u
verydifferent view of the question from the
one he has expressed. It was no fault
of the petitioners that this break in the
advertising occurred. What is the 1n-
tention and meaning of our rules ? They
are not to fetter our hands and prevent
us doing justice. Here, through no fault
of the petitioners, but through the
neglect of a public officer, the advertise-
ment in the (Gazefte was not published
as it should have been. I am not one
who would furnish facilities for obtaining
divorces. My objections to granting
divorces are almost as strong as those
entertained by gentlemen who vote
against divorce onall occasions : but my
sense of justice is so strong that I think
in this instance the House should allow
this report to be sent back and the mat-
ter to be investigated. I do not think
it implies any censure whatever on the
committee. That committee met dur-
ing a recess of the House when a great
many members were absent. It would
have been but natural if the committee
had postponed the consideration of the
question until the Chairman could be
present and the hon. gentleman who had
charge of the petition was present to
make any necessary explanation. It
was acting in rather a summary and
highhanded manner to say that simply
because this advertisement was not pub-
lished a sufficient length of time, and
without hearing any explaration why it
had not been published the full six
months, or hearing this strong affidavit
from the Queen s Printer, to cast out the
petition and give my hon. friend from
Alma, who had charge of the petition,
no opportunity te present his statement
to the House. The hon. member
from Amherst says that this should
have been done in the Committee.
How could he have done it in the Com-
mittee ? The Committee held their

Ho~. Mr. DICKEY,

meeting in his absence, and he had no
chance to bring the matter up until after
they had taken final action. The only
method by which he can have the ques-
tion reconsidered is to act as he has done,
and he is now giving the Committee an
opportunity to rectify the mistake into
which they have inadvertently fallen. 1
think the House should agree to the
motion of my hon. friend from Alma.

Hon. Mr. POWER—I do not think
the hon, member from Sarnia has ex-
actly understood the proceedings which
took place before the Committee. When
this petition came up, the meeting was
attended by two counsel—one of them
the son-in-law of the hon. member from
Alma, who, I presume, was able to lay
before the Committee the merits of the
application quite as well as the hon.
Senator himself. It was attended also
by counsel acting for the husband of the
applicant.  All the information that the
Committee could ask for was put before
them. A statement was made by the coun-
sel of the petitioner of the facts as to the
publication in the Canada Gazette, and
there was no question raised about that.
The reason why the Committee did not
wait until Mr. Brown Chamberlain, the
Queen’s Printer, arrived is this: they
felt that his evidence could not}make

the slightest difference in the re-
port. They heard both sides, and
gave due consideration to all the

arguments advanced and without a dis-
senting voice, decided to report adver-
sely to the Bill, because due notice had
not been given. These being the facts of
the case, I think the action of the hon.
member from Alma is unprecedented.
I do not remember, during the 10 or 11
years that I have been in the House, any
report of a Committee being referred
back under such circumstances. Where
differences of opinion have arisen in the
Committee the minority have sometimes
brought the subject before the Housé,
but where the committee have been unanl-
mous and have heard both sides, I think
to refer the report back is quite unprece-
dented. I leave the question of order
to the hon. member from Ambherst who
has raised it, but I may say a few words
about the question raised in the Com-
mittee. The petitioner put an adver
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Usement in the Canada Gazetle on the
3Dplya:tua1:y 1887, stating that she would
ment\t}: e then next session of Parlia-
fora g at was the session of 1887—
tain oo vorce fro‘m her husb.and on cer-
timy ex‘:’,do_unds. That advertisement con-
time ' 1In the Gazette,. I think until some

In May when it was dropped, it

a .
ppear? through a mistake of the
ueen’s Printer.

