
[COMMONS.]
THE QUEBEC CRISIS.

Ma. CARTWRIGHT moved-

" That Mr. Speaker do now leave the
Chair, for the House to go again into Coin-
inittee of Supply."

Sra JOHN A. MACDONALD: Mr.
Speaker, I rise for the purpose of
bringing before the attention of this
House the late political events wbich
occurred in the Province of Quebec,
and I may as well now read the motion
which I propose to place in your hand.
I move, Sir, seconded by the hon.
member for Cumberland-

" That Mr. Speaker do not uow leave the
Chair, but that it be Re8olved that the recent
dismissal by the Lieutenant-Governor of
Quebec of his Ministers was, under
the circumstances, unwise and subver-
sive of the position accorded to the
advisers of the Crown mince the con-
cession of the principle of Responsible Gov-
ernnent to the British North American
Colonies."

It was suggested the other day that
the motion to be made on this subject
should be an independent motion,
standing upon its own merits, and in
an amendable form, and my hon.
friend Irom Chateauguay alluded as an
example to the course taken with re-
spect to the celebrated resolutions
relative to Responsible Government
which were passed in September, 1841.
There is this difference between that
case and this. Those were a series of
propositions for the future Government
of this country. Before that, Canada,
which had long been fighting for Res-
ponsible Government,bad not succeeded
in obtaining that great boon, and
those resolutions contained, in fact, a
measure, not certainly in the form of
a Bill, but still a measure for the
future government and administration
of this country. This, on the other
hand, is an expression of a grievance.
It is not a resolution for laying down a
new rulo for amending any rule for the
administration of the affairs of this
country, but it is a statement from the
point of view to which I venture to
call the attention of the louse, of a
grievance, of a brench of the constitu-
tional system which now exists in
Canada. It is a well-understood prin-
ciple that the denand for supply and
the assertion of gi ien iies go hand-in-
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hand. It is the proper mode, and the
expedient time for assertirg grier-
ances when supply is demanded by the
Crown. And if that be so, the griev-
ance must be stated in the language of
the party who claims and states it as a
grievance. It is no satisfaction of the
right of the party wishing to make his
complaint that he should be told by
amendients that his grievance is not
as alleged, but that it is another kind
of grievance, and must be dealt witl
in another way. Therefore, I bave
thought it expedient to adopt
the constitutional mode of mak-
ing this motion at this time.
This question, as I have already
stated, 1 hope and beheve should be
approached without any party feeling
one way or the other. It is a con.
stitutional question, rising far above
and beyond the temporary party
struggles of the day. The hon. gentle-
men opposite are as interested as we
are on this side in the good govern.
ment of the country, in laying down
correct principles for its government.
I have had something to do, and I am
proud of having had something to do,
with the Confederation of these Prov-
inces, with the establishment of-the pre-
sent system, and the inauguratiýn ofthe
Dominion. The hon. gentleman at the
hend of the Government is one of those,
to their credit be it said, who forgot
party feelings and party antecedents,
forgot for the time all the old struggles,
in a common effort to lift, if it were
possible, the scattered Provinces from
the slough into which they had in
some degree fallen-at least in which
the late Province of Canada had fallen
-and to form one great Dominion un-
der her Majesty's Crown and Govern-
ment. The hon. gentleman at the head
of the Government, as well as myself,
and all the leading men of that day
who were concerned in laying the
foundation of the Dominion, must desire
to see that a fair superstructure shall
be raised on that foundation, and that
it shall not be undermined, shall not be
weakened or destroyed, or prejudiced
by any mistake so early in our histOry.
It is of the very greatest consequence
that we should make no bad precedent.
A bad precedent is a dangerous thing,
especially when we are in the cOB-
mencement of our history. A flaw, a
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diseaQe at the roots of the yoing troc,
is surcly to load to early docay, and,
therefore, it is especially our duty to
see that the troc plantod by us, to
change the metaphor from the build-
ing to the troc, shall be sheltered from
every possible disease or infirmity
which might destroy its valtuo. A bad
precedent is an exceedingly bad thing.
if there is a mistake in administration,
that can bo cured by a change of Gov-
ernnent or of policy. If there is bad
legislation, that can be cured by repeal-
ing or amending the objectionable
Acts; but a precedent once established,
always has its influence. If you take
up constitutional authorities, you will
tind precedents quoted from very early
times. It is amusing to see how, when
ainy constitutional question arises, gen-
tlemen interested in sucb subjects
follow out the line of precedents, and
you will see sometimes quoted preced-
ents in the time of George III., if not
earlier, as of equal value and weight
with the precedents that have been set
in our own day and in our own time.

Ma. MACKENZIE: That is good
Tory doctrine.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD : The
Tory doctrine is a doctrine which says
there must be a conservation of the
<onstitution. It is good Tory doctrine
to say that the treatment bestowed on
the tree should vary with its growing
wants and developments. A bad pre-
cedent being a bad thing, it is of the
verv greatest consequence, on this, the
very first occasion whon a great con-
stitutional question has arisen, that we
should deal with it in a manner worthy
of it. I had thought, looking at
publie affairs from my point of view,
that at this time, in the nineteonth
century, and with a.l the advantages
we have derived from English prece.
dents, and our own system, a question
of this kind could not have arison in
Canada again, but it only shows that
eternal vigilance is the price of li berty,
who iat this time, here in Canada,wr havlmg gained Rosponsible Gov-

:eont at the point of the bayonet,the first principles of Responsible Gov-
ernment should require to be discussed
and defended in this House. The
resolution I have submitted to the
Hlouse states that the act of the Lieut.-

Goý ernor of the Province of Quebec,
" was unwise and subversive of con-
stitutional Government," and uncon-
stitutional in overy way. The first
question that arises upon that resolu-
tion is whether we have any concern
with that in this House. I need
scarcely discuss the question, I sup-
pose, and I hope, I believe, that the
Lieutenant-Governors of the different
Provinces stand now precisely in the
same position with respect to the Gov-
ernor-General and his Cabinet, as the
Governor-General stands with respect
to the Queen and ber Cabinet; and, if
that be admitted, then it must be held
that the Parliament of the Dominion
of Canada bas a supervision of the acts
of the Lieu tenant-Governors. Before
Confederation, as we all know, each of
the Provinces had a Lieutenant-Gov-
ernor. We had a Governor-General of
British North America, who had, by
his commission, a nominal supervi-
sion of the Provinces of Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, and Prince Edward
Island, but that was a merely nominal
supervision. Unless the Governor-
General was personally present and
superseded the Lieutenant-Governor,
then those Governors stood in exactly
the same relation to their respective
Provinces as the Governor-Genoral of
British North America did to the old
Province of Canada. They reported
direct to Her Majesty's Government,
or rather to the Colonial Minister who
represented Her Majesty in that re-
spect. It is well known that before
Confederation all these Governors
were liable to have their conduct dis-
cussed in the British Parliament.
Every Governor of every colony in the
British Empire was liablo to have bis
conduet discussed, to have a motion
male for his recall, or for bis censure,
or to censure Her Majesty's Govern-
ment if they did not recall him. I
need scarcely quote the numerous
cases which occurred in days of old ;
but in modern times we all remember
the case of Governor Eyre, whose con-
duct was discussed in the British House
of Commons again and again, who
was dismissed by ier Majesty's Gov-
ernment in consequence of the action
that was taken in the House of Com-
mons. We all know the case of Sir
Charles Darling, who was recalled by
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Her Majesty's Government, and whose.
conduct and deportment and mode of
Government were frequently discussed
in the British Parliament. If hon.
members would like to have reference
to the discussions I will give them.
The discussion on Governor Darling's
case will be found in the English Ran-
sard, volume 191, page 1964, and that
on Governor Eyre's case in volume
184, pages 1069 and 1763. There was
a remarkable case showing the freedom
vith which the British Parliament

discussed the conduct of Colonial Gov-
ernors on the motion made by the late
Jos. Hume against successive Gov-
ernors of British Guiana, where he
attacked most strongly the conduct of
the Government, charging them with
a breach of honour and of duty in
respect to these Governors, who were
two rather distinguished men-Sir
Henry Light and Governor Barkley.
In this country, within my experience
and that of the hon. mewnber for Cha-
teauguay (Mr. Holton), Lord Cath-
cart announced in a very unusual way,
rather as a soldier than as a politi-
cian--

MR. HOLTON: By your advice.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD : It
was long before my time.

Ma. HOLTON: It was after Lord
Metcalfe came, and before Lord Elgin
arrived.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD: It
was before my time. The first Gov-
ernor under whom I served was Lord
Elgin.

MR. HOLTON : It was your party.

SIR JOHN A.MACDONAL D: I never
served either under Lord Metcalfe or
Lord Cathcart. Only a year or two
ago we had the case of Mr. Pope Hen-
nessy, whose conduct in Barbadoes was
diseussed. Although he was not re-
called, the debate in the House of
Commons went so far as to show, per-
haps in his superabundant zeal, be-
cause I believe it was such, ho had,
perhaps, outrun discretion, and he was,
a very short period afterwards, re-
moved te another colony. These cases,
however, are not required in order te
establish the fact that the Imperial
Parliament have deait with the acts,
the merits and demerits of Colonial
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Governors with perfect freedom, and
with perfect right, and the Imperial
Government are held responsible, a.
they were in Governor Eyre's case
when they resisted several of the ro.
tions made to follow ul) his disrnissai
by punishment, and censure was en-
deavoured to bc cast on them br-
several resolutions. In fact, it is said
by the present Lord Grey in his book
on Representative Government, that,
in some respects, the colonies have au
a Ivantage over the Mother Country.
The Sovereign can do no wrong, but
if the representative of the Sovereign
does wrong, the people of the colony
have the right to appeal to the foot of
the Throne, and hold the Imperial
Ministers responsible if they do not do
justice to the colony. I will quote a
short passage. Earl Grey says, at
page 346

"But there was this most important dif-
ference between a Colonial Governor and an
English Sovereign of the Houses of Planta-
genet or Tudor, that the former was respon-
sible to a distant and generally an impartial
authority, to which the Colonists couhi
always appeal to relieve themn from a Gov-
ernor who abused bis power. The Crown
could recall any Governor who failed in the
discharge of bis dties; and if it refused to
do so on a well-grounded complaint from the
inhabitants of a Colony, they were entitled to
lay their grievance before Parliament, to
which the Ministers on whose advice the
Crown had acted were bound to answer for
what hai been done."

My contention is, and I do not suppose
it will be disputed, that the sane
power that rested in the Imperial Par-
liament with respect to Colonial Gov-
ernors appointed by direct commandof
Her Majesty, exists with respect to the
Dominion Parliament as far as regards
Lieutenant-Governors appointed by
commission of the Governor-Gener.
In the remarks which I shall address
to the House, I assume that the Lieu-
tenant-Governor of each Province has
the same power, represents the Crowai
to the same degree as the Governor-
General represents the Crown with re-
spect to the Dominion Parliament,
within the jurisdiction of his own Pro-
vince. I do not mean te say, it is not
necessary for the purpose of my argU-
ment, that this is legally so. A very
strong argument has been used lately
by a distinguished lawyer in Montresl
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(mi. Ker) upon that point. le has
zone to show and to argue tha-t by law

Ihe Lieutenant-Governor, being a
cretire of the Statute, a creature of
oui constitutional Act, appointed by
ciomtmission from the Governor-Gene-
r-ai, and not fron the Sovereign
directly, has not the same power, or
the samne attributes, or the same posi-
tiol aï the Governor-General. Wel,
thete is much to be said from a merely
lawyer 's point of view in that respect.

Ma. IIOLTON: Not much.

SIR JOIIN A. MACDONALD: And
I wouild not be at all surprised if a case
were brought up before the Courts,
which would be obliged to set aside the
constitutional question, and look at the
strietly legal question, whether that
night not be naintained. We know
with respect to the powers of the
Speakers of the different Provinces
that that question has been decided
twice, if not thrice, perhaps oftener.
The different Legislatures, the different
representativos of the people, the Co-
lonial Assembly have always contended
that the Speakers in the different Colo-
nies lad the same power within their
linited Colonial jurisdiction as the
Speaker of the Louse of Commons, and
that it is absol'htely necessary for us
that the Speaker should have that
power. But we know that it was de-
eided in on action brought against the
Speaker of Newfoundland in the case
of Kelley and the Speaker, that the
Speaker had no such right. That the
right of the Speaker of the House of
Commons rested upon prescription.
That the Speakers under the Colonial
constitution were creatures of the
Statute, and that they had no common
law Parliamentary rights, as the
Speaker of the flouse of Commons had.
Stili, all the Colonies said it was abso-
lutely necessary that that power
should be given them. It was accorded
to us. In the case of McNab against
Bidwell, when Sir Allan 1heNab
brought an action against the Speaker
of the old Pi ovince of Upper Canada
for false imprisonment, because he had,
under order of the House of Assembly,
and as Speaker, issued a warrant lorhis arrest, the question was raised
though I am not sure that in that case
it was formally decided. For the pur-

pose of this discussion I will assume
ihat the Lieutenant-Governor held pre-
cisely the same position in reference to
the Province of Quebec, its Legislature
and its Ministry, as the Governor-
General does in regard to this Legis-
lature and the Ministry that advises
him. In this discussion, as far as I an
concerned, I assume that ho has the
same power and responsibility, the
sane right of exercising the proroga-
tive within the limits prescribed by the
Confederation Act, and the saine re.
sponsibilities, and that ho must be
subject to the same checks. I have
been speaking about the legal right of
Speakers, and I will now also speak of
the legal right of Lieutenant.Gover-
nors, of Governor-Generals, and of the
Crown. A great deal of confusion
arises, as is evident from the argu-
monts we read in the Press, from the
intermingling of the question of pre-
rogative power and constitutional
right. The Crown bas great powers,
great legal powers, and if they are ex-
ercised, every Court must sustain the
exorcise of that prerogative power,
tha legal power, because it is
a power conferred upon the Crown
by law. At the same time,
every one ofthese Acts. which are sus-
tained, and may be sustained in the
Courts as perfectly legal, may be as
thoroughly unconstitutional as the
Court declared them to be legal. For-
merly. it was otherwise, but now the-
distinction is drawn in practice and in
theory. All the constitutional writers
lay down that principle beyond cavil,
and to say that the Crown bas the
right Io dismiss a person, or to ap-
pointa person, the right to veto an Act
of Parliament, the right to make a
treaty, that the Crown bas an infinity
of prerogative rights, is no answer to
any charge which may be brougbt
against the Crown, or the advisers of
the Crown, that the legal prerogative
of the Crown was unconstitutionally
exercised. The Sovereign, for instance,
can declare war, as we all know. The
Sovereign can make treaties without
reference to Parliainent. The Sover-
eign could, by a treaty, give away the
Isle of Man, or the Channel Islands, or
the Duchy of Cornwall, and that treaty
would be legal, and the country would
be gone. But, at the same time, theie &
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is the right of impeachment, and no
Minister in his senses would ever re-
commend such an exercise of the
royal prerogative. It is very impor-
tant, Mr. Speaker, that we should keep
that difference distinctly and steadily
before us. We sec it mentioned in
some of the newspapers, which one
usually styles Liberal, but which, in
this case, were the reverse of Li beral,
Ihat the Constitutional Act gives the
Lieutenant-Governor the power to dis-
miss bis Ministers, that they only held
office during his pleasure, and that
pleasure can be exercised whenever the
Crown thinks proper so to exercise it.
That is not the constitution, and I will
call attention to the difference shortly,
because it is well to lay down this
principle, and to understand the differ-
ence between the legal power and the
constitutional exercise of it. Lord
Brougbam, who is, I must say, how-
ever, not perhaps the strongest author-
ity on constitutional questions, who
w-as a little erratic, though his gen-
eral idea, as my hon. friends opposite,
who have studied these questions,
must know, was that of a man whose
statements should be received with re-
spect, said:

"In discoursing upon the frame of our
Government, I have frequently used the term
constitutional, notwithstanding the disfavour
in which it is held by political reasoners of
the Bentham school. They regard it as a
gross absurdity, and as the cant language of
the 'factions' whom they hate. lhey say
that the word bas either no neaning at all,
or it means everything and anything. A
thing is unconstitutional say they, which
anyone, for any reason, chooses to dislike.
With all deference to these reasoners, the
word has a perfectly intelligible meaning,
and signifies that, what it is always most
important to regard with due attention, many
things that are not prohibited by the law,
nay, that cannot be prohibited without also
prohibiting things which ought to he per-
mitted, are nevertheless reprehensible, and
reprehensible because contrary to the spiri t
of the Constitution. Thus the Sovereign of
England is allowed by law, like any otier
person, to amass as muchi money as Le
pleases hy his savings, or by entering into,
speculations at home and abroad. He might
accumulate a treasure of fiftv millions as
easily as bis brother of fo'lland7lately did one
of five, and lie would thus, besides his par-
liamentary income, aid without coming to
Parliament for a revenue, have an incone of
his own equal to two or three millions a
year. This would be an operation perfectly
law-rul and perfectly constitutional, and the
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Minister wiho should question it would be
justly liable to severe censure accordingly.
So we speak with perfect correctness of a law
which is proposed being unconstitutional. ifit
sias agamnst the genius and spirit of our free
government, as, for example, against the
separation of the executive from the legisla-
tive and judicial functions. A Bill framed
into a Statute whicl should permanentlv pro-
hibit public meetings without the consent of
the Government, would be as valid and
binding a law as the Great Charter, or the
Act of Settlement,but a more unconstitutional
law could not be well desired. So a law giv-
ing the soldiers, or the militia, the power of
choosing their officers. or a law, withdrawing
the military wholly from the jurisdiction oef
the courts of law, would be as binding and
valid as the Yearly Meeting Act, but it
would violate most grievously the whole
spirit of our Constitution. In like manner,
letting the people choose their Judges,
whether of the Courts of Westminster, or
Justices of the Peace, would be as unconsti-
tutional a law as letting the Crown name the
juries in all civil and criminal cases."

But, Sir, I will quote the language of
a man of the present day, the mention
of whose name will be sufficient to
ensure respect for his opinions ; one
who is extremely liberal in his views,
and who, as an historian, has assumed
in England the first place. I refer to
Mr. Freeman. This passage is so in-
structive that, at the risk of being
todious, I shall read it, especially as
the point I am now discussirg is put
far more aptly and with greater ability
than I can pretend to put it. He
says:

"Since the 17th century, things have, in
this respect, greatly altered. The work Of
legislation,ofstrictly constitutional legislation
bas never ceased. A long succession Of
legislative enactnents stand out as land-
marks of political progreps, no less in more
recent that in earlier times. But alongside
of it there has been a aeries of political
changes, changes of no less moment than
those which are recorded m the Statute-book,
which have been made without any legisla;
tive enactment whatever. A whole code of
political naxims, universally acknowledged
in theory, universally carried out in practice,
has grown up without leaving among the
formal Acts of our Legislature any trace Of
the steps by which it grew up. To the end
of the 17th century, we may fairly say, that
no distinction could be drawn between the
Constitution and the law. The prerogauive
of the Crown, the privilege of Parliament,
the liberty of the subject, might not always
he clearlv defined on every point. It has,
indeed, been said that those three things
were all of them things to which in their
own nature no limit could be set. But ai
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three were supposed to rest, if not on the
direct words of the statuâte law, yet, at least,
n that somewhat sbadowy, yet very prac-

tical creation, that mixture of genuine an-
cient traditions and of recent devices oflaw-
vers., which is known to Englishmen as
tonii!inon law. Any breach, either of the
riLghts of the Sovereign, or of the rights of
he subject, was a legal offence, capable of
,ea" definition, and subjecting the offender
to'legal penalties. An Act which could not
be 1rouglht within the letter, either of the
statute or the common law, would not then
le looked upon as an offence at all. If lower
Courts were too weak to do justice, the high
Court of Parliament stood ready todojuistice
even against the mightiest offenders. It was
armed iith weapons fearful and rarely used,'
but none the less regular and legal. It
could smite by impeaclment, by attainder,
bv the exercibe of the greatest power of all,
the deposition of the reigning King. But
men had not yet reached the more subtle
doctrine, that there may be offences against
theConstitution which are no offencet against
the law. Tney had not learned that nien in
high office may have a responsibility practi-
callv felt and acted on, but which no legal
enactment lias defined, and which no legal
tribunal will enforce. It had not been found
ont that Parliament itself has a power now
practically the . highest of its powers, in
which it acts neither as a Legislature nor as
a Court of Justice, butin which it pronoun-
cessentences which have none tih less prac-
tical force, because they carry with theni
nune of the legal consequences of death,
bond, banishiment, or confiscaiton. We
now have a whole systein of political moral-itv, a whole code of precepts, for the guid-
atnce cf public men, which will not be found
m any page of either the statute or the comn-

nion law, but which one in practice held
hardly legs sacred than any principle
'înbodied in the Great Charter, or in the
petition of righît. In short, by the side of
our written law, there has grown up an un-
written or conventional constitution. When
an Englishman speaks of the conduct of a
publbc man being constitutional or unconsti-
tutional, lie means something wholly differ-
eit froni what lie means by conduct being
legal or illegal. A famous vote of the House
0f Comnous, passed on the motion of a great
statesman, once declared that the then Min-
mýters o the Crown did not possess the confi-

dence of the Bouse of Commons, and that
thei continuance in office was, therefore, atVariance viti the spirit of the Constitution,
The truth or such a position, accordinc to
the traditional principles on which pullic
hen have acted fbr some generations, carinotle disputed, but it would be in vain to seek
¶0r any trace of such doctrines iii any page
o our written law. 'rhe proposer of that

ton did not mean to charge the existing
nistry with any illegal act, with any act
hth eould be made the subject eitlier of asecuîtio, in a lower Court, or of imtîpehch-

IleUt in the High Court of Parliament itself.

He did not mean that the Ministers of the
Crown committed any breach of the law, of
which the law could take cognizance by re-
taining possession of their offices till such
timne as the Crown should think good to dis-
miss them from those offices. W hat lie meant
was that the general course of their policy
was one which, to a muajority of the House of
Comnions, did not seem to be wise or bene-
ficiazl to the nation, and that, therefore, ac-
cording to a conventional code as well under-
stood and as effectual as the written law
itself, they were bound to resign the offices of
which the House of Cotmmons nolonger held
them to be worthy. The House made no claim
to dismiss those Ministers fromu their offices
by any act of its own. It did not even petition
the Crown to remove thein from tieir offices.
It simply spoke its mind on their general
conduct, and it was held that when the
Bouse had so spoken it vas their duty to
give way without any formal petition, with-
out anv formal command on the part of
either the House or of the Sovereign. The
passing by the flouse of Commons of sucli a
resolution as this., may perhaps be set down
as the formai declaration of a constitutional
principle. But though a formal declaration,
it was not a legal declaration. It created a
precedent for the practical guidance of
future Ministers and future Parhianents, but
it neither changed the law nor declared it. It
asserted a principle whicli might be appealed
to in future debates in the House of Com-
mons, but it asserted no principle which
could be taken any notice of by a Judge in
any Court of law. It stands, tiierefore, on a
wholly different ground from those enact-
nients, which, whether they changed the law
or simply declared the law, had a real legal
force, capable of being enforced by a legal
tribunal. If any officer of the Crown should
levy a tax with~out the authority of Parlia-
liament if he slould enfurce martial
law without the authority of Parlia-
ment, lie wouild be guilty of a legal crime.
But if he merely continues to hold an office
conferred by the Crown, and froi which the
Crown lias not removed him, tiough lie hold
it in the teeth of any numuber of votes of cen-
sure passed by both Houses of Parliament,
lie is in no way a breaker of the written law.
But the man who should so act would be
universally held to have trampled underfoot
one of the mîost undoubted principles of the
unwritten but universally accepted Constitu-
tion."