. Hox. Mr. 0G
lisheq until ]'ug.('ILVIE—It was pub-

ha?eON‘ Mr. POWER—It could not
adVertisegn'JUIy’ because it was not
t was eb SIx months : that is admitted.
was disz out May. The advertisement
an aeq; ontinued. The petitioner brought
Sup On against her husband in the

erior Cour istri ont-
real for o t of the District of Mont

boarg . separation from bed and

was prot at suit in the Superior Court
Understy Cgeded with.  There were, I
and the nh,Some 30 witnesses examined,
thorgy, }‘3’ ole matter was completely and
as tagk Y Investigated, and the Judge
and hig g“ _the  matter en dé/ibéié
most an etglslon may be .e:'xpected at al-
laboy un}:i l.m& The petitioner does not
ccause : fe. :“y very serious grievance,
Pro dUCeé bt ¢ evidence which she has
IS suffic; efore the Judge at Montreal
ivores €nt to entitle her to an absolute
iamen; iECh as she could get from Par-
Tom h’e : ;n 1t entitles herto separation
Objection bIusb'and. It gets rid of the
Poses ang f;]tle for all practical pur-
arliameng She can apply for divorce to
$been p at some later time. There
or anywbo advertisement in the Gazette,
would’ 3y :l:e else, tha}t ghxs petitioner
ment this € an application to Par]la-
Was reinge Session. The notice which
the begin rted in the Canada Gazette at
Janyar, Ting of this year was dated 4th
the o)’ 1887 ; it was a continuation of
the face: 'Veltisement and related, on
of Parliam 1t, only to the former session
Ouse cou}e(;] t. I do not see how the
ack to the Cconsept to refer this report
eXpecteq Ommittee. It can hardly
be willip, that the Committee would
er the g to deal with the petition un-
Circumstances,

H

ON. Mg, ALMON—I should not

have spoken on this subject, but I think
the senior member from Halifax is not
quite correct when he says that
this report passed unanimously. No-
body opposed it, but I was on the Com-
mittee at the time and I thought it rather
hard that the petition should be rejected
because there had been a clerical error
in the advertisement in the Canada Ga-
zette. The advertisement in the local
papers had been published the full six
months. Everyone knows that the ad-
vertisement inthe Canada Gazetleis pro
forma ; nobody reads it or sees it. The
party who was interested had every op-
portunity to see the advertisement in
the newspapers, and he kncw that the
application was coming up this session.
I objected to the finding of the Com-
mittee, and spoke to some of the mem-
bers about it, because I felt that nobody
was injured through the error in the
advertisement which appeared in the
Gazette. 1 merely mention this to
show that the report of the Committee
was not adopted unanimously.

Hon. MrR. SUTHERLAND-—As a
member of the Committee, I think it is
but right that I should exglain that T did
not consent to this report. I did not
express my dissent, because there was
very little said about it, and I took it for
granted that the Committee was pretty
unanimous on the subject. I do not
think it fair that this petitioner should be
subjected to such a hardship because of
the error of the Queen’s Printer. If Mr.
Chamberlain had arrived in time to make
the statement before the Committee that
has just been read, I have no doubt that
I would have objected to the adoption
of the report which has been submitted
to the House.

Hon. Mr. DEVER—I have no parti-
cular interest in this matter further than
the fact that I am a member of the
Committee. I sat on that Committee,
and I thought we had investigated this
matter as clearly as we possibly could.
We bad two clever lawyers before us on
that occasion, and each of them present-
ed his side of the case. The fact of due
notice in the papers having been given
had been questioned, and it was well
understood that there was a deficiency
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as to the time that our rule required the
notice to be advertised. That was not
all, however, that influenced us in our
decision. There was the fact that this
case was before the courts in Quebec,
and that at present it is being adjudicated
upon there, and we considered it would
be perhaps out of place for us to be also
adjudicating here on a case which might
possibly be decided in a very short time
adversely to the position we might take.
Seeing that the notice was not sufficient
under our rules, we decided that the
petition should stand over. Under the
circumstances I was very sorry to hear
the hon. gentleman opposite say there
was any difference of opinion in the
Committee. It was put fairly and
squarely before the Committee and the
question was asked was there any dis-
sentient voice and there was none. The
lawyers present were men who knew
their business and T for one think there
was not a particle of evidence forthcom-
ing that was not produced on that oc-
casion.

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH—My hon.
friend is in error in stating that the peti-
tion would stand over. It lapses by this
action of the Committee, and the peti-
tioner would have to apply again with all
the expenses attached to a new petition.

Hon. MRr. SCHULTZ—I entirely
concur in the opinion expressed by my
hon. colleague from Manitoba. He was
at this sitting of the Committee, and he
now states that had he known the facts
read by the hon. member from Montreal,
in the affidavit of the Queen’s Printer,
he would have acted in a different way
from that which he did. As a member
of that Committee, not present at that
sitting, I say also that if those facts had
been represented there by Col. Cham-
berlain himself, or by a statement from
him under oath, I would have acted as
the hon. member from Manitoba says he
would have acted, and I would have
voted in favor of the petition being
adopted.