Nov, Sir, what is the case of the Lieu-
tonant-Goverror, and what were
his relations to bis advisers constitu-
tionally, setting aside the legal ques-
tion altogether, which I have attempted
to discuss. Setting aside the legal
right to dismiss every officer holding
office under him during his pleasure,
what is the position of the Lieutenant-
Governor and his advisers? They
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hold precisely the same position, I
contend, with respect to the Lieuten-
ant-Governor, as Lord Beaconsfield
and bis Government hold with respect
to Her Majesty, and the hon. member
for Lambton and bis Ministry hold
with respect to the representative of
the Sovereign, the Governor-General.
Under the Constitution as it now stands,
1 contend that the Ministry of the
day, so long as they bave the confi-
dence of Parliament, so long as they
are sustained in Parliament, must, and
have the right to claim the confidence
of the Sovereigri, or the representative
of the Sovereign. I contend that,
although it was otherwise formerly,
and although the doctrine bas grown
up by slow degrees, and although we
read of dismissals of ininistries by the
Crown in the earlier days when the
Constitution of England was still un-
developed to the state of perfection in
which, I think, it exists at ihis mo-
ment; yet, in this day, so long as the
advisers of the Crown have the confi-
dence of Parliament, they have a right
to claim the confidence of the Sover-
eign. That is the great principle. If
we do not hold to that then we are all
at sea, and in great danger of being
wrecked. Then, indeed, our institu-
tions are not only on their trial, but
we have great reason to dread that
they will fail, and this promising com-
mencement of our new Dominion will,
by an abandon ment of that great land-
mark, fail to carry out its future as a
Dominion founded on British constitu-
tional principles, and carrying them
out under more favourable terms, and
under less fettered conditions than
even our fellow country in Great
Britain and Ireland. As I said before,
this is a question which appeals to all
of us, to every man, to every lover of
his country, every lover of free insti-
tutions, every one who wishes to
embalm, as it were, British institutiors
in this great offshoot of the British
monarchy. It is so necessary that we
should consider this question as it
exists now in England, and not accord-
ing to old precedents, that I will take
the liberty, before I sit down, of calling
the attention of this House to the
gradual growth, the very gradual
growth, in the face of such immense
discouragements,and immense pressure

Sm JOHN A. MACDONALD.

from the Cronn, aind o(casionally
from immense weaknesses on the pait
of the advisers of the Crown,
that it is only by slow degrees'
that we have evolved the now presenL
system tbat exists in England, and
which I hope by tb vote of this
House, and by the advice of this House,
and by the general concurrence of this
House, will be carried out in this coun-
try. When I speak about the failure
of Ministers in England, we know that
they have failed. and that the desire of
continuing in office bas again and again
inade them make unworthy compli-
ances to the Sovereign; but, notwith-
standing the obstinacy, the wrong-
headedness, if I may usD the expre,-
sion, from the Queen or King wearing
the Crown at the time, in the un-
worthy compliances and weaknesses
of the advisers of the Crown,
yet by slov degrees the Constitu-
tion bas been evolved, until we
now have that principle fixed in Eng-
land, and I hope that the action of this
House will fix it in Canada, and that
so long as the Ministry of the day
have the confidence of the people, they
will bave the confidence of the Crown,
and that the Crown will be advised by
those men who have the confidence of
the representatives of the people.
There is only one case, Sir, in which
it seems to me that this doctrine can
be impugned, and that is when the
Sovereign bas a reason to believo that
the representatives of the people who
maintain, who support the advisers of
the Crown, have forfeited the confi-
dence of the people themselves. lI
such a case, Mr. Speaker, if the Crown
bas that opinion, the Crown bas a fair
right to say to its advisers-

I Thougli I admit that vou have the confi-
dence et the representatives of the people,
thoufli I admit that you are sustained il'
Parliainent, yet my idea is this : that those
who do so sustain you have, from one cause
or another, forfeited the confidence of the peo-

le themselves, and I desire that there shaH
an appeal under your guidance. I hold

vou, my advisers, to have the confidence 01
the people until the contrary is shown, but I
cail upon you, and I insist upon it, that there
be an appeal to the people. and if you comle
back from the people sustained in the future,
as you have been sustained in the pre sefl
Parliament, then you will have agaiù tlw
confidence which has been in some degree
weakened by late events."
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For instance, Mr. Gladstone himself,
did not wait for any such intimation
fïrom the Crown. He did not wait to
be told that there was unmistakable
.evidence that a reaction bad set in in
England. He did not wait to have the
Crown send for him and say to him-

" You see single after single election going
against you. You see that there is a very
sirong reaction in the country, and I think
that von ought to appeal to the country as a
vhole. I think that you oughtto see whettier

the country bas such confidence still in you,
that you have a title to the renewal of your
lease of office."

No, Mr. Gladstone felt that it was due
to himself and his position to go to the
country. lic believed, and it may or
it may not have been so, that these
elections which had gone against him
were indications that he bad, to a cer-
tain extent, lost the confidence of the
people; and, of his own accord, be ad-
viscd the Sovereign to dissolve, so that
there might be an appeal to the people,
and, as we ail know, the appeal to the
people was against him. In the first
place, I would call your attention
shortly to the act of the Lieutenant-
Governor in the Province o Quebec.
le had found his Ministers in when
he came into power, and found them
sustained by the representatives of the
people in the louse of Assembly. He
found them m the Upper louse, which
was a judicial House nominated by the
Crown, and they were there also
strong.

Several loN. MEMBERS: lear,
h ear.

SIa JOHN A. MACDONALD: It is
So.* I state so as a matter of fact; as a
matter of fact the Lieutenant-Governor
found them in office. They bad then
the confidence of the representatives of
the people, and they had the support,
if that suits better.

Ma. BLAKE: To the term " a judi-
(ial House " we were objecting, because
every man in it was nominated by
themselves.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD:
Every man on the bench is nominated
bY the advisers of the Crown, and yet
they are not judicial officers.

1ION. MEMBERS: Hear, hear.

MR. CARTWRIGIIT: They have
judicial functions.

SIa JOHN A. MACDONALD: I
know, Mr. Speaker, it is the ffashion in
some places, and in some ways, to ut
tack the Sonate or the Legislative
Council-these nominated bodies. That
is a point by itself which, perhaps, we
had botter not import into this discus-
sion.

MR. BLAKE: We did not import it,
SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD:

When I say "judicial," I mean to say
that their functions are supposed to be
somewhat analogous to those of the
House of'Lords. The House of Lords
is supposed to have judicial functions;
that is to say, they are not to resist the
well-ascertained will of the people, and
they are to sit judicially upon the
measure of the representatives of the
people-the House of Commons-so
that they may give the peoplo them-
selves the opportunity, if tbey think
right, of considering that question, the
question they are dealing with. They
are a check on the House of Commons,
the representatives of the people, and
in thiis respect they hold an advisory
and quasi-judicial position. That isail
I mean in that respect, but the Lieu-
tenant-Governor found a Ministry hav-
ing the confidence of both branches of
the Local Legislature in office, and
they were very strong, I believe, in the
House of Assembly, but I do not know
what the proportions were in the
Legislative Council. I believe that they
were two to one.

MR. DEVLIN: More than that.

SIa JOHN A. MACDONALD: Two
to one. In the Lower louse they had a
majority of 20 in 65. The Lieut.-Gov-
ernor had their assurance that his ad-
visers had the confidence of the repre-
se2tatives of the people, and of
the other branch of the Legis-
lature, which, wisely or unwisely,
was a constituted authority in this
case. The whole or nearly the whole
of the Session dragged on. The Minis-
try of the day introduced theirseveral
measures. They carried them almost
to completion. They brought down,
for instance, a system of taxation,
which is not a very popular thing for
any Government to do, as perhaps
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every Finance Minister in his lifetime
has found out. This was allowed to
go on until it had almost corne to corn-
pletion. The principlo measures of
the Government were about to become
law in a day or two, and all these mea-
sures had been supported by strong
votes in both Houses. They had been
supported, and there was a vote
of want of confidence against
them on one of these mea-
sures, but it was out-voted by a
numerous majority, considering the
small body of which that House is
constituted, and yet, at the last tno-
ment, just before prorogation, when
they had the proof that both Houses
had determined on ihis, and the proof
that the representatives of the people,
and until ihere is an appeal to the
people it is to be held that they had
the confidence of the people, approved
of it, then the Lieutenant-Governor
took the opportunity to dismiss these
men on the ground that theso mea-
sures were unconstitutional. Not one
of these grounds was sufficient, not one
of those grounds can hold water for a
moment. I am quite satisfied that if
the illustrious individual, or the illus-
trious personage of whom we spoke to-
day, had been in the position of the
Lieutenant-Governer of the Province
of Quebec, he would rather have cut
off his right hand than permit what
he would consider an outrage on the
British Constitution. I said that by
slow degrees England was educated up
to the present position of constitutional
law. The Coiistitution is developing
every moment. Ilere, as Bristow
says: the Constitution is not now what
it was in 1860. The Constitution is
not certainly now what it was in 1838,
at the time of the Bed Chamber plot.
The Constitution of England, at this
moment, is being developed to a per-
fect system, and what we contend, as
the right of' the people of the Do-
minion, and the right of every Pro-
vince of the Dominion, is that we have
a right to claim that we have precisely
in our several Logislatures, and in re-
spect to the several Legislatures and
this Parliament, the same iight as the
English people have with respect to
their Parliament. Now, Sir, look at
the case of dismissals even in the time
of George III., and lie, as we all know,

SiRa JoHN A. MACDONALD.

said if we draw our authority from the
Liberal writers and the Liberal
writers of that day are the Liberal.
Conservatives ôf to-day-

Mi. IOLTON: Do not siander
them.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD: Ed-
mund Burke made his appeal from the
new Whigs to the old Whigs, and he
would be in this country what we cal
a Baldwin Reformer, or in other
words, a Liberal-Conservative. Now,
Sir, in 1774, it had been laid down by
all the writers that the present British
Constitution only commenced to get
fuir play, and that the Rockingr-
ham Government was established
over the ruins of old George IlI's
Government, Lord Bute and the rest of
them, by the influence and by the
genius, and by the efforts, and by the
writings of Edmund Burke. In 1774
Fox or rather the Duke of Portland,
who formed the famous Coalition Gov-
ernment, was dismissed by George III.
Well, Sir, even thon, although it was
admitted by all writers, as well by those
who may be considered to be writing
on the Conservative side, or the Tory
side if you like, as by all Liberal
writers, that looking at the transac-
tions of that day by the present light
of the present Constitution as at pre-
sent administered, George Ill. was
wrong, and that George 111., if he did
now what he did thon, would be con-
sidered to have committed a great
breach of the Constitution. What was
the case ? It is quoted, and it is one of
the examples of how far a bad prece-
dent reaches, and how it may be to the
latest instant quoted, when it should be
looked upon as a rock to be avoided
rather than as a precedent to be fol;
lowed. The Indian Bill was introduced
in the House of Commons. It Was
carried in the louse of Commons, an[
it was defeated in the flouse of Lord1*
George III. was known to be opposed(
to that measure. George III. knew that
it was taking away all the patronage
which he was eagerly holding in hi
tenacious grasp. It was known that
its terms transferred the patronage O
the Crown to the Ministry of the
Crown of the day. Although he Wa
aware of that, and ho feilt, too, in hi
heart's core that this was a blow at
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what he considered the monarchial
principle, and the monarchical power,
yet he allowed it to pass through the
fIouse of Commons. Although he was
opposed to it, and thé Ministry knew
that he was opposed to it-although
they knew that every feeling, and
every principle, and every emotion of
George III. was opposed to that mea-
sure, and yet he allowed his Ministers
to introduce that Bill-it was carried
through the House of Commons. It
came to the House of Lords, and only
when it vas defeated by the other
branch of the Legislature and thrown
out, did he say, "You have lost the
confidence of one branch of the Legis-
lature." And mind you, Mr. Speaker,
that then the House of Lords was of as
much consequence, if not more con-
sequence, than the flouse ofCommons.
If this was long before the Reform Bill,
it was at a time the flouse of Lords
had not only its own power and prestige
as a great branch of the Legislature,
Lut it was at a time when it controlled
more than one-third, aye, and approach-
ing to nearly one-half of the House of
Commons. So that a great peer in the
House of Lords was an infinitely
greater political man than a political
man in the House of Commons, and it
wE's more necessary at that time, if
possible, and certainly as necessary, to
have the confidence of the House
2f Lords as it was to have
the confidence of the flouse of Com-
mons; and it was not until there was a
vote of want of confidence by throwing
out this measure, on which the Admin-
istration had staked their whole exist-
ence, did he venture to dismiss them.
And yet, notwithstanding that case, it
i8 now held by all constitutional
writers, held bv all statesmen, and
held by every man who has carried
the constitutional principle into action,
that tie conduct of George II. cannot
be defended as being constitutional.

I. OLTON: lear, hear.

MR. BLAKE: fie brought about the
vote.

. SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD: Thatis only another instance of the King interfering improperly. I am not de-
fending George III., who certainly
brought about the vote.

Ma. BLAKE: I am simply pointing
ont that this was an ingredient in his
conduct.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD: Still
George III. certainly had no right to
write that letter to Lord Temple. Cor-
tainly this act would not be borne
with for a moment now. Although
we had under a great State exigency,
under the danger of there being a
great revolution in England, William
IV., doing very nearly the same thing
with respect to the Reform BiIl. It is
admitted that this was a breach of the
Constitution, but it was like the sus-
pension of the Habeas Corpus Act in
time of war or insurrection. In 1801
Pitt was not dismissed, but ho re-
signed bocause the King insisted upon
his abandoning his project of Catholie
emancipation. It was a resignation.
It was not a dismissal in terms, but it
was approaching very much to a
lorced resignation. lie resigned on
the Catholic question. The next dis-
missal was that of Lord Grenville, in
1817. It took place on one form of the
Catholie question, namely, in regard
to allowing officers professing the
Catholie religion to hold high rank in
the army. The King at first consented,
but afterwards stated that a misap-
prehension had occurred as to the ex-
tent of his assent, and, therefore re-
quested the Ministry to withdraw tho
the Bill. That the Government con-
sented to do, but the King required a
still further pledge from them in writ-
ing, that they would nover introduce a
similar measure. They at once said it
would be unconstitutional and deroga-
tory to their position, and they wore
dismissed. There were two cases in
the time of George IIT.-that of Lord
Grenville and of the Portland Admin-
tration, the coalition Administration of
Fox and Portland. During the whole
reign of George I V., there was no dis-
missal. Although ho was opposed to
Catholie emancipation, although he
had an hysterical abhorence to that
measure, yet ho finally yielded to his
Ministers. There was no dismissal by
George IV., there was one dismissal by
William IV., in 1834, and thatwe have
ail seen quoted as a precedent for the
dismissal in Quebec in 1878. Now, in
the lirst place, there was a great
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excuse which was not so well known at
the time as it is now, for the conduct
of William IV. in dismissing the Gov-
ernment of Lord Melbourne in conse-
quence of the death of Lord Spencer
and the elevation of Lord Althorpe,
who led the Lower House, to the
House of Peers. That you will find
described in Greville's memoirs, and
in order to show that there was an ex-
cuse for William IV. in that case,
which does not exist now, I will quote
shortly the statement the King made,
which is given in Greville, and which
has been confirmed in the memoirs of
Baron Stockmeyer. When Lord Mel-
bourne went down to Windsor to sec
the King, on the elevation of Lord Al-
thorpe, the following is stated to have
occurred :

"Lord Melbourne told him (that is the
King) that as lie had only undertaken to
carry on the Government in consideration of
baving the assistance of Lord Althorpe in the
House of Commons, his reinoval made it
necessary to adopt a new organization alto-
aether, that some considerable concessions to
the principle of Reform were judged to be
necessary, and the appointment of a succes-
sor of Lord Aithorpe, who should carry
them into effect. That he was of opinion
t.hat,wi thout these the Government could not
go on, and at the same time it was necessary to
state that there were members of the Cabinet
who did not coincide with these views, and
who would retire when Parlianent met if
they were adopted. These were Lord Lans-
downe and Sprng Rice. Lord John Russell
was to lead in the House of Commons, but
the loss of Rice would be a severe blow to
them. The concessions related principally
to church reforni, the disunion of the Cabi-
net being thus exhibited, it was clear the
Government could not go on without some
material alteration in its composition. The
King urged this, and asked Lord Melbourne
from what quarter the necessary accession

<f' strength was to be procured, and whether
Ihe could hope for it, from the Conservative
interest. He owned that nothing was to be
expected from that quarter. It remained,
tien, that it vas only from the more extreme
Party that their ranks coald be recruited.
To this the King would not consent, and lie,
therefore, imparted to him his resolution of
placing the Government in other bands."

In a note made by Mr. Reere, who
was Cierk of the Privy Council at that
time, and who edited Greville's
memoirs, it was stated:

" This account of the transaction was
confirmed in almost every particular by the
statement drawn up by King William him-
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self, or by his directions, for the informnation
of Sir Robert Peet, and first published ii,
Baron Stockmeyer's Memoirs in 1872. That
when Lord Melbourne tormed hisGovernmenît
lie told the King that it could not continue
unless Lord Althorpe renained in the House
of Cornions, and unless it becane rnore
Radical and less an old Whig Governnent.
That Lord Landsdowne and Spring Riee,
who were known as the leading Whigs or
that day, were going to retire, because they
would not go with tie more extreme party,
and that, un less the Government was reor.
ganized he could not carry on the Govern.
ment."

Such was the excuse given by the
King, and it bore considerable force.
Yet, by the entire consensus of prac-
tical statesmen and theoretical writers,
it had been admitted that William IV.
was wrong. Let it be remembered,
moreover, that there is this marked d is-
tinction between that case and that in
Quebec. At the time Lord Melbourne
told the King he could not go on with-
ont a Radical change in his Adninis-
tion, and in fact have it recast, he was
in a minority in the House of Lords;
whercas in Quebec a vote of confidene
in the Government was adopted both
by the Commons and the Upper
louse.

It being Six o'clock, the Speaker ieft
the Chair.

After Recess.

SIR. JOHN A. MACDONALD re-
sumed. le said: At the time the
House took recess I was speaking of
the last instance in the history of Eng-
land whcn the power of dismissal of
Mi iisters by the Crown was exercised.
Sich a case bad not occurred since
then. It was unsuccesful then, as it
deserved to be. It received the repu-
diation of Parliament and of the peo-
ple by the triumphant return of Lord
Melbourne and his supporters at the
general election, which was forced 01n
unconstitutionally. It has been pointe1

to with scorn by all writers on thO
subject ever since; and it is, therefore,
an important landmark in the historY
of constitutional law in England, of un
aet which can never happen aga"in I
the Mother Country, and I would fain
have hoped, if it had not been for the
recent occurrence in Quebce, it would
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never have happened in any country
having English institutions. I shall
bave to quote several authorities with
respect to this last outrage and offence
against Responsible Government in
England, and against the British Con-
stitution. Since recess, I have opened
the second volume of the memoirs of
Lord Melbourne, written by Mr. Mc-
Cullagh Torrens, an old Parliamenta-
rian, and a man of high standing in
Parliament, than whom no one was
more competent to deal with the sub-
ject. The writer, who treats the me-
moir as a narrative, took the grourd
that, if a change of Government were
to be made, it should be carried
out in a constitutional manner.
Lorid Melbourne felt it to be,
his duty to remind Lis Sove-
reign that the Ministry had a
large majority in Parliament on a ques-
tion of importan e. The King replied
thiat they were in a minority in the
Peers, and lie had reason to believe
that they would speedily be in the
same condition in the Commons, and
he added peremptorily they had bet-
ter, therefore, resign without loss of
self-respect. William IV. was quite
right according to the principles of the
Constitution. If Lord Melbourne
thought bis Administration had not
the confidence of the people, they had
the right to appeal to the country if
they- desired to do so, and it was when
lie had declined to do so, and not before
that, the King should have dismissed
him, and brought in another Adminis-
tration to try the experiment whether
Ihe people supported the new or the
old Administration. The writer fur-
ther said that it appeared as though
lis Majesty -(change Majesty to his
lonomi)--had been misled into the un-

contitutional course of taking counsel
rl'om others without the knowledge of

hislegitimate advisers,and he was about
1o foIOW some secret or irresponsible

iUnsel Opposition to their advice.
Althorpe,who was of such impor-
iance in the King's opinion that his

noval f rom the leadership of the
House of Commons to the louse of

ords as Earl Spencer on the death of
s father, inight be supposed to feel

ttered by the declaration of bis
sovereign, and that his withdrawaltrora the House of Commons was suffi

119

cient to break an Administration. He
had made up his mind never more to
enter politics and ho never did so.
But what did Lord Althorpe say?

" He remained for some weeks at Aithorpe
in seclusion, and finally made up bis mind
to take no further part in publie affaire.
But in the calm of his retirement, lie was
peculiarly qualified to weigh the motives
which lad led to the dismissal of his late
colleagues, and the consequence of that dis-
missal, and his judgment was unwaverinog
and stern. He suggested to Mr. Hume, with
whom le had never had any private confi-
dence, and very intermittent publie agree-
nient, that an early opportunîty should be
taken to ascertain what the opinion of the
new House of Conimous was upon the mode
in which Lord Melbourne had been dis-
missed. In his view the conduct of William
IV. was not only reprehensible, but far too
dangerous an exanple to be sueflred to paso
unreprelhended by Parliamnent."

That would be found in a letter dated
January 31st, 1835, from Lord AI-
thorpe. It is said that in this a.ge the
people do not know the history of their
time. In looking at the imperfect
histories written of recent days you
find little allusion to the philosophie
and constitutional reasons affecting the
course of the Administration of the
nation. I will quotefr-om awell-known
-History of England, written by Charles
Knight, who everyone knows is a great
literary man, and great politician, and
a great Liberal, The sentences are
few, but the words are pregnant with
meaning. The author wrote:-

" The sensation produced in London by
the rejorted dismissal of the Minit.try was a
natural consequence of the suddenness of
the act, as it presented iteelf to the body of
the people in its really unconstitutional
character, as it appeared to thoughtful
and well informed men. The Sovereiga
had a constitutional right to disnuse
hi4 Ministers, but it must be on grounds
more capable of justification to Parlia-
ment than the simple exercise of his
personal will. The suddenness of the resolve
rendered an arrangement necessary, which
could not be justified by anly precedent, ex-
cept on an occasion of critical emergency in
the last days of Queen Anne."

That was when it became a question
whether a Pretender, a Stuart, should
be raised to the throne, or that the
Hanoverian succession sbould be main-
tained. Let me quote from a periodi-
cal, then of considerable more weight
than it has now, viz.: The Edinburgh
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Rcview, on this subject,and I think the
Ilouse will agree with me that the
sentences are pregnant and the ]an-
guage forcible. lfie Edinburgh Review
said :-

" The power of tle Crown to choose its
Ministers is clearly a necessary attribute of
the monarchy. But is it now exercised un-
der adequate checks? Some intriguing
courtiers, some clamorous friend who bas
access to the Royal ear, sone politician who
has a purpose to serve, and cares lttie if' a
new MinEtry lasts no longer than his own
gratification requires, may abuse the Royal
confidence, and blindly bring on an exper:-
ment, aIl but desperate for both King and
country, of changing the Ministry. By the
strict letter of the law, the Miinister who
accepts office is responsible for the charge
which renoved bis predecessors. But sup-
pose one Ministry displaced and that no one
agrees to take its place. Suppose this sus-
peneion of ministerial functions to continue
for weeks, wbo is answerable for that? In-
deed, if the Eing has once dismis-ed his
Ministers, or lie is left without a Govern-
ment, hardly any practical responsibility
could ever be incurred by the men who only
entered into the places made vacant long
before they were consultedi." O

The language used in this article is so
strong, that I do not care to read it ail,
lest it should be supposed that I did it
j'ou party purposes, or with the inten-
tion of applying it expressly to the
circumstances in Quebec. Further on
it proceeds :-

" If any o-e thinks that the view bere
taken of the late change of Ministry is too
strong, let him reflect on the wholly unpre-
cedented circumstances which distinguished
that strange event. Between his majority
and his confidential servants there existed no
diffèrence of opinion upon any subject of
policy, foreign or domestic. This is now ex-
plicity admifted by the Tories thenselves.
Among the Ministers reigned the most per-
fect harmony on ail questions, and personal-
ly the members of no Cabinet ever were on
more cordial ternis one with another. This,
too, is admitted, and the King's speech des-
cribes their whole policy as perfectly unex-
ceptionable and uniformly successful. Lord
Althorpe became a peer, Parliament was not
sittin g, and therefore, and for no other rea-
son whatever, as is now allowed by all, the
King changed bis Government, called to his
Councils the nost opposite class of states-
men he couli find, to give his confidence to
the men whom the country most distrusted
and dishked, and would not even wait a few
days lefore lie cleared out his Ilouse.
That lie had been wishing to change the
Ministry for some time is very psible. But
when his Royal father, said to one of the
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ablest professional men of his day, wanted
to make such changes, le alwaye waited bis
opportunity, and seized on sorne measure, or
on some pretext in some moment when there
was a cry against his servants, to deliver the
Ministry into the people's hands, and ap.
point more popular successors, men whomu
he liked, not certainly because of their po-
pularity, but in spite of it. It was thus that
when Mr. Fox died in September, 1803, His
Majesty waited till a no-Popery cry could
be raised, and only turned out the Whigs
six montis after they had lost their mighty
chief. The secret advisers of the present
King have done nuch, certainly, to dispirit
and to alienate by their late proceeding, but
nothing to show that they are gitted with his
Royal parent's kingcraft. 'Ihey seern to
think that a King should turn off his Min-
isters much as a gentleman does bis livery
servants."

That is the opinion of the Edinburgli
Review. I have said that no dismissal
has taken place since that time.
George III. dismissed his Ministers in
two instances, William IV. in one in-
stance, George IV., with all his faults,
never thought of such a thing. He
faiînted on one occasion ; be wept; ho
deplored his sad fate in being obliged
to submit to his Administration on the
Catholie question, but he yielded ; and
Queen Victoria has, in no case, com-
mitted such an outrage on the Consti-
tution as to dismiss a Ministry which
had the confidence of the representa-
tives of the people. The nearest ap-
proach to that in the Queen's history
is what is called the Bedchamber Plot
in 1838, not two years after she
ascended the throne. On the resigna-
tion of the Whig Administration, Sir
Robert Peel was sent for, and he in-
sisted that the Ladies of the Bedchiam-
ber, who were the wives of the defeated
Ministers, should also retire. -He
did not interfere with the Maids of
Honour and others, but he said it was
unseemly that the great ladies of
the Court should be the wives of the
members of the defeated Administra-
tion, that the wife of the defeated
Prime Minister, for instance, should be
continually at the ear of the Queen,
conveying her husband's sentiments
and the opinions of the Opposition.
The Queen, then a young woman,
naturally clung to the friends of her
youth, and she declined to have thei
removed. Sir Robert Peel declined to
form an Administration unless they
were removed. There was, at the
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time, great sympathy with the Queen.
i remember itquite well. Iremember
how it rung through the press in Eng-
!and about the attempt to force upon
lier Majesty, this young lady, strange
women, instead of those she respected
and esteemed and had been brought up
with. But, in 1842,when the Queen had
iecome a little more acquainted with
kingcraft, and knew ber position, and
when Sir Robert Peel was called in
.gain she admitted that she was
wrong, and allowed the Ladies of the
3edchamber to be removed, and in
the " Lite of the Prince Consort," in
the previous book, you will find some
leaves written by the Queen, wlere
,he gracefully and frankly acknow-
ledges that she made a mistake. That
is the only instance, and it bas a very
remote resenblance to this case. It
was the cause of the refusal to take
ottice oi Sir Robert Peel, because the
Queen insisted on her personal pre-
dilections in opposition to the principle
that even the entourage of the Sove-
reign should be selected under the
advice of the responsible Ministers of
ihe day. The only case that at all
appears to give a justification for the
course taken in Quebec is that which
happened the other day in South
Africa; the action of Sir Bartle Frero,
who disraissed a Ministry and sent for
a new one. That is defended,
faintly defended, perhaps, and if
it proves to be on true ground,
it will be upheld. The result will
show whether he will be upheld or not.
But his justification is salus populi
suprema est lex. It was a case where
aLil constitutional practice must be set
aside in the presence of a great dan-
ger. There were a few white men in
the South African colonies. There
were 200,000 e'eulos threatening them
On one flank, and the great body of
te aborigines threatening the whole
frontier, and Sir Bartle Frere said
' I must take this course, or I may
have upon my conscience the blood of
every wlite man in South Africa."
We know how fractious the Moiten's
(overnment has always shown itself.Tihat Government declined to give the
control of the militia force in South
Africa to the commander-in-chief.
Enfgiand had her military forces there,and Was responsible for the safety of

119î

those great and growing colonies. Eng-
land said: " If we are to fight your
battles, we must have the control of
your martial force. We cannot have
a divided command. We cannot have
our Sir O'Grady Haly controlled by
Col. Walker Powell, your Adjutant-
General. We cannot have two separate
and independent forces acting under
different commands and without a
common responsibility." This was de-
fended, I think, in the Saturday Re-
view, and certainly in the Pall Mall
Gazette, upon the same ground on
which the Habeas Corpus Act, the
charter of British liberty, might be
suspended in the presence of threaten-
ed rebellion, or eertain war. On that
ground, and on that ground only, is it
defended, and on that only is it defen-
sible. There can be no application of
that case to the present, where there is
no war, or expectation of war. Where
there is no fear of external attack or
internal commotion. Peace, thank
God, dwells on our border, and we cati
carry out the British system in its
entirety without any such infringe-
ment as we have seen on tis occasion.
Look at the different course of Sir
George Rowen, where the circum-
stances were more than suspicious,
when the apparent action of the Gov-
ernrent, so far as we can understand
it, was such as to propose to disar-
range the whole machinery of the Gov-
ernment. The Judges, the officiais
were ail paid off, and the thireat was
made that uniess the Upper louse
yielded to the Lower, and passed a
Bill to pay the latter their wages as
Members, the lunatie asylums and pri-
sons and penitentiaries should beopen-
ed, and ail the idiotey and madness
and crime should be poured out upon
the colony, and yet the British Gov-
ernment sustained Sir George Bowen
in saying: " I must sustain rny Admi-
nistration, who have the confidence of
the people, unless Imperial interests
are threatened. It is not for me to
judge; I must take my ad vice from my
Administration." And the Liberal press
in England sustain him in that. No
more able article has been written than
that in the London Daily News on this
subject, showing that if the Colonies
were to be really a fac simile of the
British Constitution, it must be carried
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out to its utmost extremity short of
war or bloodshed. And the natural
consequence had proved to be that a
compromise, from the necessity of the
case, had arisen between the two
Houses, simply because Sir George
Bowen, though the course of his Min-
isters was opposed by every newspaper
in England, supported them, because
they had a majority in Parliament. I
said a little while ago that we must
judge of the British Constitution as it
is now, as it has been developed, and
not as it was fifty years ago, seventy-
five years, or thirty years ago. I shall
call the attention of the House to what
I believe to be the true principles of
the British Constitution on the point
which I am pressing upon the con-
sideration of the House at this moment
in 1878. 1 shall first quote an author
who bas been quoted again and again,
Mr. Bagehot, whose lamented decease
struck England with sorrow, especially
all political constitutionalists, for he
was considered the authority of the day
on constitutional law. If I am per
mitted in this argument to relate a
little anecdote. I would do so with
referonce to this gentleman. This
book from which I quote was in the
first place published in the Fortnightly
Review. I Lad read some of the num-
bers before I went to England in 1865,
and I was dinig with the "Political
Economy Club," of London, of which
the bon. the Premier is a member,
when in the course of a conversation
on polilical economical matters with
a gentleman who sat near me, I said:
" I have been very much struck with
some articles in the Fortnightly Review
on the English Constitution. It seems to
me that they give the only true picture
of the British Constitution as it now
exists. They are written by one Mr.
Bagehot." le said: "I am very glad
you like them, because I am Mr. Bage-
hot." From that time an acquaintance
grew up between us, which only ceased
with his lamented death. Let me now
read from him:

"Princiffle shows that the power of dis-
niîesîng a Goveru nment with which Parlia-
ment is satisfied, and of dissol ving that Par-
liament upon an appeal to the people, is not
a power which a common hereditary
monarch will in the long run be able bene-
ficially to exercise.

SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD.

" Accordingly, this power las almost, if
not quite. dropped out of the reality of our
Constitution. Nothing, perhaps, would more
surprise the English people than if the Queen,
by coup d'etat and on a sudden, destroyed
a Ministry firn in the allegiance, and secure
of a majority in Parliament. That power
indisputably, in theory, belongs to her; but
it has passed so far away froi the mmds of
men, that it would territy them if she used it
like a volcanic eruption fromn Prinîrose
Hill. The last analogy to it is not one to be
coveted as a precedent. In 1835, William
IV. dismissed an Administration which,
though disorganized by the loss of its leader
in the Coimmons. was an existing Govern.
ment,had a Premier in the Lords ready to go
on, and a leader in the Comîmons willing to
begiîr. The King fancied that publie
opmion was leaving the Whigs and going over
to the Tories, and he thought he should
accelerate the transition by ejecting the
former. But the event showed that he wis-
judged. His perception, indeed, was riglt ;
the English people were wavering in their
allegiance to the Whigs, who had no leader
that touched the popular heart,none in whom»
Liberalism could personify itself and becoine
a passion-who besides were a body long
used to Opposition, and, therefore, making
blunders in office-who were borne to power
by popular impulse which they only half
comprehended, and perhaps less than half
shared. But the King's policy was wrong;
lie impeded the reaction instead of aiding it.
He forced on a premature Tory Government
which was as unsuccessful as all wise

people perceived that it must be. The popu-
lar.distaste to the Whigs was as yet but in-
cipient, ineffieient, and the interveni-
tion of the Crown was advautageous
to them, because it looked incon-
sistent with the liberties of the people,
and in so far William IV. was right in
detecting an incipient change of opinion, he
did but detect an erroneous change. What
was desirable was the prolongation of Liberal
rule. The commencing dissatisfaction did
but relate to the personal demerits of the
Whig leaders, and other temporary adjuncts
of free principles, and not to those principles
intrinsically. So that the last precedent l'or
a royal onslaught on a Ministry ended thi
in opposing the right principles, in aiding
the wrong principles, in hurting the party It
was meant to help. After such a warn iæg, it
is likely that our nonarch will pursue the
policy wich a long course ofquiet precedent
directs, thev will 'eave a Ministry trusted .
Parliameut~to the judgment of Parliament.

And so be winds up the whole of his
discussion on this subject by thi
pregnant phrase:-

" The Queen eau hardly now refuse a
defeated Minister the chance of a dissolution,
any more than she can dissolve in the tinle
of an undefeated one, and without bis
consent."
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This quotation bas been already used
ini a speech made by Mr.
Chapleau, and be made a long quota-
tion from Bagehot which I did not
recognize and which I could not find.
I thought that I knew this work
v heart. It bas been my guide as

regards the principles of the British
Constitution. I searched the different
editions but I could not find it. I tele-
graphed to Mr. Chapleau to find out
where he got that quotation, and he
gave me the reference. It is a rather
singular thing that it bas never yet,
(until it was translated by Mr.
Chapleau, or for Mr. Chapleau in
his speech), appeared in English.
Bagehot's book at once took publie
attention, and a French edition was
ptblished of it. It was published
in 1872, I think immediately after
:a book on the British Constitution
was written by the late Monsieur
Prevost Paradol; and in the French
introduction to his book, which
otherwise as a translation of
this be discusses some of the points
taken by Monsieur Paradol, in his book
on the British Constitution. I have the
origrinal edition bere in French, but I
shall not trouble you with my imperfeet
French, I will read to you Mr. Chap-
leau's translation of it, which I have
verified as being a correct translation.
J have already read you the first pass-
age be quotes, and I shal read it on
account of its importance again

"The Qieej can hardly now refuse a de-
feated Minister the chance of dissolution any
nore than she can dissolve in the time of an
undefeated one, aud without his consent."

This is the quotation which only ap
leared in French, but I shall read you
a translation :-

" And no monarch should dissolve Parlia-
nient against the will and the interest of theMistry which is in power, no doubt the
King can dismiss such a Ministry and
replace it by another Administration
Whose advice to dissolve Parliaiment hei take ; but even with this pre-

n, to act thus towards a Min-
which bad a strong majority in

.paihiaIent, would be to strike a blow which
it is almost impossible to suppose. We donot believe that Queen Victoria herself, in5Pite of the popularity and respect by which'Iîe is Purrounded, to a greater extent per-Laps taan any of her predecessors, would

even have recourse to such a measure. Wh at
would be thought if she should venture to
reason thus."

Apply the reason to Quebec, and you
will at once sec the pregnancy of this
passage:

The Whigs are in a imajority in the ex-
isting Parliainent, but I think that the coun-
try would favour a Tory Administration ; let
us, therefore, dissolve Parliament, and see
whether the country will not elect a Parlia-
ment of opposite opinion to those which pre-
vail in the present Parliament. What would
be thought of this? No Englishian can
dream even of a catastrophe of this nature,
but it to then) appears to belongc to the plie-
noniena of a world altogether different froin
that which lie inhabits. In practice. in
England the Sovereign considers hinselt
obliged to tollow th3 advice of the Ministry
which the House of Comiîons desires to
maintain. in power. Ail prerogatives at
variance with this principle have tallen into
disuse, but the Sovereign miay accord to the
people a majority which is denied it in the
House of Conmons; but to strike froi be-
hind,so tospeak, and strangle, by means of
an appeal to the country, a Ministry sus-
tained by Parliament, would be an event
which no longer enters into the calculation,
although, in former tines, instances of this
occurred in our aunals."

No stronger passage could be written,
and it could be written by no stronger
authority than by 1r. Bagehot. I
read you, Sir, a long passage as to the
difference oetween the legal preroga-
tive and the constitutional exercise of
it, from Freeman, in his " Growth of
the English Constitution," which lias
just come out, you know; and 1 shall
only read you one, that sentence which
agrees in every respect with the Ian-
guage of Mr. Bagebot:

" The written law leaves to the Crown the
choice of all Ministers and agents, great and
smail. Every appointment to office and dis-
missal from office, as long as they have com-
mitted no crime which the law can punish,
is left to the personal discretion of the
Sovereign ; but the unwritten law or the un-
written constitution nakes it practically
impossible for the Sovereign to keep a
Ministry in office whîen the fHouse of Com-
mons does not approve, and it makes it
almost equally impossible to remove from
office a Miiinstry whoi the House of Conmons
does approve."

But, Sir, we cannot do botter than
quote what bas been quoted again and
again, and I feel that my remarks on
this occasion would be imperfect
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unless I quoted an authority which we
have to-day adnitted to be an author-

ity - the authority of our respected
Governor-Gencral. What said the Earl
of Dufferin, our Governor-General, at
the time, in 1873, whien lie was at
H1alifaix:

"My only guiding star in the conduct and
maintenance of mv oflicial relations with
vour public men is the Parlianet ofCanada.
I -believe in Parliament, no matter which
way it votes; and to those men alone whom
the deliberate will of the Confederate Parlia-
ment of Canada may assign to me as my re-
sponsible ad visers, can I give my confidence.
Whether they are heads of this party or of
that party niust be a matter of indifference to
the Governor-General. So long as they are
maintained he is bound to give then his un-
reserved confidence, to defer to their advice,
and to loyally assist thein with his counsels.
As a reasorable being, he cannot help having
convictions on the merits of different policies,
but these considerations are abstract and
speculative, and devoid of practical effect in
bis official relations. As the head of a con-
stitutional State as engaged in the administra-
tion of parliamentary government, lie (the
Governor-General) bas no political friends ;
still less can he have political enemuies. The
possession, of the being siispected of such
possession, would destroy his usefuliiess."

But, Sir, we have more than that. In
our own history we have got the prac-
tical instructions given by ler Mnjesty
to Lord Elgin at the time Lord Elgin
had before him the difficult question of
the position of his Government in 1847.
When he came out to this country,
what did he find ? le found the two
Canadas almost at a dead-lock. 11e
found the Government of that day. of
which I was a membei-my first en try
into politics-supported by a major ity
from Upper Canadta, when alt Lower
Canada was banded against it. He
found that this Government was formed
on what I must say was the unwhole-
some principle of one race against the
other. He was very anxious, for he
was not mixed up with the questions
connected with the formation of the
Government, and ail the questionable
proceedings of Lord Sydenham with it,
in carrying the elections of 1844.

Ma. HOLTON: There was Lord
Metcalfe later.

Sie. JOHN A. MACDONALD: I
am coming to Lord Metcalfe. Lord
Elgin was not mixed up in any way

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD.

with the personnel of the Government
which Lord Metcalfe tried to keep un
in Canada. le came out here for th'e
put-pose of carrying out the principle
whieh they adopted in Septenber,
1841, but which had never, in fac'
been worked thoroughly, either by
Lord Sydenham or by Lord Metcalfe,
and he consulted his chief in the Colo-
nial Department as to his position at
that time. You will find wbat the
present Lord Grey then, and sonetime
before and longer afterwards, an able
Colonial Minister, did. These weru
the instructions which Lord Grey then
gave t) Lord Elgin, and which Lord
Elgin carried out :

" The object with which I recommend to
you this course is thatof making it apparent
that in any transfer, which nay take place,
of political power from the bands of one
party in the Province to those cf another, is
the result, not of an act of yours, but by the
wishes of the people theniselves, as shown
by the difficulty experienced by the retiring
party to carry on the Governient of the
Provinces according to the forms of the Con-
stitution. To this I attach great importance.
I have, therefore, to instruct you to abstain
fron changing your Executive Council until
it shall become perfectly clear that they are
unable with such fair support from your-
selt.''

Mind you that, even then, althougli
Lord Elgin was of opinion that for
the good of Canada, a new Administra-
tion should be formed, in which the
French element and the English ele-
ment should equally or nearly equally
predominate, yet even then the it-
structions to Lord Elgin were:

"I have, therefore, to instruct yon to abr
stain fromn changing your Executive Counci!
until it shall beconie perfectly clear that they
are unable, with sucli fair support from1
yourself as they have a right to expect, to
carry on the Government of the Provinces
satisfactorily, and command the confidence
of the LIegislature."

These author ities ai-e, I think, suffi-
cient to prove the case that in Etng-
land the power of dismissal of a GOv-
ernment having the confidence of Pa'
liament is gone forever, and that, if it
is gone there, it ought never to bave
been attempted to be introduced iu a
colonyunder the Britii shCrown. But,
Sir, if you wilI look at the causes, if
causes they can be called, why the Ad-
minitration was changed in Quebec,
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vou will find that all the objections
are taken by the chief of the Execu-
ti-e to the legislation of his Ministers,
and not to the administrative nets of his
Ministers, not to anything they had
done. It is truc that he quotes an net
of administration respecting the ap-
pointment of a Couneillor in Mont-
magny; but that does not appear,
however, in the case laid before Parlia-
ment, and we have no right in one
sense to look at it, or quote it at all,
because the case of the Governor and
his advisers must be governed by the
paper lai], before the Legislature of
Quebec before its prorogation ; but, for
the purpose of illustration, I will take
the only act he complains of in ad-
ininistration, and this was that this
Couneillor was appointed by the Crown
instcad of being elected by the people.
The circumstances were that there was
a real or supposed irregularity in the
appointment. The Attorney-General
reported that the appointment was
null and void, and that the Crown by
law had the power to fill up this
vacancy. Filled it was on the report
of the Attorney-General, and the Lieu-
tenant-Governor sanctioned it, but
afterwards he thought that he was
wrong, and he pressed that opinion on
his Government. The Attornev-Gen-
oral still held to his opinion, but the
First Minister yielded to the pressure
brought upon him by the Lieutenant-
Governor, and took his opinion upon
it, and the appointment was can-
celled, and yet it was actually made a
charge, apparently made a charge,
against the Administration that they
took a step on the advice of the At-
torney-General; but afterwards, on the
head of the executive remonstrating
with him, in deference to his opinion,
they took his advice. With that single
exception, it occurs to me, from
my recollection of the paper, that all
the objections made to the course and
action of the DeBoucherville Govern-
ment were that there was a difference of
opinion as to the legislation which was
caried on in the Quebec Legislature.
SNow, Sir, there is a distinct difference
between acts of administration and
acts of legislation, and that I think will
be obvious from the nature of the case.
The Sovereign is the chief of the exe-
Cutive. The Crown, with its advisers,

is appointed to carry on the adminis-
tration of affairs, public or executive,
and to administer inatters. The Crown,
it is true, nominally is a branch of the
legislati-e power, but it has really
ceased to be a branch of the logis-
lative power. There is a nighty dis-
tinction between the legislation and
the administration of Ministers, and
you can well sec the reason ofthe dif-
ference. With the single exception of
natters involving a charge upon the

people, any member of thiîs House,
whether he is a member of the Minis-
try or not, can introduce a neasure.
Any membe-r of the Quebec Legisla-
ture could have introduced an Act
stating that if these municipalities did
not pay up there would be no neces-
sity of going to the Courts, and trie
Governor-in-Council should make sum-
mary proceedings to enforce theirobli-
gations. Any member could have
donc it, and if the House chose to carry
it, thon the Ministry would be obliged
to yield. And not only that, Mr.
Speaker, but if that legislation, no
matter how important it may be, is
brought before Parliament, it is a con-
tempt of the privileges of this Ilouse
for any man even to quote or suggest
what the opinion of the Crown is re-
specting any political question. But
it so happens that ail the changes that
have taken place in England are most.
ly-indeed all the changes except two
that have taken place, have been on
questions of administration, or ques-
tions of want of confidence in
the capacity of the Government
to administer affairs. Only two
instances are known since the time of
George III. until up to this present
moment, when there was a dismissal
or resignation of the Ministry in con-
sequence of the difference between the
Crown and the advisers of the Crown
on matters of legislation, and these
were on similar questions -that is, on
the question of Cathohe disability.
The dismissal of Lord Melbourne was
founded on the opinion of the King,
that they could not satisfactorily ad-
minister affairs; but no difference of
opinion, no question as to legislation,
arose at al]. The only two instances,
as I said before, in which Ministers
were dismissed on account of differ-
ence of opinion between the King and
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his advisers on matters of legislation
were in-no, there were three cases.
In the first place, there was the Mora
Bill. It was objected to by the King
because it deprived him, as the chief
of the executive, of bis patronage as
chief of the executive. Then ho
objected to the Catholic Emancipation
Bill, in 1801,-which Pitt had pro-
mised,-and he forced Pitt to resign,
because Pitt would adhere to the pro-
mise which ho had made to the Irish
people at the time of Union in 1800,
The next dismissal on account of legis-
lation was when Lord Grenville was
dismissed, in the manner which I have
already mentioned, because he would
not sign a pledge never afterwards to
bring up the question of allowing
Catholic gentlemen to hold high com-
mands in the British army. There
were only three instances, and they
were instances only to be mentioned
to be considered, to be cited. to be
pointed at as outrages on the British
Constitution. There was this differ-
ence: it Lad been conveyed to poor
old George II[. hy the Chancellor, the
head of the English Chureh, the Areh
bishop of Canterbury, that he would be
committing a broach of bis Corona-
tion Oath if he allowed such legis-
lation. Lord Melbourne, then Mr.
Dundas, declared that such allegation
was absurd. That when ho swore as
King that ho wiuld preserve the rights
of the Protestant Church, as by law
established, it meant that hie would de-
fend those rights as by law established,
but if the law changed then he must
defend them as altered. The answer
of the King, which was well known,
was that ho did not want any Scotch
metaphysics,that Le had taken the oath
and was bound by bis conscientious
scruples. We may regret that he had
that conscientious scruple, because it
lias been the cause of much misery
and misfortune to the United King-
dom of Great Britain and Ireland. It
bas been one of the principal causes
that England and Ireland are not now
one in heart and feeling, as Scotland
and England have been ever since
1700. Still we must have respect for
the conscience of the King. But, I
point ont to the House that, with the
exception of the cases I have quoted,
cases not to be repeaie but cases to

Sir JoHN A. MACDONALD.

be beld up as warnings, that British
Legislatures and people should never
fall into committing the same mis.
take again, ail the causes of dismissal
and of forced resignation were on mat-
ters of administration. On that point
I quote " May," 1859. Some gentle-
man bas handed me this paper:

" What of Sir Ednrnd Head's refusal of
a dissolution to the Brown-Dorion Govern-
ment."

I am not bound to defend Sir Edmund
Head, but my answer is this: Sir Ed-
mund Head, at the time he sent for
Mr. Brown, told Mr. Brown he was
going to charge him with the form-
ation of a Government, but Mr. Brown
must understand that ho must not sup-
pose that, if he did form a Govern ment,
he would have the right of dissolution,
as a matter of course. That, after the
Government was formed, he would
hear reasons given for it, and then
lie would judge for himself. The Sov-
ereign of the day can send for any 1,er-
son he likes, and can charge that per-
son with the formation of a Govern-
ment, stating on what conditions le
could form it.

MR. MILLS: That is not consitent
with Bagehot.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD: I say
it is. The Soveroign can attaeh cer-
tain conditions to the power given to a
member to form a new Ministry. The
only power the Crown can exercise
personally, was that of attaching con-
ditions to the power to form a Govern-
ment, and of insisting on a dissolution
by his Ministry. Sovereigns have
again and agan, in English history,
given permission to form an adminis-
tration on certain terms. If the per-
son did not choose to accept the terms,
the Sovereign nust form an admii-
tration and get the confidence of Par-
liament. Sir Edmund -Head in this
case told Mr. Brown that he must not
understand, if ' he accepted office,
that he was to get a dissolution,
as a matter of course, and that such
would be granted only after sufficient
reasons to convince him as to its ne-
cessity wero given.