Ho~n. Mr. DICKEY—I have no
interest whatever in this matter, and had
no knowledge of the facts until I came
here to-day, and I repeat that I think it

Hon. Mr. DEVER.

is extremely inconvenient to be call-
ed upon to discuss this matter in
this way. My hon. friend (Mr. Schultz)
speaks of what he would have done had
he known the facts. Taking the facts
as they are stated what are they? 'The
Queen’s Printer is supposed to have made
some mistake ; but all those notices that
had been given except the last notice
which was published in the Carada
Gazette were for the preceding session
and had no connection with the pro-
ceedings of this session at all. It is
intended by putting the two series of
notices together to make out the six
months required by our rules.

The hon. gentleman from Sarnia has
done us the favor of discussing the only
question that is before the House—our
rules. Let me say again with regard to
the six months’ notice and the conduct
of Mr. Chamberlain—whether he has
made a mistake or not—it has nothing
to do with the question. These rules
are made not for Mr. Chamberlain or
anybody else, but for the protection of
the people against whom divorce pro-
ceedings are taken. The six months
notice Is required for the person against
whom the application is made. The
question as to the sufficiency of the
notice given, is for the Committee, and
the Committee seems to have discussed
it and settled it.  The rule I refer to is
the 18th, and that rule states distinctly :—

“No motion to suspend, modify or amend
any rule or part thereof shall be in order,
except on one day’s mnotice in \vritinF,
specifiying precisely the rule or part of rule
proposed to be suspended, modified or
amended, and the purpose thereof. But
any rule may be suspended without notice
by the consent of the Senate; and the
rule proposed to be suspended shall be pre-
cisely and distinctly stated ; and no motion
for the suspension of the rules upon any
petition for a private bill shall be in order,
unless the same shall have been recom-
mended by the Committee on Standing
Orders.”

Now, I think that is perfectly cleas,
and my action in this respect is simply
to protect the House from a hasty dect-
sion affecting rules which were adopted
upon careful consideration for the protec-
tion of individuals who are affected by
these private bills. The conduct of
misconduct or errors of action of any
officer of Parliament has nothing to do
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tWIitsh trhlls ; the question simply is whether
DOticeu e shall ‘be suspended without
rom t’h and without recommendation

ouse e Committee ? T trust that this
oir o will adherg: to its rules, and for
sug estv'm protection will not yield to the

. agnn 10n whlch.has. been made, becausg
ence | }?t help thinking from long experi-
cedont atit would be a very bad pre-
or tI?I establish. It would be better
the ru? ouse to leave the matter where
discreties and orders have left it, in the

Omm‘?n of the Committee ; and the
not thiln;(e? haymg passed upon it, I do
it It wise for us to interfere with

Hox. Mr OGILVIE—The hon. gen-
’:ag “:“rom Prince Edward Island gave
Why thoy moments ago various reasons
petition should not be receiv-

Wa’s bif;longst others }hat this matter
Uebecore thg Courts in the Province of
wait unt’ilar']d it would be better for us to
“have et t;t }llas been decided there. I
anythin earn that the Senate has

: g to do with the Courts at all in
S matter.

tle
us

th:I(;lN' MRr. HAYTHORNE—I think
On. gentleman from Alma is

attribytip, ; i
to "
not ake.g me remarks which I did

m(_lfn?)’:-r fMR. OGILVIE-~The senior
ter wag br? m Halifax said that this mat-
would ¢fore the Courts below, and we
gentlem:‘let a decision there. The hon.
Tuleg are?‘ rom Ambherst states that those
woulq I‘Er the protection of the parties.
Weeks aoc ¢ O know of whom? Some
th enagto I ha“ded. in to the Clerk of
Notice 4 )e an affidavit of the sgrvice of the
o is iéton the only person in the world
at is prer?md}l} having proper notice.
was nog ta°° Positive that the respondent
Was publist en by surprise. The notice
i twg 1o 'ed for six months in Montreal
Sessionp“? €IS until some time after last
een publa's~ over; and it would have
here d ished in the Canada Gazette
duty, il\l the employees done their
coulq o0 I would like to know who
in ap, POSSIbly be interested or affected