MR. MACKENZIE: He was work-
ing in accordance with Parlianeit.
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Sta JOHN A. MACDONALD: You
say ho was working in aceordance with
the mjority of Parliament. I was
arguing that matters of legislation
stood on quite a different basis from
inatters of administration. As a gen-
eral rule, the Crown did not interfère
in matters of administration, but left
those to Parliament, and the only in-
stances in which the contraryhad been
the case are those I have quoted, which
are precedents not to be followed, but
which are held up by all constitutional
writers as infringements on the truc
principles of the British Constitution.
Not only is that held to be the case
when Pitt took office and a resolution
was noved in con sequence of its having
been reported thiough the country
ibat the King was against the Port-
land and Fox coalition Government,
and the India Bill by Mr. Baker on
Decembei 17th, 1783, which, after de-
nouncing secret advices to the Crown
against responsible Ministers, and the
use of the King's name set forth-

"That it is now necessary to declare that
to report any opinion or pretended opinion
of His Majesty upon a Bill or other proceed-
ig with a view to influerce the vote of the

imembers, is a high crime and misdemeanour,
dangerous to the honour of the Crown, a
breach of fundamental principles of Parlia-
lent and subversive of the Constitution."

The motion was carried by 153 to
80, notwithstanding all the opposi-
tion of Pitt, who was ultimately
>uccessfull in the struggle, though, ac-
cordig to our p, osent views of consti-
tutional principles and laws, ho was
altogethei wrong in the course he
pursued on that occasion. Why, it is
impossible that the same principles
can apply to acts of administration
and acts of legislation. I tried it the
other day in this House. The hon.
1inster of Justice introduced a Bill

respecting penitentiaries, and I rose
and asked him if the Governor-General
had assented to the measure. le
said, "No". He looked at the Premier,
.nd the Premier looked at him, and
said to me:-" I do not think it is no-
essar.y." h said, " Neither do I, butthe Lieutenant-Governor of the Pro-
ince of Quebec thonght it was ne-

:eesar.y ho should be consulted about
all measures."

Ra. MACKENZIE: The right bon.
gentleman is not now quoung me
quite correctly.

SRa JOHN A. MACI)ONALD: I
think so.

Ma. MACKENZIE: I thought the
right hon. gentleman referred to some
financial part of the scheie. When I
said it was not necessary, I referred
wholly to the usual sanction for Bills.

SIa JOHN A. MACDONALD: le
thought of no financial clause in it
requiring the previous assent of the
Crown.

MR. MACKENZIE : Every Bill the
Ministry introduces bas the assent of
the Crown.

SIR JOHN A. MACIDONALD: I
have been a member of five Adrrinis-
trations. I have sat under fivo Gov-
ernors-Lord Elgin, Sir Edmund HLoad,
Lord Monck, Lord Lisgar, and Lord
Dufferin, and I never heard that doc-
trine proclaimed before. We know
perfectly well that the Governor-Gen-
oral, as the Queen can, if ho choses,
send for the Ministers, and say: " I do
not like that Bill, and I would like to
discuss it with you. I think you must
modify it or hold it over." The Sov-
ereign can thus interfere if he chooses,
but practically ho leaves all legislaticn
to the country. The proof of that is
found in the fact that any member of
the Opposition, in all matters excepting
those connected with finance, which
must be preceded by a m3ssage from
the Crown, were just as competent to
introduce every Ministerial measure as
hon. gentlemen on the Treasury
benches, and as competent to amend
any measures. The Ilouse s-iw the
other day a Bill iutroduced by
the hon. the Postmaster-Gen-
eral, to which the hon. member for
South Bruce moved an amendment
which entirely destroyed and changed
the whole aim and end of the Bill.

MR. MACKENZ[E: No.

SRa JOHN A. MACDONALD: The
hon. gentleman accepted it. Hie did
not propose that it should be deferred
until he went to Rideau Hall to con-
sult the Governor-General. So it is
with all other Goveinnent Bills. h
venture to say that, with the exception
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of the general statement, which, of
course, is made by the hon. the
First Minister at the beginning
of the Session as to what
is eontained in the Speech from
the Throne, aIll Departmental
Bills were introduced without
the sanction in any shape of His Ex-
celle ncy. lon. gentlemen opposite
will not deny that statement. Yetthe
wholc cause of objection to the course
taken by the Quebec Administration
was because the Lieutenant-Governor
did not agree with the policy of the
legislation, although that policy was
passed and approved by the represen-
tatives of the people by a large major-
ity. The Lieutenant-Governor al-
lowed his Ministry to introduce their
Bills, he saw day after day the discus-
sions in the House, every day received
the Votes and Proceedings, and, in fact,
laid in wait for bis Ministers. He
allowed them to bring down the Sup.
ply Bill, and almost allowed them to
carry the Appropriation Act. He
allowed them to carry through their
Bill respecting railways and that re-
specting the doubling up of the subsi-
dies, and, strange to say, that the same
Bill for doubling up the subsidies,
which was one of the tirst causes given
why they were dismissed, received the
Royal assent of the Lieutenant-Gover-
nor on the advice of the successors of
the late Government. That Bill in no
way increased the burthens of the peo-
ple, the subsidy having been voted
years before Mr. Letellier was Lieuten-
ant-Governor, there being a provision
that if a portion of the subsidy was not
takon advantage of for certain rail-
ways, it coald be applied for the
benefit of other railways. That was
the law before Mr. Letellier was
Lieutenant-Governor. The Act was
merely carrying the law into force.
The Lieutenant-Governor gave, as one
of his first reasons for dismissing his
Ministers, that they had passed the
law without consulting him. Yet it
was by the advice of Mr. Joly that it
was now the law. As an hon. mem-
ber near me says, Mr. Joly was Presi-
dent of one of the roads, and voted for
the measure in regard to which be ad-
vised the Lieutenant-Governor to dis-
miss Mr. DeBoucherville. Actually
he who voted and supported the mea-

SIR JouN A. MACDONALD.

sure, and was in one sense intei.etr
in it, and was now responsible for the
measure becoming law, was a party t,
the dismissal of Mr. DeBoucher-viik
because ho had introduced the Bii as
carried it through the Legislature. il,
approves of the Act, but procures t,
dismissal of the man who obtained it,
passage. The Stamp Act, which was i;.
troduced last Session, was a very im po r-
tant one. Before the hon. the Ministe.
of Inland Revenue got his Amendmer,
Bill through the Committee, he must
not have known bis own progeny. I
was like the gun which had a new lock.
stock, and barrel. Was the assent of
the Governor-General obtained to tlh
Bill, or to any amendments made t.
it ? And yet, forsooth, the Lieutenan
Governor of Quebec was to decide and
govern what the legislative policy o
the people is to be. He, like Jupiter,
shakos bis ambrosial locks, gives his
nod, and the legislators have merely
to register his decrees. No suchthing
could happen in England. The Queei
knows too well what her duty is. She
keeps a sharp and watchfal eye upon
the foreiga policy. No one can read
the memoirs of the Prince Consort
without feeling what a great woman, a
great stateswoman, if there is such a
word, she is, and with what watchfu
and patriotic a care she guarded, and
studied, and considered the adminis-
tration of the nation. But, as regards
the legislation of the nation, she left
that, as it ought to be left, to the
people through their representatives.
She was satisfied with the old sliding
scale of the corn duties in the old Corn
Law times. She was satisfied with the
fixod duty of four shillings a quarter
declared by Lord John Rasselli, ad
with the free trade in corn declared by
Sir Robert Peel. She was satisfied
with the sustaining of the Established
Church in Ireland so long as her Min
isters advised her so to maintain it.
She was satisfied with the disestablish-
ment of her own Church, of which she
was the head, as soon as the represenl-
tatives of the people in parliament de

creed it. She received with like
equanimity a Reform Bill from One
Government or a retroactive measure
from another. She knows it bas ceed
to be a portion of the attributes Of the
Crown to possess any power in legIa

(COMMONS.] Quebec Crisis.



Quebec Crisis. 1899

iation, and the strongest proof of that
is that the power of veto has gone, and
that while tie Sovereign is still the
head of the Executive, she is only
nominally the head of the Legislature.
She cannot veto a bill. It has not been
done since Queen Anne's time. It is
as effete as the dodo. It is no part of
the Constitution of England. This is
laid down by all the writers. I shall
quote again from Mr. Bagebot, page
143:-

"To state the latter shortly, the Sovereign
bas, under a constitutional monarchy such
as ours, three rights, the riglit to be con-
sulted, the right to encourage, the right to
warn, and a King of great sense and sagacity
would want no others. He would find that
his having no others would enaHie hlim to
use these with singular effect. He would say
to his Minister: ' The responsibility cf these
measures is upon you. Whatever you think
best shall have my full and effectuai sup-
port, but you will observe tiat for this rea-
son and that reason, what you propose to do
,s bad, for this reason and that reason, what
you do not propose is better. I do not oppose,
it is my duty not to oppose, but observe t.hat
1 Warii'."

And that is the duty of a Sovereign.
If anv legislation, carried on by a
Ministry having a majority in Parlia-
ment, and, of course, they cannot carry
it on without that, was opposed to the
view of the Sovereign, he had the
right to send for his First Minister, and
say, "I will continue to support you,
but I bave had experience for years,
and T warn you," and that is substan-
tially the only power he has in matters
of legislation. On page 125, Mr.
Bagehot says:-

" The popular theory of the English con -
stitution involves two errors as to the
Sovereign; first, in its oldest form, at least,it considers him as an estate of the realm, a
separate co-ordinate authi>rity with the
louse of Lords and the House of Commons.

This, and much else, the Sovereign once was,
but thin he is no longer. That authority

.ould enly be exercised by a monarch with a
egisla'ive veto. He should be able to rejectBil if not as the House of Commons rejectsthen, at least as the House of Peers rejectsthe'n But the Qaeen has no such veto.She nkust sign her own deatn warrant if the

iWHouses unaninously sent it up to her.
IL '8 a fiction of the past to ascribe to ber

have an'Power. She has long ceased to

NOr can the House of Lolrds interfere
effectually, if the H[ouse of Commons

declares in favour of the policy of the
Government of the day. May says:-

II The responsibility of Ministers has been
still furthier simnphfied by the domninant power
of the Cominions. The Lords rnay sonetimues
thwart the Ministrv, but they are powerless
to overthrow a Ministry supported by the
Commons, or to uphold a Ministry the Con-
mous have condeined. Instead of inany
masters, the Governmnent bas only one, that
is the people. Nor can it be said that master
lias been severe, exacting, or capricious."

Sir, I contend that tlie Government
of Quebec having a ma*jority in both
Ilouses, should be sustained by the
Governor. If the Governor thought
they had forfeited the confidence of the
people, ho had a right to insist on
having a dissolution, but he must leave
it in their hands. J have quoted those
authorities to show that it is utterly
impossible for a Ministry to be main-
tained if they lose the confidence of
Parliament, and utterly impossible for
a Ministry to be dismissed if they have
the confidence of Parliament. The
Lieutenant-Governor of Quebec, if he
bad chosen to pursue the legitimate
course, would have said to his advisers:
"I do not agrec in this policy of
yours, and I do not think that the peoplo
do." 1e should have said that the
moment when he knew the policy of'
the Government, when ho knew the
measures were introduced, and ho had
the right to send for his Ministers and
say, "I see that a measure has been, or
is to be, introduced, and 1 ask what it
means." Although the Crown never
does interfere, ho might have sent on
theoretical grounds for the Prime Min.
ister, and said, " I do not approve of it,.
and I will insist upon you leaving it
to the people, upon your hurrying
through the Session, and withdrawing
the measure, and submitting it to the
people to see if you have their confi-
dence on general grounds." That
would be an extreme measure, which
the Queen would never think of taking,,
a stop which she would think would
be an outrage on the Constitution. But
still in that case there would have
been an adherenco to the letter of the
Constitution. But what was done
bore ? The Legislature had met, and
had passei a series of laws. It was
known what the policy of the Govern-
ment was. Ali their measures were,
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submitted to Parliament. They we're
going on from day to day, and from
week to week, without objection or
without a warning such as that men-
tioned by Bagehot. The measures were
almost completed when at last the Gov-
ernment were told: " There is the door,
and1 you must go." It was a coup d'état.
It was an outrage on the Constitution.
It was an outrage on free institutions,
and above all on British institutions,
and as such I umove -that the course
taken by the Lieutenant-Governor was
both unwise and unconstitutional.
Unwise it certainly is, and its unwis-
dom is obvious from the imputations
thrownî out as to the motives which
govern him in that course. In this
discussion, I have tried to sever the
condemnation of his acts froi any
charge against the Lieutenant-Gover-
nor. I am sure he has made a mistake.
I know hie has committed a breach of
the Constitution. I condemn the act,
but it is not for the purpose of my
argumen t to say anything against him,
except that the act which he has com-
mitted was an outrage on the Constitu-
tion. lIt was unwise, not only because
it was against the spirit if not the let-
ter of the Constitution, but because it
was liable to the imputations thrown
out, and the suspicions which it has
engende.ed. IIere we are, just bc-
fore a general election in which there
is to be a struggle of considerable,
perhaps, of extreme, warmth, from
one end of the country to the other.
It is alleged that the present Govern-
ment has not the confidence of the
people of Lower Canada. It is alleged
that Mr. Letellier was a partizan of
the present Government, He had be-
fore been one of iLs Ministers, and it
is alleged was sent down there as a
partizan. It is alleged that ho allowed
a Ministry having the confidence of
both Houses, having the confidence of
the representatives of the people, te
carry their measures almost to the end
of the Session, and, at thelast moment,
when ho thought the legislation was
complete, he sent them adrift and
brought in new men belonging to the
same political party as himself, who
had supported him when he -was a
member of the Governinent, and that
all this was done for the purpose of
getting hold of power in the Province

SIa JOHN .. MACDONALD.

of Quebec to be used at the general
election. This is a widely spread
charge, bc it untrue or be it truc. The
very fact of this act being done by the
Lieutenant-Governor at the time, as it
must have been obvious to him, and to
any man of common sense, that it
would be liable te do, has given rise to
that charge, to that imputation, to that
suspicion. It was a matter ofunwisdom,
as it tended to show, perhap, that the
Government did not exhibit the great-
est discretion in choosing him for that
office. But it is not without some
foundation, that thos- who are opposed
to the prescrit Government may think
perhaps that their suspicions are weil
founded, and those suspicions grow,
among other things, from the remarks
which had been made by the Minis-
terial Press itself. The Hlalifax Chron-
ic/e, a paper which the hon. the Min-
ister of Militia will not disavow,
says:

"If a general election should take place
in Quebec now, the Liberals would have
good prospects of capturing the Government
of the Province, which is supposed to be the
stronghold of Conservatism."

The Hamilton Tines, a paper which I
fancy the hon. the Premier will not
disavow, says:

" The disnissal ot the Qaebec Govern-
ment is the talk of the Lobbies. The Tory
members are· gathered in groups and dis-
cussing the situation, which is niost grave.
They condemn the action of the Lieutenant-
Governor. Their fear is that the new Min-
istry will cause their names to be announced
to-norrow in the House, and the moment
tlhat is done have Parlianent prorogued.
This would give the new Ministers time to
fierret out the rascality of the old Cabinet,
and make a full exposure of it when they
appeal to the country, which would take
place at the time the Dominion elections are
held, and would give the Liberal party an
unusual strength in the Province."

The rumour was, therefore, such that
it actually appeared in type that the
elections were to be held about the
same time. If so, I think I am fully
outborne in exprossing in my resolu-
tion, that the dismissal of the Ministry
at this time, of all others, is unwise ;
that it is a breach of the British Con-
stitution, and has shaken Responsible
Government to its very basis. And
there is one thing that is worse than
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al; it is throwing upon the people
the decision of a groat constitutional
question, in an election that will not be
tought on that question. The elec-
tions coming on in the Province of
Qnebec. will be decided on the railway
question, on the tax question, on every
other question than the constitutional

question. It was a grave responui-
bility for that Lieutenant-Governor to
take a responsibility which no man
fully aware of the consequences
01 his conduct would take,
a responsibility which no man
who was not utterly reckless of
the sanctity of the constitution and the
necessity of preserving all the bulwarks
oqfthe Constitution, would have under-
taken. Unless this House is firm, un-
less this Ilouse rises to the occasion and
i, truc to itself and to the constitution
under which we sit bere, and unless it
desires to sacrifice the principles of
Responsible Government, and to go back
to the old autocratie times, we shall
establish a precedent which may be
worked for the evil of this Constitution
for all time. What would be said of
the Earl of Dufferin, if he had said to
hon. gentlemen opposite: " I an of
opinion you have not the confidence of
the country. I have seen that a num-
ber of casual elections have gone
:Lgainst you from one accident or
another. I think there is a reaction
in the country, that the people do not
support you with the sane alacrity as
1ormerly, and I shall dismiss you
and send for the Opposition." You

ould not suppose that the Earl of
Dufferin, that a man imbued with the
>pirit of the British constitution, that
uI English statesman, or an English
entleman, could commit such an
flènce. Take another case. Suppose,
ov that the elections are just coming

on. Mr. Archibald, now the Governor
t. ova Scotia, who formerly belonged
the samue party as myself, and
a recommended by me as the

Lieutenant-Governor of Nova Scotia,
has i that Province an Administration
PP)osed to the policy of the Opposition
ere and supporting with ali their

iower the present Dominion Govern-
luent. Suppose he took a leaf out of
Mr. Letellier's book and picked a quar-
rel with bis advisers just before theteetions. Suppose he said: "I sce

you have only a majority of two or
three, that you have lost election after
election, and I do not believe you roally
represent the people. I shalt dismis.
you and call a new Administration. I
shall call a friend, personal or political,
of my own, and assign to him the
agreeable duty of dissolving the Legis-
lature, and using the patronage, the
power, and the influence of the Gov-
ernment in flavour of the prescrit Op-
position, and against the present Gov-
ernment." How ny hon. friend at
the head of this Governmont
would, in that case, rise in his.
place and recall the good old
days when the Liberal party fought
the battle of Responsible Government,
and denounce the destruction of the
old Tory method of dismissing a
Governiment with a majority, which it
was true, miglit be a limited one, but
was still a majority. How this louse
and the country would have rung with
lament over such a retirni to the
old days of Metcalf and Toryism and
tyranny. Sir, I do not believe the hon.
gentleman at the head of the Govern-
ment will bolie his previous professions.
I do not believe, until I hear and sec it,
that because the Lieutenant-Governor
of Lower Canada happens to be his
appointee, he will sacrifice his own
great principles in defence of a Minister
who, I believe, has committed a great
constitutional wrong. Every Ministry
is liable to make mistakes in appoint-
ments. Every Ministry is liable some-
what from the mistakes or errors, or
the worse than errors, of their subor-
dinates. Though they may not be,
responsible for them, still they may be
to a certain degree. responsible in
public opinion for having made a
wrong choice; but until they condone
the offence, until they approve of
the offence, until they say " We
approve of that policy, and will support
them in that policy," they are not

justly amenable to attack. I have
made no attack. God forbid that I
sbould do so, for as yet I know not
that the present Ministry, at the head
of which is the hon. member for Lamb-
ton, is liable to the charge, liable to
attack, or liable to censure for any-
thing that bas taken place. As yet I
do not know this, and, therefore, I will
not say it. But it depends upon that
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bon. gentleman to say whether he, the
head of a Liberal Government, be
upon whom the mantle of Robert
Baldwin and others has fallen, he the
distinguished leader of the Liberal
party of the country, will-but I do
not believe that the hon. gentleman
will-sacrifice those great principles.
It mny be a warm-bearted, it may be
a kindly, and, perhaps, in some
respects, a polite act to do so, looking
it the mere temporary advantages of
an election ; but I do not believe that
that hon, gentleman will turn his back
upon those principles which be bas so
long professed, and which have been
the chief credit, the chief honour of
his party. Mr. Speaker, I move the
resolution.

MR. MACKENZIE: Mr. Speaker, I
have listened with the greatest possi-
ble interest to the somewhat lengthy
lecture on Constitutional Government,
given by the hon. gentleman. A very
large proportion of what he bas said I
eitirely agree with.

IION. MEMBERS: Ilear, hear.

MR. MACKENZIE: Many of his
quotations are apposite enough, and
many quotations,which might b given,
are entirely missed. Reference to pre-
cedeuits are given so far as they suit
the hon. gentleman's own purpose, but
when they touched upon a tender
point, they were passed very gently
over. The hon. gentlemen is scarcely,
fron his history as a publie man in the
country, in a position to give a lecture
to Liberals as to the mode in which
they are to deal with the exercise of
the Royal Prerogative, or the manner
in which the Royal Prerogative bas
been exercised in regard to themselves,
Sir, tie Liberal Party have had a long
struggle with the bon. gentleman and
his friends in order to establish the
principle of Responsible Government.
That principle bas been established
alike in the Provinces and in the
Dominion, but I maintain that the
Governments of the Legislatures ofthe
respective provinces occupy precisely
the same position towards the Crown
that the colonies, having Lieutenant.
Governors appointed immediately by
the Crown, occupy, to the Imperial au-
thorities. If we depart from that
principle, we depart at once from the

Sia JoHN A. MACDONALD.

only holding ground upon whieh we
can constitutionally anchor, if I may use
that expression. Now, Sir, the hon.
gentleman, by his motion to-night, ha,
undertaken to set at defiance the prin-
ciples of responsible government as ap-
plicable to the Provinces. I do not deny
at all the premises that the bon. gentle.
man laid down as to the right of this
IRouse,to criticise the action of the Lieu-
tenant Governors appointed by thi;
Government. It is quite truc, as the
bon. gentleman bas stated, tbat the ac-
tions of tbe Governors of Colonies are
criticised sharply and vigorously in the
House of Commons, although 1 do not
admit there is any analogy between
the cases of Governor Eyre and the
Governors of British Guiana, because
responsible Government did not obtain
in these Colonies ; and their actions
were dealt with by the House of Com.
mons somewbat as the actions of n
responsible tyrant would be, wbo exer-
cised political dominion under the au-
thority of the British Crown.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD:
Governor Darling.

Ma. MACKENZIE: Yes; Governor
Darling, and several others. I quite
admit, and say that this is a legiti-
mate subject for criticism in the
Imperial Parliament, and that this
criticism bas been exercised. No one
would seek to deny this, and far less
should I seek to deny it than anyone
else, as I desire to maintain that prin-
ciple of responsility ali ke by the colon-
ists and by the Imperial authorities;
but, on the other band, I admit
that we are entitled in this House to
discuss, if we please, in this manner,
the actions of the Lieutenant-Governor
appointed by ourselves. But I hold, ut
the same time, that it is only under
very extreme circumstances that it is
wise or politic for that criticism and
that discussion to be indulged in by
this Parliament. Now, what is the
position at the present time in Quebec?
The bon. gentleman, in his resolution,
is very mild. He characterizes the
action of the Lieutenant-Governor
simply as unwise. Well, Sir, whether it
was -wise or unwise is a matter of opin-
ion, and who is that to be decided by?
Are we to constitute ourselves as a
Court of Justice to sit upon Lieutenant
Governors ?
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SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD: Yes.

MR. MACKENZIE: The hon. gen-
:leman says " yes." Well, I deny it,
i deny utterly that assumption. We,
wo doubt, may exercise a judicious

policv in criticising such actions, and
i do 'not deny that cases may arise
wherein it might be the duty of the
iiuthoritics at Ottawa to interfere; but

where it is simply the case of the re-
moval of one Ministry and the appoint-
ment of another-

HION. MEMBERS: Hear, hear.

Ma. MACKENZIE : Where a Gov-
ernor bas dimissed his Ministry, and,
o use the hon gent leman's own expres
ion, has forced them to a resignation,

then, we have to consider the
question that arises immediately suc-
ceeding that. The position in Quebec

this: that Lieut.-Governor Letellier
-m oved the members of bis Admin-
>.tiation and appointed others in their

ace; that the Ministry by Mr. Joly
usuned the full responsibility of the
Governor's action as he was bound to
d. H1e could not possibly accept
ulice under the circumstances without
niîaking himself and bis colleagues re-
qponsible for the action of the Gover-
nor. In bis bold and manly address to
be electors of the Province of

Qtibec
iON. MEMBERS: Hear, hear.
MR. MACKENZIE: I am glad that
Mu. gentlemen opposite appreciate

hat boldness.

ioN. MEMBERS : Hear, hear.

Mn MACKENZIE : He states ex-
;iicitly that fie assumes the full re-
>ponsibility Of course, his declara-

on was not necessary to con-
ltute bis responsibility. His

YerpOnsibility began the moment
hen he assumed office, and the elec-
on is, at present, proceeding where

ne question is before the people as towhether the aotion of the Governor
-OiS Wise or unwise. Now, sup-
Çose that this House exercised its dis-
retionand accorded to the bon. gentle-

rilen opposite more wisdom than to
be Governor, and shoula condemn the

on of the Governor, and that the
eeturs of the Province of Quebec, on

he lst of May, should say that the

Governor's act was wise, in what posi-
tion, would the Federal authorities
and the Federal Parliament be in con-
demning the course which the people
of the Province themselves had sane-
tioned ard approved ?

lON. MEMBERS: Hear, bear.
MR. MACKENZIE. That is pro-

cisely the position which the unwis-
dom of the hon. gentlemen opposite
would have us rush into, and it is one
which 1, for one, wili not take the
responsibility of incurring any danger
upon. I believe it is an unwarranted
use of the powers of the House to
attempt, under the circumstances, to
pass any vote of censure or of approval
of either party. The matter is left
with the responsible Administration,
and nothing could be more fatal to the
provincial autonomy which exists
under the Confederation Act than such
an unwise and unwarranted interfer-
ence with its proper functions.

lION. MEMBERS: Ilear, hear.
MR. MACKENZIE: Why, that was

the hon. gentleman's own argu-
ment in the case of the reserved Bills
from Ontario five years ago. The
bon. gentleman will remember, and
the House will remember, that the
Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario re-
served two Orange incorporation Bills
for the assent of the Governor-General.
Ilt did not suit the bon. gentleman op-
posite either to sanction these Bills or
to refuse his sanction to them; and I
do not say that bis action was wrong
or the decision ihat be gave, but it
was a convenient decision, at all
events, under the circumstarces; and,
in order to ensure the popular opinion
in favour of bis decision, and in order
to place himself right constitutionally,
the hon. gentlemran entered into a
long argument to show what the real
position of the local authorities was
relative to the federal authorities. The
paper was a good one, and I shall take
the liberty of reading some extracts
from it.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD:
There is no doubt that it was a good
paper.

MR. MACKENZIE: It was a very
good paper, and entirely subversive of
the hon. gentleman's argument to-day.
I will read, as follows:
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" The only object of these Associations ap-
pearing on the face of the Acts is the holding
of property, real and personal; that this
being a Provincial object, the Acts are within
the competence and jurisdiction of the Pro-
vincial Legislature. Such being the case, in
the opinion ofthe un dersigned the Lieutenant-
Governor of Ontario ou'ht not to have re-
served these Acts for our Excellency's
assent, but should have given bis assent to
them as Lieutenant-Governor. Under the
system of Government that obtains in Eng-
land as well as in the Dominion and its
several Provinces, it is the duty of the ad-
visers of the Executive to recommend every
measure that has passed the Legislature for
the Executive assent. The provision in the
British North America Act of 1867, that
Your Excellency may reserve a Bill for the
signification of lier M4 ajesty's pleasure, was
sol ely rade with the view to the protection
of Imperial interests and the maintenance of
lmperial pohicy, and in case Your Excellency
should exercise the power of reservation
con ferred upon you, you would do so in your
capacity as an imperial officer, and under
the Royal instructions. it then rests with
the Governor-General or the Lieutenant-
Governor, as the case may be, to coneider
whether the Act contlicts with his instruc-
tions or his duty as an Imperial or a Domin-
ion officer, and if it does so conflict he is
bound to reserve, whatever the advice ten-
dered bim may be; but if not he will doubt-
less feel it his duty to give his assent in
accordanct with advice to that effect, which
it was the duty of bis Ministers to give.
Under these cireumnstances, the undersigned
recoimends that the Lieutenant-Governor
be informed that Your Excellency does not
propose to sign ify your pleasure with respect
to these reserved Acts, or to take any action
whatever. The Legislature of Ontario will,
at its next Session, which must neet belore
the expiration of the year within which, by
the constitution, Your Excellency has the
power to signify your pleasure, have the
power, if it pleases, of considering these
ineasures and re-enacting or rejecting them
at its discretion. IfthieActs should again be
passed the Lieut.-Governor should consider
bimselfbound to deal with them at once, and
niot ask Your Excellencv to intervene in
iatters of Provincial concern, and solely

and entirely within the jurisdiction and cou-
petence ofthe Legislature of the Province."

Now, Sir, the hon. gentleman, on this
occasion, caught the Lieutenant-G over-
nor endeavoring to make an appeal to
sanction certain Acts to the Governor-
General of the Dominion. The hon.
gentleman opposite acted upon hs in-
terpretation of the constitution which
I am bound to say, I think. was right.
lIe refers then to their own powers
and points out that this is entirely
within their own competence and

MR. MACKENZIE.

jurisdiction. But to-day, ie comes
to this House, and asks this House to
declare, by a hostile vote, that the Gov-
ernor of the Province of Quebec bas
not acted within his competence and
jurisdiction. He enters upon a long
argument to show that a measure or a
Government act might be lawful and
yet be unconstitutional. The whole of
the original part of the hon. gentle-
man's speech was directed to this, and
his quotations from Freeman, I think,
and others, were to show that a cer.
tain policy might be perfectly leg a,
that it might be lawful, but that undetr
the well known principles of. the
British constitution, it should be con.
sidered as an unconstitutional act.
In other wordsthat an unconstitutional
act was not necessarily an illegal or
improper act,while a certain net might
be both legal and unconstitutional.
Now, the hon. gentleman did not
venture to character ze the action of
the Lieutenant-Governor of Quebec as
unconstitutional. 11e did not venture
-until in his last words he spoke of
its being an outrage on the Constitu-
tion-he did not venture to say, or t)
affirm, or make any attempt to prove,
that Governor Letellier had acted
beyond his powers and competent jurie-
diction.

Sia JOHN A. MACDONALD: Mv
whole speech was to that effect.

MR. MACKENZIE: Well, I cai
only say that I am very glad to have
that interpretation of the speech. I
supposed that the speech was intended
to show what the hon. gentleman's
resolution says, that the action was
not unconstitutional, but was unwise, in
his opinion.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD: Un-
wise and subversive of the great col-
stitutional principle of responsible
Govern ment.

Ma. MACKENZIE: It docs not say
so. It says "subversive of the pose
tion of his advisers." It is a very
cunningly drawn resolution, no doubt.
It is a resolution, like most of the reso-
lutions the hon. gentleman draws Up,
capable of being interpreted twO or
three ways. I shall not go ihto a long
argument to prove whether Governor
Letellier was right or wrong, since

Quebec Crisis.[COMMONS.]



Quebec crisis. 1905.

think it is a question that we bave no
right to entertain. I think it would
be au outrage on the constitutional
system of government to try to do so.
We have only to await the natural re-
suit of the working of the constitu-
tional system which is in full operation
at the present moment in Quebec. If
the people sustain the Administration
which has assumed the responsibility
of this act it it not within the power
of this louse to condemn or set aside
the Constitution those people sustain.
If on the other hand, that Ministry
which has assuzmed the responsi-
bility of the act of the Lieu-
tenant-Governor in dismissing his
Ministers should not be able to sustain
itself, then we would have entered upon
another phase of the constitution ques-
tion, coming up in regular order, and
subject to the natural laws which flow
from our written constitution and
responsible system of goverument; and
upon that ground I argue that we
ought not to pass any vote of censure
upon the Lieutenant-Governor or upon
his advisers. You could not in
this House ass a vote of censure on
Governor Letellier's actien without
censuring the Ministry at present in
power in the Province of Quebec. The
one involves the other as certainly as
cause and effect are connected.

SIm JOHN A. MACDONALD:
Rear, hear.

MR. MACKENZIE: The hon. gen,
tieman says " hear, hear." I should.
like to hear him controvert that state-
ment.

SI" JOHN A. MACDONALD:
Wheu Governor Darling was censured
Or recaled there was nocensure upon
the Governinent of New South Walos,
WoOse policy was afterwards carried
out

MR. MACKENZIE: The hon. gen-
tmernan has not stated the ground of
Sir Charles Darling's dismissal. He
wa disnissed because he sanctioned,
and not only sanctioned acts of hisadvisers which were legally unjustifi-
able, but he also placed himself in a
Poition of personal antagonism to-wards almost ail those whose aüteced-
ent pointed them out as the most
ikey material to be available to him

a change of Administration.
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Siu JOHN A. MACDONALD: He
was recalled and sustained.

Mu. MACKENZIE: The Govern-
ment was sustained, and Governor
Letellier may be sustained in Quebec
for anything the hou. gentleman
knows. I observe my hou. friend for
Hochelaga (Mr. Desjardins) dissents,
and I have the greatest possible
respect for the wisdom con-
cealed in that head; but I did
not at all affirm whether he will or will
not be sustained. The hon. gentleman,
perhaps, knows more about it than I
do. I profess to know nothing. My
ground is this: that I propose not to
interfere; that I have not imterfered ;
that nothing shall be doue by the Gov-
ernment of the Dominion which would
in any way place us in the position of
having taken part in a po iitiea[ contro-
versy which affected the Province and
the Province alone. The hon. gentle-
man, on the other hand, wishes us to
place ourselves in that position. The
hon. member for Kingston supposed a
case a few minutes before he sat down.
The hon. gentleman says: Suppose the
Governor-General should say to the
Present Administration that they had
Iost particular elections, that in his
opinion they had more or less lost the
confidence of the country, and, there-
fore, he felt it necessary to dismiss
them, and he asked me what I would
have thought of that. Well, Sir,
whatever I would have thought of that
I recall to mind that his own news-
paper, the Mail, advocated this very
proposition that the Governor-General
should dissolve the House.

Sim JOHN A. MACDONALD : I
think the hon. gentleman is wrong.
I am sure he is wrong. The Mail
never advised that the hon. gentleman
should be turned out and that a disso-
lation should take place. The Mail
advised that the hon. gentleman should
himself dissolve.

MR. MACKENZIE: I observe that
the hon. gentleman has an intimate
knowledge of the character of the
article in that paper, and, of course, if
he controls that paper, he ought to
know.

Sma JOHN A. MACDONALD: The
hon. gentleman says ho does not con-
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trolithe Globe. I take it that he does
not, and I say I do not control the
Mail.

Ma. MACKENZIE: All I can say
is that it is very much to the hon.
gentleman's credit that he does not
control the Mail. It is to be sure
a matter of very little consequence
in a discussion of this question
what the right hon. gentleman's opin-
ion may be of tacts in regard to which
the conduet of the Government is
called in question, or what my opinion
or that of any other member may be.
But, as the hon. gentleman has chosen
to discuss that particular question with
reference to certain Governors once in
Canada, I may, for a moment, stop
to correct his remembrance of what
took place under Sir Edmund Bond
Head in 1856. The right hon. gentle-
man says that when Mr. Brown was
called on to form an Administration he
was told of the conditions on which he
should form his Government, and that
unless ho acceded to these conditions
he had no right to form a Government.
I can ouly say, Sir, that there was no
condition except the one which the
right hon. gentlemen has mentioned,
that the Governor-General would not
pledge hinself to a dissolution. This
was the one given. I think, by the
Minister at the time of the Ministerial
.explanations. I think it was a gross
outrage, to use his own words, on con-
stitutional authority that a Governor-
General should have told the man
whom he had called to form a Govera-
ment that he would not be advised on
a certain matter, except by those who
were not in a position to give advice.
Mr. erown, very properly, told the
Gqve-nor-General that if lhe was author-
iz fo form a Government,he would en-
deavour to accomplish the task, and
if ho shold succeed in accomplishing
it he shoild deem it his duty to tender
his advice on the question of dissolu-
tion, and that, if he did so, h should
expect that advice t' be acceded to.
The right hon. gentleman makes out
that Sir Edward Bond Head occupied
the position of a political partizan, and,
if he were alive and in this House, I
should say of a political conspirator.
There ia nothing more base in the his-
tory of this country than the action of

Sm JOHN A. MACDONALD.

Sir Edward Head on that occasion.
Yet, Sir, that action found a ready
apologist in the right hon. rmember for
Kingston. But, as my hon. friend
from Chateanguay (Mr. Holton) says,
the right hon. gentleman took ail the
responsibility on that occasion, and
thought that ex-Ministers were in a
position to give advice when Ministers
wer'e not.

Smi JOHN A. MACDONALD: That
is an assumption.

Ma. MACKENZIE: I admit it is an
assumption. It is one I have always
believed, and is one I will always con-
tinue to believe.

SiR JOHN A. MACDONALD: It
was denied by the Governor-General
at the time and those who bad been
advising him.

Ma. MACKENZIE: I accept the
right hon. gentleman's statement.

Sm JOHN A. MACDONAILJ): It
has been stated in che old Parlianent
of Canada that it was "as false as
hell," and it was as false as hell.

M. MAUCKENZIE : I can only say
that I continue to believe that there
was communication of an improper
and irresponsible character between
some of the ex-Ministers and the Gov-
ernor-Genoral. I have no doubt of it,
and anythipg more outrageons than
that proceeding can scarcely be con-
ceived. If the matter had been left in
the hands of the people, as it has been
done in Quebec, it would have assumed
a different aspect altogether. The right
hon. gentleman says they had just
come firom the people. How long had
they corne from the people ? The
elections were held in December, 1857,
and these transactions took place in

August.

SIR JOHN A. MACDONALD: T»
tirst Session afterwards.

MACKENZIE : Very well. The
rigi hon. gentleman says they had
jusG come from the people. Does he
kngq that an appeal was granted to
au, lnglsh Ministry three monthO
frqm thelgeneral elections ? Does he
mep .tp, ay that there must be no
dissolitWpn because one had to tike
plane wihin the year ? This Was
the right hon, gentteman's excuso
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for the gros perversion of the Royal
authority by the Governor-Gonerl,
and ho stands here to-day as its apolo-
gist and defender while ho assails a
matter which is now fairly and consti-
tutionally placed before the people of
Quebec. Now, as I said, I do not

propose to discuss the question as to
whether Governor Letellier was strict-
ly within the line of duty or not-for
the reason I stated. I may observe,
in passing, that very extraordinary
things were being consummated in the
Province of Quebec; I may observe
that I could point out that extraordi-
nary acts were in progress.

Ma. MASSON : That was their busi-
ne"s.

Mi. MACKENZIE: Sir, it is true
it was. It is true our Constitution
consists of three distinct branches;
that one of them, perhaps two of
them, were intervening directly be-
tween judicial and legislative autho-
rity; that they wore interposing logis-
lative where judicial authority was the
proper nethod-they were endeavour-
ing to shut Ihe doors of the Courts
against those who were appealing
against a course of justice. I do not for-
get, Sir, that one of the most dis-
tinguishcd men who has ever lived in
Canada-and thouglh it was my misfor-
tune for many years to differ from
nany administrative acts of his, still

it was my glory to belong to the
school of which that gentleman was a
bright example and a bright represen-
tative-I allude to Sir Francis
ilicks, has completely defended the
position of the Lieutenant-Governor of
Quebec, and he is an authority which
no gentlemen on the opposité side can
venture to despise. I recollect
Wel, a few years ago, when
they got him into the seat where
we now sit, they thought they
secured a prize-and they did. They
secured bis abilities to prop up a fall-
ing Administration. And, Sir, for
years afterwards that distinguished
stat#esman was held up as a model of
all that was bright and able-ao our
ablest financier. Sir Francis Hincka
ha given his opinion in favour of the
tourse pursued by the Lieutenat,-Çov-
ernor Of Quebec, and ho is decried and
abased by the Tory newspapers bc-
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cause of his course in that matter. I
merely refer to his opinion to show
that the best authorities on constitu-
tional government may fairly differ
about the propriety or the wisdom-
to use the right hon. gentleman's own
words-of the course pursued by the
Lieutenant Governor of Quebec. Why
did net the bon. gentleman venture on a
stronger expression than he had chosen
to employ in this resolution ? It was
because ho knew, with his extensive
legal ability and bis constitutional
knowledge, that ho could not do so. I
never believed that he would venture
on an absolute condemnation in a con-
stitutional sonse of the course pursued
by the Lieutenant-Governor of Quebec.
It was in fact, a fatal slip against Con-
stitutional Governmont that ho chose
to couch his resolution in the mild
terms in which he did couch it. Yet
ho now expects, because his language
is mild, and his phrases almost indiff-
erent, that we should pass a vote of
censure upon Governor Letellier with-
in a few days of the time when the
electors of Quebec should pronounce
npon the wisdom of the unwisdom of
the Ministerial events which have
transpired lately in that Province. Sir,
I say that a more indecent, and, poli-
tically speaking, a more unwise step
was nover proposed to be taken
by the head of a political party in this
country. I join with him and others-
in this Parliament, or out of it, in main-
taining our free institutions, in main
taining the responsibility of Ministers
te the Crown and theix responsibility
te the people, and in taking stops in the
direction of that end where there is a
dispute as to the course to'be pursued;
buL the justification of the course that
bas to be pursued, and has been par-
sued, in that matter is, that it bas to be
referred te the ultimate tribunal, the
great national inquest;'which can only
give theverdict at te.pols. But until
other causes are shown for interfereue
than have been shown to-night in the
hon. gentleman's very long and very
able address on constitutional govern-
ment and its principles, and a narrative
of what took place under the reéign. of
English monarchs who wore more or
les despots in their character te show
the necessity of leading to anothertcon-
olusion in reference to the present
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dispute, I say, notwithstanding all these
arguments, the question simply is
this: Shall we interfere with Consti-
tutional questions which are in the
process of being settled ? For the
reasons I have given, I object to that
interference, and shall resist that inter-
ference; and I ask every one who loves
responsible Government to vote down
the hon. gentleman's resolution as
being contrary to the very principles
on which responsible government is
based, as injurions in its results, and
reflecting on the character of the people
to whom it is to apply.

MR. MASSON said he thought the
hon. gentleman could not make a
stronger speech to prove the Hon.
Mr. Letellier acted against responsible
government than the one ho had just
given. They had a right to insist that
the hon. gentleman should take the
matter up, they had a right to insist
on bis doing what would have been
his duty; but ho had distinctly stated
that he would not even consider the
question, or give bis opinion upon it at
the present moment. The hon. gentle-
man said they had no right to enquire
whether Mr. Letellier acted rightly or
wrongly. Had the bon. the Premier
forgotten that the Union Act imposed
upon him the obligation of seeing
whether the gentleman whom he had
appointed, acted wrongly or rightly?
The Act was in these terms:-

" A Lieutenant-Governor shall hold office
during the pleasure of the Governor-General;
but any Lieutenant-Governor appointed
after the commencement of the first Session
of the Parliament of Canada, shall not be
removable within five years of his appoint-
ment, except for cause assigned, which shall
be communicated to him within one month
after the order for his removal is made, and
shall be comminicated by mêssage to the
Senate and to the House of Commons within
one week thereafter, if the Parliament is
then sitting, and if not then, within one week
after the commencement of the next Session
of Parliament."

Was the meaning of this clause that
the Government was not responsible
for the Act of the Lieutenant-Gover-
nor? Were they not tojudge whether
he had acted wisely ý or unwisely ?
The bon. gentleman, who well knew
the duty imposed upon him by this
Act, would nevertheless venture to

MaL MAcUaZII.

interfere, as ho had donc, with the'
rights of the people to legislate for
themselves if they wished. This was
not the proper place to judge whether
the people of Quebec were right or
wrong, whether the majority of the
people of Quebec, by their representa-
tives, acted wisely or unwisely; but it
was the proper place to enqure whether
the Lieutenant-Governor had acted
constitutionally or otherwise. The hon.
Premier had been willing to judge
of that of which he had no right to
judge, but was unwilling to judge of
that which his duty called upon him to
judge. A great question had been
raised in Quebec, and the whole of
their system of Government depended
upon it. There was a a great man in
France, a man who had his defects, his
faults and his faihings, but was con-
sidered a great man ; he referred to M.
Thiers, and he would cite his words
upon this question. At a sitting ofthe
National Assembly, after the capitula-
tion of Paris, M. Thiers said:

" If I had the power, which no mortal pos-
sesses, I would have given to my country
that which, in the measure of my ability, I
have for forty years toiled to give it-the con-
stitutional monarchy of England. Yes, gen-
tlemen, I believe those men are free, nobly
free, at Washington; that great things are
there achieved; but I also believe that men
are equally free in London; and, may I be
allowed to say so, more free than those at
Washington. The reason of this is, that in
London, Government is placed in a region
equally distant from the passions from above
and the passions from below. Never, in any
country, nor at any time, has Government
been placed in a region where calm reason
is more likely to predominate, and is lees
troubled. But, gentlemen, I have always
held that princes who govern must accept
the conditions of this form of Government.
If they wish to attract to themselves the
Goverument, they must also attract a respon-
sibility which, in these stormy times, soon
becomes the ruin of the throne. * * *
Princes must bring themselves to the ides
that monarchy is often all but a Republic, a
Republic with an hereditary President."

Those were the ideas of a great French
statesman ; and, as bis hon. friend had
said, those ideas should be practiced by
the monarchy which ruled at the pre-
sent moment. The hon. gentleman
had said that it was none of his busi-
ness to interfere with what occurredat
the Local Legislature, and that it
would be interfering with the rights Of
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the people. If there was a danger of
alowing the Government to interferc
with the free will of the people, that
dtnger existed more in Canada than
anywhere, and in Quebec more than in
any other Province. If the will of the
people of the Province of Quebec were
to be put aside by the Lieutenant-Gov-
ernor of that Province, their condition
was weak; if every aspiration of the
people could be foiled by the act of a
man who was appointed by the Gov-
ernment at Ottawa, the Federal Gov-
ernment might interfere through an
act of their political appointee, and
stop the legislation at a time
when it was most dangerous for
the liberties of the people, and for the
maintenance of Responsible Gov-
ernment in this country. He who
ruled over mon must be above the
smallest taint or suspicion of partiality.
If there was a Sovereign who had
given them an example of this, it was
Her Majesty Queen Victoria. It was
well known that in the first years of
ber leign she had a preference for the
Whigs that was so strong that even
Lord Marlborough said the time had
come when she sbould tender her
branch of olive to the Tory party of
England. If impartiality was required
in England, it was more required here,
because our position was entirely dif-
feront. The Imperial Governors that
were sent to this country were not
subject to the aspirations of party and
the influence of' political bias, which
could affect Governors coming fiom
this country. The latter were
subject for their future promotion
or future advantage to the Act
of the Federal Government which ap-
pointed them. The system had been
adopted by the Dominion Parhament
of appointing Governors from their
own ranks, and it might be a bad sys-
tern, for the men appointed might have
been assiduous in their efforts to de-
stroy the party over whom they were
called upon to rule. The hon. the
Premier said this was a very small
question, that it was only a question
of removing a Ministry. ~ Very small
<luestion indeed. le would take a
Point of comparison having some bear-
ing upon the conduet of the hon. gen-
tlernan. He would not go back and
read what were the opinions of the

great statesmen of England, but would
read something more immediately bear-
ing upon the question as it was almost
of actual occurrence. It would be
remembered that in France, last year,
there were occurrences which called
upon Marshal MacMahon to dismiss
the Ministry, and the cry that was
raised all over the Dominion with re-
gard to that, showed that it was
considored as an attack upon the Con-
stitution of the French people. He
would show what was tho opinion of
the Liberal Press of England, rela-
ting to the coup d'état and its
analogy to the present case. The
Daily News, in an article, answered
the point which had been raised in the
Province ofQuebec by the friends of
the party opposite-that the act. being
legal, they had nothing to say against
it, that being in accordgnce with the
letter of the Statute, they had no fault
to find with the Lieutenant-Governor,
who had acted according to this
rule. This was what the organ of
the Liberal party of England, the
party of his hon. friend the Minister of
Inland Revenue, who said that his
models were not to be found in this
country, but in England:

" It may be argued that Marshal Mac-
iahon has acted thus far within the strict

limit of his legal and constitutional rights.
But a constitutional ruler who tries the
very extreme of his constitutional rights
when a much less strennous assertion of
authority was all that the occasion called
for, is already dangerously near the verge of
the unconstitutional and even of the despotic.
The Sovereign of England bas various consti-
tutional rights, carefully secured by theory,
and even sanctioned by many precedents,
the unexpected exercise of which rights in
our day would tlrow the whole country into
bewilderment. Whatever the privilezes and
powers which the constitution of the 'rench
Ropublic may have assigned to the indivi-
dual action of the President, it is certain that
their exercise would have to be justified in
every single case by the urgency of sufficient
national necessity calling for their applica-
tion. No such necessity could possibly be
pleaded in the present instance. The Min-
îstry were in full accord with the opinions of
the majority of the representative chamber,
and of the country ontside. If Mr. Jules
Simon had in any way failed to perform
what the President may have considered hie
ministerial duty or official en ement, that
fact could not furnish the slig test excuse
for the sudden imposition of an rleanist and
Bonapartist combination on the country.
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There in no getting over the plain fact that
ahe whole of Europe regards Marshal Mac-
maboît's proceedings as something very like a
coup d'élat. The appearance of a difference,
says Mr. Mill, is a difference. In tines of
excitement and high political tension, the
appearance of arbitrary action is to ail in-
tents and purposes arbitiary action."