Taisedy Kay by the technical objection
Amherstg the hon. gentleman from

I have been lectured by the

hon. gentleman from Halifax as beirfg
the first to create such a precedent on a
report which, as he says, had been passed
unanimously by the Committee ; but very
shortly after wefind one ortwohon.gentle-
men standing up in their places and an-
nouncing that they would not have voted
for that report had all the facts been before
them. Another hon. gentleman states
that had he been there he might have
voted against the report, so that it does
not look like as if it were very unani-
mous. I have been a long time on that
Standing Committee for a young member
of this House, and I know that it is
almost invariably the practice that when
a gentleman whose name is on a petition
for a bill is not present, and there is
nothing urgent about it, to let the matter
stand over a few days until he has had
an opportunity of being present. That
is a courtesy which has been extended
to gentlemen of this House hitherto, and
why this petition should have been
decided upon last Friday during the
recess, when hon. gentlemen knew 1 was

not here, I cannot understand. I am
found fault with for trying to
refer the matter back to the

Committee, and I am almost told
that it is an insult to the Committee.
I ask hon. gentlemen if I had any other
means of getting it before the House ex-
cept by motion to refer it back to the
Committee? Perhaps hon. gentlemen
who know more about this procedure
than I do, might be able to suggest
scme other means, but I took the only
course I could see to put the matter
right. If the notice is wrong, it is
through a mistake of the Queen’s Print-
er, who is the servant of Parliament. If
any individual in the world was to
suffer through insufficient notice I could
understand the objection that has been
raised ; but the affidavit is there, ptoving
the service of the notice on the respond-
ent, and he has been cognizant of every
movement which has been made since
the beginning of the proceedings. Iam
very sotry to have taken up the time of
this House in the way I hawe done, but
I could see no possible way of avoiding
1t.

Hon. Mr. READ—I am a member
of the Private Bills Committee, and I
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was present at this meeting, and it occur-
ed to me that the Committee entirely
ignored the publication in the Canada
Gazette last year ; they would not con-
sider that at all as applying to this ses-
sion, and upon that ground entirely, as I
understood it, the petition was rejected.
I should have voted for it had I had the
opportunity of doing so.

Hon. MR. ABBOTT—I venture to
think that the objection taken to this
motion is not well founded. I sub-
mit to the hon. gentleman from Amherst
whether the rule he has read applies to
the motion of the hon. gentleman from
Alma? He does not move that the
rule be suspended ; he moves that
the report be referred back to
the Committee for the purpose of
reconsidering its decision, withoum say-
ing what the decision is, and that does
not appear to me to be an infringement
of thisrule. With reference to the other
subjects upon which this discussion has
turned, I doubt if it would be the duty of
this House to discuss the details of
notice of this petition upon such a
motion as this. It is for the committee
to hear the facts and discuss and decide
upon them, subject, of course, to the
ultimate decision of this House. There
is one point made which seems to me to
warrant a reference back to the com-
mittee ; the hon. gentleman charged
with the petition was not present at the
meeting, and he asks that he may be
permitted to be heard before the com-
mittee before it disposes of the petition
which he presented. Then there does
not seem to have been any unanimity of
opinion in the committee about it. The
majority, no doubt, were in favor of the
report ; but there was a minority, I may
say astrong minority, against the report.
It may be conjectured also that as the
committee sat in vacation, there may not
have been a full meeting of the members.
Above all things we in this House have
to dread, is doing an injustice to anybody
in any matter coming before the Senate,
and in this case it appears to me that
there is a doubt that we may be doing
an injustice to somebody if we do not
refer this report back to the committee.
If they were right in their decision, no
injury will be done by reaffirming it ; if

HonN. MR. READ.

their decision was not a proper one in
view of all the facts, no doubt the com-
mittee would be unwilling to perpetrate
an injustice.

Honx. Mr. TRUDEL—The hon.
gentleman from Alma says he cannot pos-
sibly see that anybody but the respondent
can have an interest in the proper notice
being given. 1 desire to call the atten-
tion of the House to the fact that this is
a matter of public order and public law,
and as to the question of notice the rule
in such a matter ought to be very
strictly observed. I think that the
Senate should not allow this motion to
be adopted on the proposition that it is
a private matter in which the question
of notice is of importance only to the
parties interested.