This was sound doctrine and
exactly tallied with. the doctrine his
right hon. friend from Kingston (Sir
John A. Macdonald) had propounded.
It was his duty to take his officers
from among the majority of the flouse
and not from among the minority.
The hon. Minister of Inland Revenue
shook his head ; perhaps he wished to
come a little nearer home and hear the
opinions of people in Quebec. He
would give the opinion of an influen-
tial Canadian writer uponMacMabon's
coup d'état, Hon. Senator Penny, Editor
of the Montreal Herald. In the Herald
of 16th August, 1877, appears the
following:-

"'n the first instance there was some pre-
tence on the part of Marshal MacMahon and
the Duke of Broglie, that, while acting in
opposition to the spirit, they would keep
within the letter of the constitution. They
would, in fact, according to the represent-à-
tions they made, cover their attack upon the
late chamber by appealing to the people,
and asking their assent to be declared
through the voice of newly and freely elected
representatives. As we have pointed out on
forner occasions, though this would be an
extreme, and, in the best sense, unconstitu-
tional exercise of the prerog ative Of chief
magistrate, as it is understo in the British
Emipire, it would still conforin to the main
requirenents of our unwritten law. It is
indeed bard, under the British system, to
conceive of any political measure, however
iniproper in itmelf, which, taken in the name
of the Sovereign, may not be legitimized by
the subsequent sanction di the election fairly
invoked and freely given. Only, though for
many generations, there have been no in
peachments for evil acts of the kind, nor,
indeed, ir England itself are there such acts,
there are historical examples of very severe
punishmient, capital punialiment, for men who
adventured on arbitrary cou-ses and failed
to obtain popular condons;tion. It would be
quite Iu order of British precedents to inflict
such punishment on the advisers of the Pre-
sident, if having wantouly interfered with the
reghlar course of constitutional proceedings,
they found their attempt defeated."

That was exactly whatwas effected after
Napoleon's coup d'état of 1851. The
kon. the Minister of Inland Revenue
would not say that coup d'état was
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legal; nevertheless, it was approved
by the votes of the people, and the
approval of the people, according to the
Herald, legalized the Act of the Presi-
dent. What did the Kerald say on
that point ?

" Though for many generations there have
been no impeachments for civil acts of this
kind, nor, mndeed, in England itself, any
such acts, there are historical examples of
very severe punishinent, and of capi.
tal punishment, having been M-
flicted on men who adventur-g on arbitrary
courses, failed to obtain popular condona-
tion. It would be quite in the order of Eng-
lish precedent to inflict such punishment
on the advisers of the President, if, having
wantonty interfered with the regular course
of constitutional proceeding, they found
their attempt defeated."

He thought that was rather hard upon
Mr. Letellier and Mr. Joly. He was
sure that the hon. gentleman did not
want such severe punishment to be
inflicted upon them under present cir-
cumstances. Why should they suifer
that punishment if the act was
coustitutional ? It was because
an Act might be strictly consti-
tutional, according to the letter of the
law, and, nevertheless, be, to ail in-
tents and purposes unconstitutional,
and bring upon the man who had acfed
unconstitutionally the highest penalties
the law could inflict. He would cite
from Le National, which now defended
the coup d'etat Letellier, an extract
from an article of the 24th Septem-
ber, 1872 :

" The recent act of MacMahon overthrows
all parliamentary notions. Formerly men

to say (le roi regne et ne gouverne pas)
"The King reigus but governs not," and to-
day the President reigns and governs as he
pleases without taking any heed of the nation
than if it did not exist. Does Marshal Mac-
Mahon know where the path he has entered
is leading him ? Is he taken up with that
spirit o error and folly, the forerunner of
tme fall of kings, and is he disposed to make
a coup d'état ? He seems to forget that he
is respousible to the nation for high treason,
and it he is ever accused of the crime of
lsa-nation, treason to the nation, he nay not
find in his judges the clemency which he
himself has shown to the traitor of Metz."

What had MacMahon done to deserve
such strong language and grave
accusations from the Liberal preSS
and the Liberals throughout the
whole Dominion ? 1e had done
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less than Letellier had done in the
present circumstances ; ho did not dis-
miss bis Ministers, they resigned, and
after the appointment of a new Min-
istry ho appealed to the country. Hie
(Mr. Masson) would explain .te 'dif-
ference between President MacMahon's
act, which had been so severely blaned
by hon. gentlemen opposite,and Lieut.-
Governor Letellier's act of which they
approved. In France, then, as at pre-
sent, Responsible Government did not
exist as it did here and in England. If
his hon. friend opposite would ref&r to
the October files of the Globe of 185,
hè would find that organ stating that
" The ideas of Responsible Government
cannot exist in France because
French Republicans do not cosider
the form of Government which pro-
vails in England as the proper
form of Government. They are more
intent on looking to Washington and
on adopting the system of irresponsi-
ble Government, as it exists in the
flnited States or in France." He had
passed some time among the French
people himself, and knew their feel-
ings. The hon. the Minister of Inland,
'Revenue knew quite well that in
France the idea or principle which
predeminated, was the one-man prin-
ciple; the French people were natur-
a]ly inclined to be carried away by
the high achievements of a single man,
to group around and to defend him,
and to personify power in one and the
same man. This was the reason why
contests there, instead of being con-
stitutional, and against a particular
Ministry, were dynastie-one dynasty
again another dynasty--consequent-
I YResponsible Government could not
exist in France as in this country,
b4eause public men were not equally
devoted to the Sovereign. Thore was
anlother distinction to ber made between
McMahon .and Letellier, entirely infhvour of the former, who had been so t
severely treated by hon. gentlemen
OppOsite. McMahon had the support
If the Senate, which was an entirely
independent body and co-equal to a s
reresentative House, and without t
Wnîch he could not have acted. The
Constitution was more an unwritten
One than ours, and by that Constitution t

Mahon had the right, with the con- tsent of the Senate, to dissolve the

House. He did not do as Lieutenant-
Governor Letellier did, dismiss the
Ministry and appeal to the people on
bis own individual account, but ho did
it in accordance with the power given
him by the Constitution of France, to
hitnself, with the consent of the Sonate,
to dissolve Parliament. Another dif-
ference which existed between Me-
MIbon and Letellier was the différent
character of the questions whieh
agitated France and Canada. In
France McMahon, who every
body holds to be an honest
man, believed, rightly or wrongly, that
society was in danger; that the libeity
of a section of the people was indan-
ger--the Bishops of France, for in-
stance, could not publish a mandement
without the authority of the civil au-
thority, and greater restrictions were
demanded by certain parties-and that
he was supported by the people, Who
would not submit to that ternporary
majority which wanted to im pose their
will on the minority, and, in their opin.
ion, loweP*ed France in foreign u.stina-
tion. But not only were the questions
widely different from those in Canada,
but the opponents were different. In
Fratice, the opponents of the Conserva-
tives were the most rabid Rouges, so
much so that the Liberal party in Ca-
nada, in ordor to retain a hold on the
people, were obliged to disavow them,
to say they had nothing in common
with them, though on one occasion the
hon. member for Quebec East had said
ho admired Gambetta as a greout pat parot.
Those were the mon against whom
MacMahon had to contend. Under the
circumstances which then existed in
France, it would, he contended, be a
question to decide whether even a con-
stitutional monarch would not have
had a right to dismiss his advisers and
appeal to the country. He was a Con-
servative, and maintaned the preroga-
tive might sometimes became the safe-
guard of the liberties of the people
igainst a corrupt and overbcaring
najority, and ho held that circum-
tances might occur which would jus-

tify the Crown in taking an arbitrary
view of a question and trust to the peo.
)le for approval. He would now come
o what touched the question, more par-
icularly in the comparison of the much-
attacked coup d'état MacMahon and

The [APaIL 11, 1878.1)



1912 The

lHon. Mr. Letellier. What were the
motives of MacMahon in disnissing his
members? Did lie dismiss them be-
cause they had slighlted his authority,
or had not consulted him, and after
having dismissed them, did he give
them the certificate which Mr. Letel-
lier gave to Mr. DeBoucherville, that
the latter had not intended to infringe
on the prerogatives of the Crown ? The
position in France was the opposite
to that in Quebec. He would read the
letter of MacMahon blaming his Minis-
try, and hon. gentlemen would see
whether the cases were not altogether
different.

MR. MILLS: This is a defence of
MacMahon.

Mn. MASSON said the hon. gentle-
man ought to have legal acumen
enough to see that if he could prove
that the position of MacMahon, whom
the Liberals condemned. was a more
favourable one than that of Mr. Letel-
lier, whom they now attempted to con-
donc, that he had established his pro-
position that, to be consistent, the

iberals were at least bound to con-
demn Mr. Letellier as well. The fol-
lowing was the text of MacMahon's
letter, from the Journal Officiel of 17th
May, 1877:

S Monsieur le President et Conseil:

'I have just beçn reading in the Offieial
Journal the report of yesterday's sitting. I
have seen with surprise that neither your-
self nor . le Garde de8 Sceaux has been the
exponent of the grave reasons which might
have prevented the abrogation of a law on
the Press which had been voted ouly two
years ago on Mr. Dufour's own proposition,
and the application of which you were your.
self demanding from the tribunals only very
recently; and, nevertheless, in several of the
deliberations of council, and even especially
in that of yesterday morning, it had been de.
cided that the President of the Council, as
also I le Garde de8 Sceaux, would perforni the
dutv of defending it It was also already a
subject of astomishment that the House of
Riepresentatives could, in its last sitting,
have discussed a whole municipal law,
adopted even some dispositions, the danger
of which you have yourself, in council, ad-
tnitted, such as the publication of municipal
council, without the Minister of the Interior
having taken any part in the discusaion.
This attitude of the head of the Cabinet
entitles one to ask whether he has preserved
over the Huuse the influence necesaary for
the adoption of hie views. An explanation
ou this subject is indispensable, for if I am

MR. MAssoN.

not responsible as you are to Parlianent, I
have a resp-)nsibility towards France which
to-day, more than ever, must engage nyattention."

lon. gentleman would admit there
was a difference in the accusations
which MacMahon had a right to make
against his Mini stry, and he charges bis
Ministers with having refused to act
as agreed at the Council Board only
the day before, and the flimsy pre.
tences on which Letellier turned ont
his Ministers was, that he was not gen.
erally consulted, yet lie was always
absent or ill ; and his Ministers had
to conduct affairs while he was at bis
country seat, several leagues away
from the seat of Government. it was
too late in the day for him to make
that accusation against DeBoucherville.
He had stated that DeBoucherville had
no intention of acting improperly
towards him, and the best proof of the
confidence which lie reposed in Mr.
DeBoucherville was the simple fact,
that when Mr. DeBoucherville wanted
to introduce his money resolution into
the House, Mr. Letellier, instead of
coming back from his country seat,
sent to Mr. DeBoucherville a blank
paper, telling him to fill it u as he
chose, which he would not have done
had be not placed implicit ôonfidence
in him. If this were not a proof of
implicit confidence, then it was a snare
intended to entrap DeBoucherville and
ruin him later. It was said thatDe
Boucherville had not consulted Letellier
before bringing in his railway policy.
The right hon. m ember for Kingston
had proved that that was not absolute.
ly necessary. What, however, could
be thought of a Lieutenant-Governor,
who could not help knowing tbat the re-
solutions had been introduced to the
House, and had been voted for by a
large majority of the House; of a
Lieut.-Governor to whom the Votes
and Proceedings of the Legislature
had been delivered daily, yet who
came down at the last hour and said he
was not cognizant of the legislatiOn
going on. But this w.îs not all. Mr.
Letellier must hase known the natule
of these resolutions, since, in the con-
versation of the 19th February, 1fr.
DeBoucherville spoke to him about
them; and why did he not then tel"
bis Minister that he could not allow
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the Bill to go on any further, if he
wished to interfere? If Mr. Letellier
had then told Mr. DeBoucherville
that the measure could not go on fur-
ther, it would have been time to stop
it, and to avoid the disagreable neces-
sity of dealing in this manner with a
Bill which had been passed through
the two Houses of the Legislature.
But no; he knew the resolutions had
been introduced, he knew the policy
of the Government, and, instead of
then telling Mr. DeBoucherville that
he could not sanction it, he allowed it
to be pushed through, and then when
the position was irretrievable, he told
Mr. DeBoucherville that he disap-
proved of bis whole policy and turned
the Ministry out. Could any one, on
reading the whole document of Mr.
Letellier, claim that it was an impar-
tial statement ? Was it not, rather,
the statement of a political partizan ?
He went into the Province of
Quebec as the Governor of the Prov-
ince, with the intention of controlling
the legislation. In the letter he had
written he intimated he went there
not as a constitutional Governor de-
termined to take the advice of bis con-
stitutional advisers, but went there with
the determination of having bis views
prevail. He would take, however, a
moderate way of doing it.

MR. DEVLIN: I would like to
know where the hon. gentleman finds
it printed or published that the Lieut.-
Governor stated he did not enter upon
the duties of bis office as a constitu-
tional Governor.

MR. MASSON said what he had
before stated was taken from Mr.
Letellier's document, in which he said
he had become convinced that legis-
lative and administrative changes were
becoming more and more necessary,
but that they would bave to be effected
with moderation and the greatest
Possi ble discretion, in order to obtain the
realization of what he deemed to be of
the greatest advantage to the Province
of Quebec. That was to say that he
went to the Province of Quebec with
the intention of impesing lis views
"Poin bis advisers, upon the Legislature,
upon the people of the Province ofQuebec ; but lie was not clever enough
to draw up bis document so moderately

that it was not easy to define what his
intention was. We knew that before
Mr. Letellier entered upon the Govern-
ment of the Province of Quebec ho was
a bitter partizan. The answer given
him by Mr. DeBoucherville was a most
triumphant one. He said: "I am your
adviser; you are not my adviser; it is
for the people to advise, not for the
Crown to advise the people. It is for
the constitutional advisers of the
Crown to give their opinion and the
Crown to follow that opinion." The
best proof that the document to whick
lie (Mr. Masson) bad referred was
written in a partizan spirit, would
be found in an expression which he
would quote, and he would leave
it to every bon. gentlemen in the
House to say whether that was a
document which should have emanated
from a Lieut.-Governor. Instead of
discussing matters impartially as he
should have done, lie repeatedly in bis
document made those accusations
which the Liberal Press of the Province
had since repeated. The Conserva-
tives of the Province were accused of
having incurred enormous expense by
granting enormous subsidies to several
railways, and exception was taken to
their having increased the salaries of the
Civil Service at a time which seemed
to him inopportune, as they were
negotiating with the Bank of
Montreal a loan of half a million,
with power to increase that loan
to $1,000,000, at an interest of 7 per
cent. The loan made by the Provincial
Government was only a temporary one,
ia order to meet a necessary expendi-
ture, and the taxation imposed on thO
people was less than that which the
Minister of Finance said he would be
willing to impose in this Parliament if
ho had the power. Now, if the reasons
adduced were those for which he had
dismissed his Ministers, what would be
the position of this Government if the
same course was pursued towards them?
One of the reasons adduced by the
Lieutenant-Governor for disimissing bis
Ministers was the passing or putting
into execuLion of the Civil Service Act
passed by the Province of Quebee.
That Act had received the approval of
the Crown and the country; and why
should the Lieutenant-Governor com-
plain that the people had given, of their
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own accord, too much money to remun-
erate their own servants? What would
hon. gentleman opposite iMnk if, be-
cause they, in 1875, had attetnpted to
increase the salaries of all the Civil Ser-
vice employés in the D0miniòn by lO00
to $200 each, the Governor-Generml had
stepped in and said, ' Youdo totdeserve
iny confidence." What would the hon.
the Minister of Public Wdrks have
said ? Would he not have answered, that
the people had the sole right of grant-
ing money, and that it would be a most
absurd position in a constitutional
country to see the Crown complaining
that the people wished to be too liber-
al. Mpny of the charges-nade by the
Lieutenant Governor as set forth in his
documents were most puorile. The
Montreal Herald even was obliged
to admit that many of these accusations
were not so strong as others, which was
for that purpose going a great way
towards saying that they were worth-
less entirely. Mr. Letellier votld find
it difficult to make people 'believe that
Mr. De Boucherville had been so re-
creant to his duty towards the Orown
as to have made use of his power,
or convened Parliament for the des-
patch of business without *onsult-
ng the Crown, and against the will

of Mr. Letellier. Mr. DeBoucher-
ville, the Lieut.-Governor, had called
Parliament witho ut bis consent,
or that a proclamation, summon-
ing the Legislature, was published
without bis bcing consulted or in-
fornd cf it. Under existing circum-
stanes, however, there were good
grounds for looking on the memoran-
dum, sent by the Lieut.-Governor, with
distrust. The proclamation referred
to was probably the usual formal one,
which was regularly published from
time to time, and if Mr. Letellier
wished to act fairly towards the Gov-
ernor-General, to whom he complained,
and the people of this country, ho
should have told the truth, and noth-
ing but the truth. Mr. Letellier com-
plained that another proclamation was
also published, under similar circum-
stances without his assent. Now, the
fact furned out to be this : that Mr.
Letellier knew everything about the
affair, and that Mr. DeBoucherville
knew nothing. The more important
accusation against Mr. DeBoucherville

MI. MÂssoN.

was evidently made for the purpose of
ruining him in the estimation of the
country. Mr. Letellier tried to make
the people believe that Mr. DeBOU.
cherville had not a majority in the
Legislature of Quebec, but was con-
trolled by "rings "-by mon whose only
object was gain. The whole country
knew that that was not correct; the
whole cduntry knew that the polieyf
the DeBoucherville was a broad gen-
eral one, as far as railways were con-
cerned, for the benefit of the whole
Province of Quebec. That policy was
inaugurated with the view otgivingas
much as possible to residents in ail
sections of the country, railway com-
munication. No doubt, members were
desirous to obtain railway communica-
tion to their particular localities; but
when it was proposed to give up the
contract for the North Shore Railway,
Mr. DeBoucherville stepped in and
said: " This enterprise must not be
allowed to drop; we mnst have this
railway for the north of the St. Law-
rence; it will, in future, be a link
between the Pacific and the Intercolo-
nial railways, and be a boon, not
specially to the Province of Quebec,
but to the whole Dominion." Mr.
DeBoucherville saw this, and
the Government being about to
enter into that railway policy was n1ot
able to do it, and, at the same time,
carry out, with equal vigour, what
was legitimately asked for by the re-

presentatives of every part of the
Province. There might have been
pressure put upon Mr. De Boucherville
to adopt this policy, but it was a legit-
imate pressure. But there was One
particular fact which must not be for-
gotten: those representatives who
brought the pressure were friends of
hon. gentlemen opposite, and nOt
content with the character of the
policy of Mr. DeBoucherville they
moved resolutions that the policy
should be extended to other railways
on the south shore, in which they were
interested. And, yet, hon. gentle-
men told them it was ruinous to exnd
more money on the south shore rail-
ways, and that the country WBS
involved in distress owing to the scherne
for the North Shore Railway. The
great difflculty Mr. De Boucherviîle
experienced was in resisting the pres-
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sure of the hon. Premier's friends. But
Mr. DeBoucherville refused to yield
to that proposition, and eompromised
the existence of his Govbrnment
rather than do so. t was said in

Quebec that the whôle poliy of the
North Shore would be&0mprtmnised if
the Government allotved a polidy of
such magnitude to interfere with it;
but the hon. gentlemnLi' friends said
that they would ruin Mr. De Boucher-
ville and his Government if he did not
yield, although the representatives of
the South Shore district were opposed
to it, because they understood that
everything could not be done in one
day. After this, the friends of
the hon. Premier declared to Mr.
Letellier that Mr. DeBoucherville
was controlled by "rings," the very
fact that lie resisted power, to the con-
trary; and the hon. gentleman could
ncot show that those rings, if they ox-
isted, ever received assent from Mr.
DeBoucherville; yet, this was the
way ho was treated by the Lieutenant-
(overnor and the Liberals of Lower
Canada. When Mr. Letellier brought
before the Lgislature all the grievan-
ces, and asked Mr. DeBoucherville to
answer them, he had no right to bring
forward another set of accusations
which Mr. DeBoucherville would
have no opportunity of answering.
He (Mr. Masson) asked whether this
Government, having taken a certain
re.sponsibility, were not to blame in
not advising the G-overnor-Gereral to
call upon Mr. DeBoucherville to
answer the accusations against him.
He held that it was the duty of the
Government to do this in time for Mr.
DeBoucherville to make his reply.

Ma. DEVLIN: Better late than
never.

R". MASSON said the hon. mem-
ber said " better late than never ;"
that iinplied they were to blame. In
what position was Mr. Letellier to-day
with the poople of the Province of Que-
bec ? lie would not discuss the over-
Whelming majority there must be on the
daiect the late Government,but let themn
"flppose parties were evenly divided,
what Position was the Lieutenant-
Governor in to-day ? He had, by his
aCt on, prejudiced against himself one
haf 11 the People of the Province of

Quebec, the present Government and
even His Excellency the Governor-
General. He had proved himself un-
worthy the support or countenance of
all parties. There was no man so wi
received upon his appointment as Mr.
LiBtellibr, notwithstanding everyovne
knew that lie was a bitter partisan,
and had been called an intriguer, be-
cause they believed he would act im-
partially. What was the position of
alairs to-day? Let them look at
affairs here in 1843, when Lord Met-
calfe went against a large majority of
the people of this country, when he
fbreed Mr. Lafontaino to resign. He
was supported, it was true, by a small
majority of the people; that was to say,
he obtained what the hon. gentlemen
on the other side did not expect to ob-
tain-the verdict of the people at the
polis in favtur of his action. But
what was the uþinion given by Lord
Grey in 1844, when he examined the
position of Lord Metcalfe ? He
said :-

" The effect of this action was to
place him in direct hostility to one of the
great parties into which the colony Was
divided, thogh the difficulty of carrying on
the Government was thus obviated for the
moment, as the party into whose hands he
threw himself possessed a small najority in
the Assembly. This advantage was dearly
purchased by the circumstance that the
Parliamentary Opposition was no longer
directed against the advisers of the Governor,
but against the Governor hinself and the
British Government, of which lie was the
organ."

Mr. Lotellier had thrown himself at the
mercy of the frienda of the hon. the
First Minister, and was at their
mercy. His position was not one to
be envied; it was not a sound one by
any means; though the statements
against him might be disproved, lie
was not in the position they should
wish to see the representativo of the
Crown in Quebec occupy. In what
position would he be if his friends
were defeated at the poll ? He (Mfr.
Masson) knew it was absolutely
indispensable for the working of a
Government that there should be a
reciprocal understanding and confi-
dence between the Governor and the
Administration, and how could it be
obtained in this case? Could he expect
men to serve him with that cordiality
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which should exist between the ad-
visers and the advised ? Was it to be
-expected that any man would say, Mr.
Letellier would hold the balance fairly
between the two parties ? He dared
say they would hear a protest from the
whole of the Provinces, as they had
heard one from this House to-night;
and, without a single word of mitiga-
tion, Mr. Letellier would be universally
blamed for his views, blamed even by
the hon. gentlemen opposite, who had
only taken a side issue in order to
.avoid a verdict for party purposes.

MR. LAURIER said the hon. gen-
ileman who had just addressed the
flouse, had endeavoared to influence the
question by casting upon the Liberal
party of the Province of Quebec, what
could be termed by no other name than
foul siander. He commenced his
remarks by quoting M. Thiers in favour
of constitutional monarchy, in order to
show that in the ranks of the Liberal
party in Quebec, there were men op-
posed to Coustitutional Government.

uch an accusation coming from the
member of Terrebonne surprised him
very much. It surprised him that a
man, whom he believed to be the fairest
Conservative in Quebec, should have
made use of such language. Yet it
was not -urprising, for it was only a
-continuation of the tactics which had
been used, again and again, in the Pro-
vince of' Quebec for the last twenty-
five years, and the day had not yet
<dawned in that Province when it had
been their good fortune to discuss any
public question upon its merits. When
they were discussing any question, his
party were always met with the taunt
that they were Communists, or some-
thing of that kind. He defied the hon.
gentleman, or any of his followers, to
quote any utterance by-any member
of the Liberal party of Quebec, that
could justify such an accusation. They
were Liberal in the sense in which
liberalism was regarded in England.
It had always been the taetics of the
hon. gentleman to throw that accusa-
tion against them ; it sounded well to
the people; it had been repeated again
and again, and would be all through the
.elections. Upon this question, he
would not charge the hon. member for
Terrebonne (Mr. Masson) with a

Ma. MAISSON.

deliberate falsehood, but he would
make a counter-charge. While the
hon. gentleman charged them with,
being Communists, he (Mr. Laurier)
charged the party which the hon. gen.
tleman led with being hostile to the
principles of Responsible Governnent;
and ho made this charge advisedly.
The doctrines could be judged by the
toue of its Press. HRe could cite fron
articles of their most authorized organs
in which the principles of Respon.
sible Government were condernned.
It was well known that the French
Charter of 1830 was a close copy of
the English Constitution. And yet,
what was the opinion which a
Conservative paper put upon that
Constitution in France:-

" Urder the Charter of 1830, the Crowii
was in a most humiliatingr position, &nd
Louis Philippe was reduced'to extract from
the majority, by means of corruption, the
principle of authority which had been taken
from the Crown."

This was the estimation in which
bon. gentlemen opposite held the
British Constitution, of which the
French Constitution of 1830 was a
copy. But it might be said that this
was simply an opinion as to its apph-
cability to the French people. He
knew this defence was made. If that
were the argument, he would simply
answer that in these quotations the
bon. gentlemen opposite showed what
were their ideas of Responsible Gov-
ernment. But ho could give them,
also, what were the opinions at this
very moment of those who stood here
as the champions of Responsible Goy-
ernment. Hie would cite from an
article published in one of their leading
organs, Le Courrier du Canada, on the
13th March last:-

'- The electoral contest is now engaged in
everywhere, and we know that, under the
circumstances, it may be extremelv Violent,
These elections will lie followed by the Fede
rai elections, these will be followed by school
elections, and these by municipal electiO10S
in fact we have elections everywhere. We
may, therefore, consider that for a long tint
election agitation will be permatent. Te
friends of tran quilitv are, for good reasonât
frightened at the s'ystem of the age.
must drink the cup to the dregt. EverY*4
indicates that elections will continue to
corne more and more frequent ;
is fond of election. These electious Will n
crease agitation. When we speak ofl
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isM, we speak of Liberalism in Canada a,3
well as elsewhere, because here as elsewhere
it has recorded ou its programme universal
suffrage. This is what the Liberals call the
indication of the rights of the people. For

this rerogative, the poor working man is
bound to give away many hours from bis
labour."

fHere was an organ of the Conservative
opinion in Lower Canada stating that
h is system of Responsible Govern-

went was an invention of the devil.
On the floor of Parliament the Con-
servative party stood as the champions
of free Responsible Government- in
the Press they openly denounce
this same system. H1ow was it
that such a contradiction existed?
There was in that article one paragraph
which gave the key to the whole mys-
tery. It was a part of the system
which had been always carried out
against the Liberal party in Lower
Canada. On the floor of this louse,
they palmed themselves off as cham-
pions of free, Responsible Govtrnment,
and, in the Press, they denounced the
same system with the object of merely
making political capital against the
Liberal party. He was right in charg-
ing the party with being decidedly
hostile to the form of Responsible G-ov-
ernent under which they lived. Of
cou-se, they would not say so openly
on the floor of this louse ; he did not
expect any of those gentlemen to repu-
diate the language made use of in their
Press ; but, if they were as devoted as
they pretended to be to the principles
Of -Responsible Govern ment, was it not
their bounden duty to repudiate such
language ? They had never repudi-
ated it.

MR. BABY: Did you repudiate
DeCelles' doctrine about annexation?

MR. LAURIER said, if he were to,
naine ail the gentlemen who, at one
time, held annexationist views, he
would ind many among the hon. gen-
tlemen opposite.

S erai HoN. MEMBERS: No.

Ma. LAURIER said he could cite
many, but this was an old and dead

•ue, There was another organ of
Public Opinion, the Journal de Trois
feres, upn which ho could not, un-

rtunately, lay his hands just then, as

it was not received in the Library, in
which, hon. gentlemen would reimem-
ber, a series of articles appeared, some-
four or five years ago, i n support of
the doctrine that the minority was not
bound by the decree of the majority.
Jnder the Constitution in which

we live, the decrees of the
majority, when expressed in the pro-
per channols and in the proper form,
must be respected by t e minority.
Me did not mean to say the majority
would not fall into error, but .the
remedies for errors were provided by
the Constitution. Then it became the
duty of the minority to agitate and
have thi, error corrected, and he-
believed they could do it; and that
justice would always in the end prevail.
lie held that this was true and sound
doctrine; but ii one of the papers of
the hon. gentlemen opposite, a series
of articles was published to establish
the proposition that if a by-law was
passed by the majority it would not be
binding on the minority. The circun-
stances which gave rise to the articles
was this: a by law had been passed by
a county, according to the terms of
the law, granting a bonus to the North
Shore Railway, upon a vote of the
majority. These articles claimed that
the by-law was not binding u on the
minority who voted against it, but only
on the majority who voted for it. Such
language as that was used under a free
Responsible Government by those who
now taunted the Liberal party with
being Communists. Strange to say, the
late Quebec Government passed a law
which had not been sanctioned,in wbich
on frivolous pretexts, they compelied
every one to pay the bonuses, whether
the conditions were complied with or
not. These gentlemen were here as
the champions of Responsible Govern-
ment upon the floor of Parliament, and,
at the same time, in the country, they
were attacking it with their own
Press and with all the other
weapons at their hands. In the-
Country, they denounced the present
systen of Responsible Government; on
the floor of Parliament they defended
it. Just hearken to their language
to-day. They the champions of civil
rights; they the aposties of the doc-
trine that all royal power is su rior to.
the people; they this time reaced the
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representative of the Crown in the Pro-
vince of Quebec to a mere automaton,
which had nothing to do but what he
was told by his Ministers. His (Mr.
Laurier's) party were Liberal; they
contended that the majority must gov-
erD, uiiid that the power of the people
must prevail, and that the Crown had
its riglhts and the people had its rights.
The best regulated State was the State
in which the rights of the Crown and
the rights of the people were clearly
defined and greatly respected. This
was not the doctrine of hon. gentlemen
opposite. In connection with this, Le
elaimed that it was not their duty or
their province to criticize the conductof
Mr. Letellier. '[he proper judges were
the people of the Province of Quebece.
He would not follow the bon.gentleman
in the controversy respecting the ac-
tion of Mr. Letellier; but would leave
it to the judgment of the people. But
he would say this: that it would be
the most dangerous principle and the
most serious blow that coud be effected
against our institutions if the pro-
posed motion were carried. The carry-
ing out of this proposition would be a
-direct invasion of the federal sys-
tem under which we lived. It was a
well known fact that, had the Pro-
vince of Que bec not represented a
minority of a different creed, race and
language, the union would not have
been a federal one. It was fed-
erative to give to the Province of Que-
bec its autonomy. He was especially
jealous to keep up the principles of the
?ederal system under which we
lived. He submitted that the Domin-
ion Government had no power to inter-
fere with a matter which affected the

provincial constitution of Quebec alone.
t would be a most dangerous prin-

ciple for this Parliament to interfere.
He agreed with the hon. leader of the
Opposition when Le said that the Pro-
vinces were free and responsible Gov-
ernments. If that proposition was a
correct one, even though a great
wrong had been committed against the
people of Quebec, was it not a fact that
they had the remedy in their own
hands if they did not approve of the
cop4uct of the late Government? It
would, indeed, be better that a wrong
committed in the Province ofuebço
shoul4 reaain than that tbe sygtet of«-

MR. LAURna.

Federal Government should be jeopar-
dized. He did not mean to lay down
the proposition that no matter what
chages might take place in the Gov-
ernmnpîît of Quebec, Parliament
should not interfere; Le frankly ad.
mitted that a wrong might perchance
be committed in the Province of Que.
bec which would justify this Parliament
to step in. It would certainly be the
duty of the Dominion Goverument to
interfere in order to redress a wrong
which the people could not themselves
remedy. But if this power was exer-
cised on slight gr ounds, what weuld be.
come of our fpderal machinery which
they had been at such a pain to estab-
lish ? He submitted that the resolu-
tion placed in the hands of Mr. Speaker
would, if carried, be an invasion of the
rights of the people of Quebec. But
hon. gentlemen opposite said that the
rights of the people of Quebec
had been trifled with and in-
vaded by the action of the Lieu-
tenant-Governor. Well, as lie had
already pointed out, the people of
Quebec could remedy the evil them-
selves by overthrowing the present
legal advisers of the Crown. It was
not for this Parliament to saywhether
the Lieutenant-Governor had acted
judiciously or injudiniiously, wisely or
unwisely, that was a question which
would be decided afterwards.

MR. BROOKS said it was with diffi-
dence Le rose to join in the discussion
of the important question now under
the consideration of the House. That
question was of more paramount im-
portance than any of those va hich had
been before the House during the
present Session. It was a question of
such importance in relation to the
privileges of Parliament and the liber-
ties of the people, that it should not be
treated with reference to any particu-
lar party, but in a judicial spirit,
simply and solely upon its merits. Ie
would not have spoken upon this
sub ect Lad he not, as one of the repre-
sentatives of the English-speaking
minority in the Province of Quebc,
fit at due to his constituents as wellas
himaself to do so. The transaction nOW
under digoussign was one which be
loziged peculiarly to his own Provifcel
but il affected the whole fedraive
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principle in this Dominion. When it
was considered that the majority of the
people in that Province spoke a differ-
ent language and professed a differelit
creed fron the majority of the people
belonging to other parts of the Domin-
ion, and also that the minority there
differed in language and religion from
the great majority of the people of that
Province, it was of the highest possi ble
importance that the privileges of Par-
liament and the liberties of the people
should be preserved and guarded by
every constitutional means. Let it be
rememubered, too, that while the action
of the Lieutenant-Governor might to-
day affect a certain section of the com-
munity only, to-morrow the tables
might be turned, and another section
equally adversely affected. He would,
while referring to his own Province,
take this occasion to state what he be-
lieved would be conceded by all par-
ties: that if those of French Canadian
origin and those professing the Roman
Catholic religion throughout the Do-
minion, should receive, as he believed
they alwuys would receive, the same
consideration, the same fair treatment
wbich the minority, the English-
speaking people and Protestants of
Quebec, had always received from the
French Canadian brethren of whatever
political party, they would have no
reason to complain, and hiarmony and
good feeling wonld, as it should, ever
prevail thronghout the Dominion.
As he had said, the question should
be discussed upon its mer.its, but he
found the hon.-the Minister of Public
Works declining to do so, and saying
that the resolution which was brought
before the House was an indecent one.
He did not propose to answer the Min-
ister of Inland Revenue, who was the
last speaker, because he was not com-
petent, nor was it the proper occasion,
to go into the great national question
of Liberalism and Conservatism asdiscussed by him. lHe (Mr. Laurier)had declared that the Conservatives
f Lower Canada were neyer

WilUng to discuss fairly any ques*onon ils nerits. In this case the 4ies
"ere turned, and the hon. gentleman
ad shown his skill by avoiding any re-

terence to the question under discus-
sion, ie nmight remark that the
ue8tion had been dcalt with in a one-

sided way by hon. gentlemen opposite,
instead of being discussed on its broad
principles. It was certairnly the first
time he had ever laird the assertion
made, that it was incompetent for an
authority which cunferred certain
powers to discuss any matter which
affected their powers. On looking to
the brochure, published by Mr. JTodd, at
page 30 he found the following
declaration:-

" Under the British North America Act
(section 59,) a Lieut -Governor of a Province
holds office during pleasure, but he is not re-
movable within tive years from his appoint-
ment, "except for cause assigned, which shall
be communioated to him in writing within one
month after the order for his removal is made,"
which cause is also to be communicated by
message to both Houses of the Dominion Par-
liament. This enactment establishes a direct
responsibility to the Canadian Parliament, not
only for the selection of the fit and proper per-
sons to fil their important posts, but also for
any needful exercise of Executive authority
in removing a Lieutenant-Governor from office
before the expiration of his term of service.
Accordingly, either House of the Dominion must
be regarded as constitutionally competent to
express an opinion, or to tender advice to the
Governor-General,. upon any matter arising
out of the appointment of a Lieutenant-
Governor, or bis fulfilment of the duties en-
trusted to him, just as the Imperial House of
Lords and Commons are competent to deliber-
ate and advise' the Crown upon any question
affecting the welfare of British subjects in any
part ofthe realm, but with this proviso, that
inasmuch as an exclusive jurisdiction, in cer-
tain specified matters, is conferred upon the
Provincial Leg;slatures, by the Imperial Act
under whicb both the Dominion and the 1 ro-
vincial Constitution are regulated, it is alike
incumbent upon the Dominion Parliament,
upon the Governor-General as an imperial
Officer, representing the Crown in the Do-
minion, to respect and uphold the federal rights
secured to the several Provinces, by that
Statute, and to refrain frcm any encroachients
thereupon, or interference therewith."

fHe took it that the only exception
to this rule would be for the Dominion
Government to interfere with the
rights of local legislatures to deal with
matters which, under the British North
America Act, were extended to them.

MR. MACKENZIE: If the hon.
member will allow me, I will put him
right. He says I denounced it as im-
proper and indecont to discuss this
subject. I did not dp that. i say that
to move a vote. of censure when a con-
stitutional mode of dealing with it was
in progreas wAs an indecent proposi-
tion. I state4 precisely in so many
words, that 1 recognised the full right
of this Parliament to discuss it.
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Sra JOHN A. MACDONALD: But
that it was indecent to do so.

MR. MACKENZIE: No; that is a
different thing.

MR. BROOKS said be certainly did
not wish to misrepresent what the hon.
gentleman sa d. He took a note of it
at the time and the worde used were
"indecent proposition."

MR. MACKENZIE: Yes, but not
applied to the discussion.

MR. BROOKS said that if it was al-
lowable at any time to discuss the
Lieut.-Governor, an officer appointed
by the Governor-in-Council, he could
hardly see how any proposition which
affected that appointment could be
styled an " indecent proposition." In
the consideration of this question, he
might, perhaps, take up some i ime,
but to his mind the question was one
of such importance that, perhaps, a
little time might be well spent in that
consideration. He thought it would be
well, in the first place, if they were to
go back and review as briefly as pos-
sible the history of Responsible Gov-
ernment, the time when it was adopted,
and the manner in which it had been
carried out. It was a matter of history
that, under the Constitution of the two
Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada,
we wer) represented in 1792 by a
Legislative Council, the members of
which were nominated by the Crown.
Almost from the very outset of the
working of that Constitution, difficulties
of a very serious nature arose between
the representatives of popular franchise
and the Crown, and from the year 1791
up to the year 1841 there were con-
stant discussions, constant broils, con-
stant difficulties, arising between the
several branches of the Legislature,
which, during many years, rendered it
almost impossible to carry on the
business of the Government. Parti-
cularly did this occur prior to the pas-
sage of the celebrated Ninety-two
Resolutions in 1834. It would be per-
fectly remembered that in the Province
of Lower Canada for years the supplies
were refused by a popular branch of
the Legislature, because the Legislative
Council, whose members were nomin-
ated by the Crown, and consisted, in
many instances, of the actual servants

Ma. MACKENziz.

and employés of the Crown, refused
to pass measures which were conceived
in the interests of the Province itself.
In 1834 the celebrated Ninety-two Re-
solutions were signed, and in 1836 an
address was moved by the Legislative
Assembly of what was now the Pro-
vince of Quebec, and their platform (as
it was now callod) contained the fol-
lowing: Elective Legislative Council,
Executive responsible to Parliament,
and the control of the revenue of the
country to be placed in the hands of
the Lower House, inasmuch as a
large proportion, notably the Crowi
lands, had been before that time under
the control of the Government. They
all knew to what extreme matters
went subsequent to that time, how
tbere was a rebellion in the Province
of Lower Canada, and also one in On-
tario, from very much the same cause,
and that it was with the greatest dif-
ficulty, after even the shedding of
their blood, that the people in Lower
Canada obtained what they had been
struggling for during many years. In
Upper Canada, in 1837, they found the
Admini:stration of the day resigning
simply because they could not
obtain Responsible Government, and
the result of the whole matter
w as an investigation by a Royal
commission. Then they found that in
1841 the Union Act was granted, and
gave what they had been so long con-
tending for. Perhaps it might not be
amiss to refer to the resolution in re-
gard to it, as showing what was the
disposition and desire of Parliament at
that time, and of those who were the
leaders of the Liberal party of that
day, as indeed also the desire of nearly
every member of the Assembly. On
the 3rd September, 1841,.it was moved
by Mr. Baldwin and seconded by Mr.
Viger :-

" That in order to preserve that barmOny
between the different branches of the Pro-
vincial Government which is essential to the
happy conduct of public affaire, the prince
pal of such subordinate officers,. advisers Il
the representaLives of the Sovereign and cou-
stituting as such the Provincial Administra-
tion under hirm, as the head of the PrOvil
cial Governient, ought always to be men
posmseed of the public confidence, whose
opinion and policy harmonizing with those
of the representatives of the people would af-
ford a guarantee that the wel understod

[COMMONS.] Quebec Crisis.
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wishes and interests of the people, which
our rious Sovereign has declared, shall
be t e rule of the Provincial Government,
will at ail times be faithfully represented to
the head of the Government and through
him to the Sovereign and Imperial Parlia-
ment?

This was amended by a motion pro-

posed by Mr. Secretary Harrison,
scoonded by Mr. DeSalaberry, whieh
obtained the support of the whole
Ammbly, with the exception of some
--vven mermbers, and was as follows:-

" That in order to preserve between the
different branches of the Provincial Parlia-
ment that harmoiy which is essential to the
peace, welfare and good governrment of the
Province, the chief aivisers of the represen
tative of the Rovereicn, constituting the
Provincial Administration under him, ought
to be men possessed of the confidence of the
representatives of the people, thus affording
a guarantee that the well-understood wishes
and interests ot the. people which our gra-
cions Sovereign has deciared shall be the
rule of the Provincial Governmett, will, on
all occasions, be laithfully represented and
advocated."

That was passed by a vote of fifty-six
to seven, the fifty-six including Messrs.
Baldwin, Draper, Day, Harrison, Mor-
ris, Simpson, Viger, and other well-
known names in the history of the
country. ln reference to the same
subject, ho would take the liberty of
reading a short extract from a letter
written by Lord John Russell to Lieu-
tenant-Governor Thomson, on the 4th
October, 1839. Lord John Russell
sýaid:

" The Constitution of England, after long
ftruggz1es and alternate success, has settled
into a Ibrm of governlment in which the pre-
rogative of the Crown is undisputed, but is
nlever exercised without advice. Hence the
exercise only is questioned, and, however
the u1-e of the authority nay be condemned,
the authority itself renains untouched. This
is the practical solution of a great problem,
tie result of a contest which, froi 1640 to
1690, shook the inonarchy and disturbed the
peace of the country."

In conclusion, he said:

"Every political constitution in which differ-
ent budies share the supreme power, is only
enabled to exist by the forbearance of those
aong whom this power is distihated. In

this respect the example of England may beWe imitated. The Bovereign usiu4 the pre-
rogative of the Crown to the utmost extenit,
"ad the Houge of Commons exerting its power

'On the purse, to carry al its resolutions into
121
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immediate effect, would produce confusion in
the country in less than a twelvemonth. So
in the Governor thwarting every legitimate
proposition of the Assembly, and the Assem-
bly con tinually recurring to its power of refus-
ing supplies, eau but disturb all political rela-
tions, embarrass trade, and retard the pros-
perity of the people. Each must exercise a
wise moderation. The Crown must only op-
pose the wishes of the Assembly where the
honour of the Orown or the interests of the
Empire are deeply concerned ; and the Assem-
bly must he ready to modify some of its mea-
sures for the sake of harmony, and from a
reverent attachment to the authority of Great
Britain."

That, in 1839, was the declaration of
Lord John Russell, and ho (Mr.
Brooks) might be pardoned if' he re-
ferred to an authentie declaration by
May, upon this very subject, as to the
time when Constitutional Government
was founded in this country, and the
effects of it. In speaking of this mat-
ter, with regard to Canada, May
says-

" After the reunion of the Canadian Pio-
vinces a remedy was sought for disagreements
between the Executive and the Legislature on
the principle of Ministerial responsibility,
which had long been accepted as the basis of
constitutional Goverument in England. At
first Ministers at home were apprehensive lest
the application of that principle to a depen-
dency should lead to a rirtual renunciation of
control by the Mather Country. Nor bad Ca-
nada yet sufficiently recovered from the pas-
sions of the recent rebellion to favour the ex-
periment. But arrangements were immediately
made for altering the tenure ot the principal
colonial offices ; and in 1847 Responsible Gov-
ernment was fully established under Lord
Elgin. From that time the Governor General
selected his advisers from that party which was
able to command a majority in the Legislative
Assembly; and accepted the policy recon-
mended by them. The same principle was
adopted about the same time in Nova Scotia,
and has since been the rule of administration
in other free colonies. By the adoption of this
principle a rolonial constitution has become
the very image and reflection of parliamentary
goverament in England. The Governor, like
the Sovereign whom he represents, holda him-
self aloof from and superior to parties, and
governs through constitutional advisers who
have acquired an ascendency in the Lesisla-
ture. Lie leaves contending parties to fight
with their own battles, and by admitting the
stronger party to his CouncilS brings the Ese-
cutive authority into harmony with popular
sentiments.

" As the recognition of this doetrine, in
England, bas practically transferred the
supreme authority of the State from the Crown
to Parliament and the people, so in the colo-
nies has it wrested from the Givornor and
from the parent dtate direction of colonial
affàirs.

" And again, as the Crown bas gained in
esse and popularity w bat it has lost in p9wer,
so ha. the Mother Country in accepting, to the
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full, the principles of local self-government,
established the closest relations of amity and
confidence between herself and her colonies.,

Although passed in 1841, responsible
Government did not in reality, im-
mediately come into force in the
united provinces. Sir Charles Bagot
was sent out as Governor in 1842, and
recognized the principle; but Sir
Charles Metcalfe, the subsequent Gov-
ernor, failed to recognize it; and it was
not until Lord Elgin was sent out that
it was fully recognized and acted upon.
Then Messrs. Lafontaine and Baldwin
came back to office, and they found in
the administration of the first Gover-
nor, who really helped Responsible
Government, the names of Messrs.
Lafontaine, Caron, Viger, Tachè,
Baldwin, Hincks, Cameron and Blake.
Then was finally granted to Canada
the right to manage her own affairs,
the Imperial Government only re-
serving her prerogative with regard
to her own interests. laving shown
the time when Responsible Govern-
ment was introduced, he might be
pardoned if ho enquired as to the
principles of Responsible Government,
and the violation of them, although
the able address by the mover of the
resolution before the House had al-
most rendered it unnecessary. He
might say that the promises laid down
here had nover been contradicted; but
in an investigation of this question it
was well to consider this point. l
the English Parliament in 1870, a
resolution was passed which declared
that the power of the Crown had in-
creased, was thon increasing, and
should be diminished, and from that
time to this the tendency had con-
stantly been in this direction. He
might fairly make a distinction and
âay that the principles of Responsible
Government were not the sarne as
they were at the time the Union Act
was passed. It had been properly
stated this evening that there had been
a change, gradual and slow in its
growth, and now im all important
questions of Legislation the popular
branch had the initiation of measures
and, in roality, the power which
truthfully belongs to the King, the
Lords and Commons, still having the
right by vote or disallowance by vote
to the other branches ofthe Legislature.

MR. BaooK8.
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The only three cases which had been
referred to as precedents for the action
of the Lieutenant-Governor of Quebe
were the action of George III., in 178/
after the defeat of the India Bill in the
flouse of Lords, the dismissal or resig.
nation of the Grenville Administration
in 1807, and, between those dates, in
1801, tho resignation of Pitt, and the
dismissal of Lord Melbourne's Admin-
istration by William IV., in 1834. The
question was whether we were to be
guided by the principles which pre-
vailed one hundred years ago with re.
gard to matters of this kind. Would
they in England be willing, or would
we in Canada be willing, to submit to
some of the rules which then prevailed?
It had been very properly stated that
the three examples had all been con-
demned as violations of the Constitu-
tion. The last case referred to was
that of the dismissal of Lord Melbour.e.
He would cite in regard to that, as the
declaration of an eminent authority,
the opinion of a writer upon English
history, which, he thought, could hard-
ly be questioned. In the first volume
of Molesworth's History of England,
page 453, with reference to the last of
tbese precedents which had been cited
as being a constitutional one, at any
rate, for the dismissal of a Government
by the Crown, it was stated:-

" Such was the outcome of the attempt to
force a Conservative Mnistry on the country.
The results were tue needless turmoil and ex-
pense of a hot]y-contested election. A great

iexpen diture of money, a great losa of time,
wasted in party strife, which sbould have been
devoted to the publie business; a diminution
of the Liberal majority, and a pr.portionate
increase of the Conservative opposition; a
consequent weakening of the Melbourne Ad-
mninistration, compelling it to seek strungth
and stability in a closer alliance with O'Oon-
nell and hie followers. And now the question
arises: Who was really responsible for these
mischievous results? On the principle that
the King can do no wrong, the blame of this
rust be thrown, ist. On the Duke of Welliin-
ton, who consented to fill Lord Melbourne o
place provisionally; and, next, on Sir Robert
Peel, who accepted it definitely, and accepted
it with the responsibility of Lord Melbourne's
dismissal, as he honourably and frankly
acknowledged. But history muet not be ar-
rested in its decisions by constitutional fac-
tions. It judges Sorereigns as well as their
tie*"tere. And in this instance it must col-

demn William IV., as haring made an
unwarrantable use of his prerogative in order
to transfer the Government of the country to
the party he preferred. Rad Lor Mebol Ue
etated hie inabilit to carry on th buiesOf
the country, the king might have accepted

1Q22 The
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his resignation. But Lord M. did nothine of
the knd. He had a large majority in the
House and country, and was prepared to go on
when so unexpectedly dismissed for reasons
which soon proved to be utterly groundless.
This act was consummated before any adviser,
that the King might have recourse to in
accordance with the form of the constitution,
could have been consulted. It was an act
done by the King on bis own judgment, or on
the advice of persons to whom he should not
bave listened in such a matter."