The House divided on the motion,
which was carried on the following divi-
sion.

CONTENTS :

Hon, Messrs.

Abbott, Lewin,

Alexander, McCallum,

Allan (Speaker), McKindsey,
Almon, McMillan,
Botsford, Macdonald(Midland),
Boyd, Macdonald (B.C.),
Casgrain, Montgomery,
Clemow, Odell,

Cochrane, O’Donohoe,
Ferguson, Ogilvie,

Ferrier, Read,

Flint, Reesor,

Glasier, Schultz,

Grant, Smith,

Hardisty, Sutherland,
Howlan, Vidal,

Kaulbach, Wark.—34.

NoN-CoNTENTS ;

Hon. Messrs.
Armand, McClelan,
Baillargeon, McDonald (C. B.),
Bellerose, Mclnnes (B. C.),
Boldue, McKay,
Boucherville, de, Macfarlane,
Chafters, Miller,
DeBlois, Paquet,
Dever, Pelletier,
Dickey, Poirier,
Girard, Power,
Guévremont, Trudel,
Haythorne.. —23

THE LATE SPEAKER.

HoN. Mr. ABBOTT—Before the
orders of the day are called, as this 15
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;?:cgr:; oOccasion on which we have met
our latee sudaen and lamented death of
not feq] C(})lnquue, Speaker Plumb, I do
e o that it would be proper to allow
e wfgpgrtumty to pass without saying a
say ho»: Shon that subject. I need not
ed oye Sb ocked I was, and how shock-
nounCery ody was at the sudden an-
Ondamfm of his death at Niagara on
Quite sg,f ast, and 1 feel also that I am
Opiniy ehln saying that there is but one
either i1 thf_:re could be but one opinion
o the this Hggse or in thg country as
an wgreat ability of the distinguished
found kOm we have lost—as to his pro-
knowlednowledge of political history, his
in format'ge of constitutional law, the vast
& subi 'on which he possessed on all
ujects which constantly agitate us
feq] cefta.Leglslature of this country. I
is bl In that every one will recognize
Ebater‘y as one of the most eloquent
cent we have had and the most effi-
the I)o]itie lwa\s a strong combatant in
also 50 “fla arena as we all know, and
the eqrp ¢ all know, he never allowed
into peresmess of debate to degenerate
with theSonal hostility, or to interfere
is amﬁg}l{tesy due to an opponent.
socia] 1ability of character, his great
Qualities are recognized by every
e came St to his career in this House,
of paryy bO us fresh from the struggles
eadm’i ut we never cou{d detect in
helq hellemstratlon of the high office he
with Whic’ha}r:y trace of the determination
Politics ip ¢ had fought the battle of
in an expy another arena. He mastered
detajls oy emely short time the practical
as to hise_work E)f.hls. office here, and
that o fice lfinpartlahty In administering
at it wa) am sure no one will doubt
ose circuered for a moment. Under
Ctaining tlflnstances, I am sure, without
Semimem efHouse, I speak only the
Country iy of the House and of the
We all Teq] ?_Xpressmg the profound regret
Sustaineq a;:)é t:e severe loss we have
¥ the Suddentde country has sustained
eagye and § €cease of our late cgl-
?ere n earp::]ier, and ?]ur Ve?)’ s;ln—
ami}y, ; arnest  sympat wit is
Y In thejr bereavem[;nt. ’

ALEXANDER—The
¢ Opposition has kindly per-
tCause of my priority in

Hoy,
Ie:.idef of thMR
Mitteq me

tl

years, to make a few remarks to endorse
what has fallen from the leader of the
House in the memory of our departed
Speaker.

We mect to-day under very sad and
solemn circumstances. The very sudden
death of our late Speaker, as also of Mr.
McMaster, at Toronto, last December,
ought to impress all of us as to the un-
certainty of human life and shouldremind
us of the grave responsibilities imposed
upon us by that Great Being above, who
in his infinite wisdom does everything
well. I think it would be regarded as
not the proper course were I merely
upon this sad occasion, to utter a few
steorotyped expressions, as a tributz to
the memory of the deceased. I may
mention that I never 