This was the last instance in English
history in which the course pursued
by the Lieutenant-Governor of Quebec
bad been followed. With respect to this
last case, referenee had been made to
Loid Brougham; and he would quote
bis declaration of the principles in-
volved with regard to that, a declara-
tion which, he presumed, would not
be contradicted. In 1835, immediately
after .this, in a speech delivered by
him upon that occasion, he said, in re-
gard to choice of officers:

i By whom is it vested ? In the King. But
it is a power exercised for the good of the peo-
ple; it is not to be dealt with capriciously, it
is not to he used as an amusement, it is not to
be played with, not to be employed as a man
would the power to discharge his servant with-
out notice, to gratify his own whims. A man
might exercise this power of arbitrary dismissal
if he pleased, and he woulî be the worse
served, lie would be the loser, but he alone
would be the injured party. But the
King holds the power in question, not for bis
Own gratification, not at aIl for his own pur-
poses. It is not he that is to be benefitted or
injured by the exercise of it ; he is a trustee •

he is himself a public servant; he is appointed
and empowered for the benefit of his people.
The trust which he exercises is wholly for their
sake. No Sovereign of this country has a
right by the Constitution. The Sovereign, I
say, has no right by the Constitution it is
illegal, it is prohibited to the Crown, it is a
wrong, an unlawful, a criminal Act, to exercise
that high function of dismissing his Ministers
and8choosing others unlesa on grounds capable
of being stated and defended. I will now
defy my opponents to give, unless in the
times of the Tudors or of the Stuarts, a single
natance where there has been any great
Miisterial change, otherwise than on assigna-ble cOistitutional aud public grounds. If
tbey were torn among themselves by endless
dasensions, if they differed from the Sover-

n, if they defended the country at large,
diher leasures were evidently runus, if

OnOur abroad and disaster at homemarked the whole tenor of their Govera-
Ient, any of these might be constitutional

ounds for their dismissal, and, above ail if
re happened to be a general feeling of d'-coe, and disapprobation throughout the

foutltry, that would be a sufficient ground
for sucl a procedure."
They had a right to discuss in thisou -e the grounds upon which the

12i

action of Mr. Letellier, in disiissing
Mr. De Boucherville as Prime
Minister, was capable of being stated
and defended. They had aise received
intimation that his conduct would be
discussed; otherwise, for what pur-
p ose were the returns sent down ? The
Government of the day had sent down
all the information which it was possi-
ble to obtain, both from the Lieutenant-
Governor and his late Prime Minister,
and it was competent for this louse to
discuss this question, having ail the
data that could be obtained before it.
Upon this question, Todd in his book
on Parliamentary Government stated:

" Once a Ministry is formed, it becomes the
duty of a Constitutional Monarch to give it his
implicit confidence and support, co-operating
heartily and sincerely with the members of his
Cabinet, so long as he may consider that the
best interests of the Empire are served by their
continuance in office. Should he bave reason
to believe that those interests would be
promoted by a change in his advisers, he is at
liberty to insist that they shall give way to
others in whom he can impose more perfect
trust : but le must always take care to assure
himself beforehand that the proposed altera-
tion in the Ministry is one that will satisfy the
nation and will meet and secure the approba-
tion ofParliament."

In this extract a principle was laid
down with regard to the action of the
IVeutenant-Governor which, cer-
tainly, did not fall within the facts as
they had been laid before the House.
Now, there was a celebrated instance
where no action was taken by a respon-
sible Governor in Canada, Lord Elgin,
at the time of the passage of the Re-
bellion Losses Bi 11. Although he dis-
approved of that Bill, although it was
one which had excited throughout
the length and breadth of our land the
greatest possible indignation amongst
alarge portion of our people, although
public meetings had been held, and
resolutions, almost innumerable, had
been sent to him against the Bill, the
Government of the day having a
majority, he assented to it, although it
was directly contrary to the policy
which he would have advocated. Hie
would also refer, although it might
not be considered the highest authority,
to what was said by Lord Melbourne
himself, at the time of bis distniesai.
Referring to the precedents which had
been cited, he said:

" I know the dissolution of 1784,1807 aid
1831, may be quoted as precedents. These
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were bold, daring and desperate measures,
al of them, and were anuitted to be so by
those wbo advised thei. As tothe dismissal
of his own Ministry, my Lords, I believe the
fact to be, that there has been no object in
view but a change of men by a wantou act
of power."

The authorities which he had cited
were all anterior to the date lie had
nientioned as being the period when
the principles of Constitutional Gov-
ernment received any material change,
and if tbey were to look at what thoso
principles were now, how within the
last thirty years they had been con-
sidered and declared by those most
-competent to jndge, they would find
that. without a single dissenting voice,
aIl the authorities, in referrinîg to this
matter, declared that, although in
theory there might be the prerogative
-of poiwer, there was no constitutional
right under the circumstances to
exeiise that power. lI looking at
Todd's pamphet, lie found their tirst
Constitutional Governor make a
decliration which was an important
one in this respect. Lord Elgin, in
carrying out as lie was instructed to
carry out, and as lie was determined
to carry out, the true principles of
responsible Government, made this
declaration in a letter to Earl Grey:

"I give to my Ministers all consti"
tutional support, frankly and without
reserve, and the benefit of the best
advice I can afford them in their difficul-
ties. lu return for this I expect that they will,
as far as possible, carry out my views for the
maintenance of the connection with Great
Britain, and the advancement of the interests

.of the Provinces. I have never concealed from
them that I ntend to do nothing which may
prevent me from working cordially with their
opponents, if they are forced upon me, showing
my confidence in the loyalty of all the influen-
tial parties with which i have to deal, and being
devoid of personal antipathies. A Governor-
General, bv acting on these views with tact
and firmness, may hope to establish a moral
effect in the Provin -e which will go far to com-
pensate for the loss of power consequent on the
surrender of patronage to an Executive respon-
-sible to the Local Parliament."

Todd further adds, speaking of the
difference between those years and
Lord Elgin's experience under a
different system in another Province,
that of Jamaica, where there was no
responsible Government :

'' To the question whether the theory of th.
responsibility of Provincial Ministers to the
Provincial Parliament, and of the consequent

Ma. BROOKS.

duty of the Governor to remain absolutely a.
tral in the strife of political parties, Lad not a
necessary tendency to degrade his office into
that of a mere Roi fainéant, Lord Elgin Lmve
an unqualified negative. 'I have tried, he
said, ' both systems. In Jamaica there wa8 no
responsible Government, but I had not half
the power I bave here with my constitutional
and changing Cabinet.' Even on the vice-regl
throne of Indiq, Le missed, at first, something of
the authority and influence which he had exer-
cised as Cunstitutional Governor in Canada,
This influence, however, was wholly moral: an
influence of sua sion, sympsthy and moderation,
which softens the tempe r white it elevates the
aims of local polities.'

All the authorities ogreed on this
point, that so far as this power whieh
had been exercised by the Lieutenant-
Governor of Quebec under the circum-
stances set forth, it was an unconstitu-
tional use of the prerogative of a
power which had become almost, if not
quite, obsolete. H1e had eited all
those authorities in order that, if pos-
sible, they might be answered by their
friend's who held contrary views. He
would cite, from a work published in
1875, with many of whose tenets he
did not agree, that of Harrison. le
stated,in the most concise and enphatie
manner, with regard to this power
of the Sovereign:

" The King cannot insert a sentence or a
phrase in his own speech. The old Whigs
would rend their garments in sacred indig-
nation at such protanity. The Tories would
p-ophesy in the market place. He cannot
add a clause to a Bill in Parliament The
very thought would raise a smile, to act on
it would cause a revolution. The exercise of
his legal vote would not be prmnitted in
practice; a public attempt to effect legisla-
tion against the will of the nation woufd b)e
the enu of the dyuastv."

Farther on ho says:

" There is only one moment in the pract'-
cal working of our system when the over.
eign has even in appearance the slightest
legislative power. That moment is when a
change of Ministry occurs. But it is r
fectly well understood that an outgoiug n
ister really nominates his successor under
forms more or less circumlocutOry.
Disraeli once explaining the formalities wi
that delicious sense of humour in which,
without moving a muscle, le contrives t
quia the Britishl,Constitution said: In extreme
case a venerable peer-a sort of family.la"
yer-is confidentially called in. Even if ve
could conceive a Sovereign so old-ashiOn
as to insist in personally nominating a in-
ieter, the House of Cominons would sharpY
call hini to order. Shades of the wise an
good Lord Somers, ofBlackstonue, of Halla",
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and Macaulay, what radical speeches would
r'-eco from the benches f the Lords!
The cause for which Hampden perished on
the field and Sidney on the sca told, would
cease to rest and be thankful, and would be-
in to rub its eyes. The very lawn of the
ishop would rufflé in wrath. We may,

however, be perfectly tranquil. No Sover-
elgn has yet been seen to attempt any gain-
bols with the Constitution, any more than
the cream-coloured horses are given to kick
to pieces the gingerbread coach. The
Sovereign here, as we repeat with serious
pride, has no part i government."

There was another authority to which
ho (Mr. Brooks) dosired to refer. An
authority which he was satisfied no
one in the House or in the country
would for a moment question, that of
the eminent statesman, who, for the
last five years, had been the represen-
tative of Her Majesty in this Dominion,
and whose merited suceess had been
greatly owing to his strict adherence
to constitutional principles. le bad
declared it in 1873, in his celebrated
speech at Halifax, at a time ot great
excitement, and this he (Mr. Brooks)
believed no one would question, had
ben the rule of his conduct through-
ont the whole of his residence anongst
us. fis Excellency then said :-

No, gentlemen, I understand my duty too
wel ever to allow my judgment or my sym-
i athies to be surprised into political partizan-
-44p. My one thought and desire is for the
welfare of Canada as a whole. My only
mtîiding star in the conduct and maintenance
vi D'y official relations with your public men is
the Parliament of Canada. In fact, [ sup oseI am the only person in the Dominion wbose
confidence in the wisdom and infallibility of
Parliament is never shaken. Each ofyougen-
tlemen only believe in Parliament so long as
Parliament acts according to your wishes and
COnvictions. I, gentlemen, believe in Parlia-
metýnt, n, matter which way it votes, and to
tise men whom the deliberate rule of theFederal Parliament of the Dominion may5ssign to me as my responsible advisers, eau 1
gre my confidence. Whether they are the

ads of this party or of that pîrty
nIst be a matter of indifference to the Gover-aor-General, so long as they are maintained byParliament in their positione, so long as he isbound to give them his unreserved confidence,
"nd defer to their advice and loyally to assistthem with his counsels."

le (Mr. Brooks) should have occasion
Presently to apply this last particular
eMa.k to the conduct .of bis Honour

the Lieutenant.Governor of the Prov-
eeO of Quebee, under the circum-

stances vLbich- were in question. The
I other authority whieh he would

read would be one from a work that
had ben quioteid by the right hon.
member for Kingston, and one which
not only in this but iu every country
was a recognisod authority upoii this
subject,-Bagehot. In speaking of the
policy of the Government-and the
great question at issue came in hore,
for, aceording to what they had beforec
them, it was a difference in policy
which caused the dismissal by His
Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of
the Adminis- rution,-Bagehot said, on
page 79, las, edition of his work, as
to the present rule, not that which
prevailed a ven tury ago, to which
period the peocedents cited by the hon.
gentleman opposite related:-

" A century ago the Crown had a real
choice of Ministers though it lad no longer a
choice of policy. During the long reign of
Sir R. Walpole he was obliged n ot onliy to
manage Parliainent but to manage the palace.
lie was obliged to take care that some court
intrigue did not expel him from bis place. The
nation then selected the English poliry, but
the $rown chose the Englith Ministers. They
were not only in name, as now, but in tact the
Queén's servants. Remnants, stili iuiortant
remnants, of this great prerogative remain.'

Mr. Bagehot next referred to the
dismissal of Lord Melbourne by
William IV., and stated :-

"The discriminating power of William IV
muade Lord Melbourne head of the Whig party
when he was only one of several rivals. At
the death of Lord Palmerston it is very likely
that the Queen may have the opport unity of
freely choosing between two, if not three
statesmen. But, as a ride, the nominal Prime
Minister is chosen by the Legislature, and the
real Prime Minister for mosit purose.-the
leader of the House of Commons--ai must and
without exception is so. There is nearly alwayS
some one man plainly selected by thi voice of
the predominant party m the predominant
House of the Legislature to head that party,
and consequently to rule the nation. We have
in England an elective First Magistrate as truly
as the Americans have an elective First Magis-
trate. The Queen is only at the head of the
dignified part of the constitutin The Prime
Minister is at the head of the efficient part. The
Crown is, according to the saying, thi "foun-
tain of honor," but the Treasnry is the spring
of business."

Thon, witli regar to the mode of
selectioin of Englisi Ministers, this
author said

"The particular mode in which the English
Ministers are selected ; the hetion that they
are in any political sense the Queen's servants i
the rule whîch limits the choice of the Cabinet
to the members of the Legislature, are accidents
unessential to its definition -historical inci-
dents separable from its nature."
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With regard to what had been during
the reign of our present Sovereign the
rule of conduct, the au thor said:-

"If we look at history we sball find that it
is only during the period of the present reign
that in England the duties of a constitutional
Sovereign have ever been well performed. The
first two Georges we.e ignorant of the English
affairs, and wholly unable to guide them,
whether well or ill, for many years. In their
time the Prime Minister ha , over and above
the labour of managing Parliament, to manage
the woman-sometimes the Queen, sometimes
the mistress-who managed the Sovereign.
George III interfered unceasingly, but he did
harm unceasingly; George IV and William IV
gave no steady continuing guidance, and were
unfit to give it."

As to the question of the theoretical
powers referred to as to the preroga-
tive powers of the Sovereign under
certain circunistances, these powers,
as had been very correctly stated
under our Constitution, if they were
exercised, would put an end to
all Goverriment. Bagehot, in his in-
troduction to the last edition of bis
work, speaking of the abolition of pur-
chase in the army, stated :-

" But this is nothing to what the Queen can
by law do without consulting Parliament. Not
to mention other things, she could disband the
army (by law she cannot engage more than a
certain numiber of men, but she is not obliged
to engage any men) ; she could dismiss all the
officeis from the General Commanding-in
Chief, downwards; she could dismiss all the
sailors too ; she could sell ff all our ships of
war, and ail our naval stores; she could inake
a peace by the sacrifice of Cornwall, and begin
a war for the conquest of Brittany; she could
make every citizen in the United Kingdom,
male or female, a peer; she could make every
parish in the United Kingdom a " University";
she could dismiss most of the civil servants ;
she could pardon ail offenders; in a word, the
Queen could, by prerogative, upset all the
action of civil Government within the Gov-
ernment; could disgrace the nation by a bad
war or peace ; and could, by disbanding our
forces, whether land or sea, leave us defence-
less against foreign nations."

Mr. Btgehot vent on to explain why
ihis could not be in reality accom-
plishel. IIe would not detain the
H1ouse by reading any other authori-
ties, but sinply say, as he had alreadv
nontioned, that upon these points ali
these writers agreed. Bagehot, on
page 49 of the introduction, as to the
power of dis-iolving the Asembly, and
while contrasting their powers with
those of the Sovereign, declared:

" By our Constitution, nominally the Queen,
but really the Prime Minister, bas the power
of dissolving the Assembly."

Mi. BRooKs.

Throughout the whole of the work, as
well as that of Freeman, which had
been referred to, and throughout al
the late constitutional works the con-
stitutional principle was clearly laid
down, that this power could not, and
ought not, to be exercised, and could
not be constitutionally exercised at
the present day, except under the
most extreme and urgent cireun.
stances. In the investigation of this
case, it was for them to en-
quire, what were these circum-
stances ; whether His lonour, Mr.
Letellier, was justified, from the
facts which he had stated, in doing
what he had done ? What were the
grounds which Bis Hocinour had given
for his action ? They found that lis
lonour was, in December, 1876, a-

pointed to the positihn he now held as
an officer under the Governor-in-Coun-
cil, and also that on the opening of the
Quebec Provincial Parliament of that
year, the present Chief Justice of the
Court of Queen's Bench, in the Pro-
vince, Sir Antoine Dorion, who, (ur-
ing the illness of the late lamented
Governor Caron, acted as adninitrator
of the Government, in the speech fron
the Throne, delivered on the lIth of
November, 1876, said :

" The financial crisis which bas everywhere
made itself felt has been, and still continues
to be, a source of serions embarrassment for
such railway c plLnies, as have, w th an
energy worthy of ailpraise, made very consider-
able progress, but whicb now find themselves
arrested by the difficulties in the money m fr-

ket It is the intention of my Governme ,t tO
come to the assistance by a measure which
will, I hope, meet your approval. A Rill for
the organiz tion of the public service, and to
render it more efficient, will be laid before
you ',

Such was the dclaration of the Ad-
ministrator of the Government on1 the
Ilth Novernber, 1876. The present
Lieutenant-Governor was appointed in
December, 1876. Betre he went intO
the question rctrsred to in that speech
of the Administrator of the Govern-
ment, he wished it to be distinctlV un-
derstood that the quesiion was not a
question of- tre DeBoueberville or the
Joly Administration with which the
House had to deal, nor was ià a qe+
tion as to which party had their sYnl
pathies. It was not a questiOn
whether the measures whicl were
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pas sed during the last year of the De
Boucherville Government, and whieh
led to his dismissal from power, were
such as this Parliament approved of or
not. With regard to the railwayreso-
lutions he might very fairly and
frankly state that he considered the
manner in which they were passed
was an unwise one, because, however
desirable the object, it could not have
been attained by the enforceinent of
the payment of the subsidies which
were sought by the passing of the Act,
because they couid never have
been inposed otherwise than by
process of law. That, of course, was
merely a question of policy; it was
also a matter of opinion how far the
Lieutenant-Governor was constitution-
allyjustified in taking the course which
he did. Before going further, he (Mr.
Brooks) would refer to some propo-
sitions which had been made by Mr.
Todd, when speaking of the position
of a constitutional Governor. The first
of these was, that there should be a
strict neutrality; the second, that he
should advise and so co-operate with
his Ministers; and, third, that he should
accept the advice of his Ministers.
Now, let him enquire what were the
facts and how far the principles of con-
stitutional Government as he under-
stood they were carried out by His
Ionour. Although an explan~atory
letter Lad been written since, the first
letier written by Mr. Letellier to Mr.
DeBoucherville should previously be
considered in the meanti ne. Talze the
first sentence and see whether the
Lieutenan t-Governor was preserving
in that a strict neutrality, whether he
was accepting and endeavourintr to
carr'y out the government of country,
anrd whether le was co-operating with
the Adninistration which bad the sup-
port of upwards of two-thirds of the
"1embers of the Local House. The
Lieu tena'nt-Governor said a constitu-
lional error' had been committed. Butin
what way ? fie said it was only an
error' committed in good faith by the
Premier. The Lieutenant-Governor
said to the Ministers : " You have done
a thing which you ought not to have
done and which I did not authorize you
tO do, but which you believed1 authorized you to do."
XoW what wvas the course ho

or any constitutional Governor of a
British Provirnce ought to have pur-
sued? Was it not his duty, iii the first
place,to have sont a memorandum to the
Min isters insisting upon thoir undoing
what they had, as ho believed, done
improperly, and to have made a record
of it ? No record had been made of
this transaction, however, up to the
time of the actual dismissal. There
was but a word and a blow, and, un-
fortunately, the blow came first. Now,
wbat were the reasons givon for this
dismissal ? He snid first, and that was
the point regarding which he (Mr.
Brooks) wishetl particularly to speak,
it was because ofthe enormous expense
occasioned by the very large subsidies
to certain railways (the southern
railways), while, as he said, the public
funds were burdened with the obliga-
tions incurred in the construction of
the North Shore Railway from Quebec
to Ottawa, which had precedence. Now,
if the Lieut.-Governor had been ac-
quainted with the condition of affairs
in our country, he would have known,
that overy one of these roads had
received a grant of a subsidy during
the last Parliament; that not a
single dollar bad been added since, and
he said incorrectly that the great rail-
way from Quebec to Ottawa was to
take precedence of all others. And
why? Those who were acquainted
with affairs in Quebec must know
that the legislation corinected with
railways commenced in 18G9, and vari-
ous enaotnents had been made since.
In 1873-4. the thir'd Session of the
second Parliament, resolutions were
passed and, under an Act based on these
resolutions, a large number of roads
received the i-rum of $2,500 Oper mile.
This was made a grournd, forsooth, on
which to, attack the DeBoucherville
Administration. In the Session of
1873-4 Mr. Laframboise moved, second-
ed by Mr. Bachand:-

"That this House regrets that the importance
of the South Eastern Railway Company and
the Montreal Chambly and Sorel Railway, and
the great services that these roads are destined
to render t., the country, have been overlooked,
and that these two companies have not been
placed on the same footing as those mentioned
in the first of these resolutions."

To this an amendment was proposed
by Mr. Pelletier, seconded by Mr.
Langellier:-
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" That this House, moreover, regrets that
the great importan ce of the Lévis and Kenne-
bec road has not been appreciated at its just
value."

This amendment was proposed, al-
though the Lévis and Kennebec road
was i eceiving the same subsidy as the
other lines of railway. In the last
Session of the last Parliament, an addi-
tional $1,500 per mile was granted to
a certain number of roads, and just
before the general elections a resolu-
tion in anendment was proposed to
this effect:-

" That this House regrets that the impor-
tance ol the Quebec and New Brunswick Rail-
way, to which a grant of land was nade by
the' Itailway A et of 1876, and also of that por-
tion of the South Eastern Railway which
belonged to the Richelieu, Drummond and
Arthabaska Counties Railway, as well as that
of the Missisquoi and Black Rivers Valley
Railway has not been recognized or men-
tioned in the Land Resolutions, for which,
amiongst others, voted the following members
of the present de facto Government: Messrs.
Bariand, Chauveau, Joly, Langellier and
Marchand."

He found, in addition to that, in 1875-
after the iailway policy with regard to
the southern roads had been adopted-
subsequent to the grants boing passed,
and the Legislature which gave these
grants had been roturned with an over-
welming majority-these same gen-
ilemen, who were now the advisers of
the Lieutenant-Governo r, declaring:

" That this House begs to express the hope
that in carryirg out such contemplated ar-
rangement-the assumption of the North Shore
and Montreal, Occidental and Western Rail-
way. no expense will be incurred which will ad d
to the burdens of the Province by rendering any
increas.d taxation necessary, and that in dis-
tributing the funds now at the disposal of the
Province for railway purposes, those enter-
prises which have already been aided by the
Legislature and are now suffering trom siunilar
causes to those which have retarded the pro-
gress of the North Shore and Montreal Pcci-
dental and Western Railways do receive their
fair proportion of the assistance"

That was supported by Ministers Ba-
chand, Joly and Marchand. Immedi-
ately afterwards a motion was brought
forward by the same gentleman, with
the addition of Mr. Laframboise:

" That in the opinion of this House the po-
licy of the Goverament endangers the con-
struction ot the North Shore and Montreal,
Ocridental and Western Railways. and is at
hie same time unjust to the railways on the
seuth side of the St. Lawrence."

MR. BRooKs.

Now, one of the first reasons why the
Lieut.-Governor did not agree with his
Ministers, and summarily disnissed
them was, that these enormous sub-
sidies had been granted to several rail.
ways, while the Province was burd-
ened with the construction of the great
railway from Quebec to Ottawa, which
was to take precedence of the others.
Now, there was no law under which
that railway was to take precedence-
in factthese subsidies had been grant-
cd prior to the tirne when assistance
was given to the Quebee and Ottawa
Railway. Then he blamed then for
not having reduced the expenditure at
a time when their embarrassments pre-
vented them from doing so. Surely
that was no reason for dismissing the
Ministry as he had donc. The third
reason given by him was that they
had increased the salaries of the em-
ployés in the Civil Service. Now, he
found that tbis was done under the pro
visions of the Act passed during the pre-
vious Session, and which had been sanc-
tioned by Lieut.-Governor ILetellier.
Coming back to this question, hc might
state that in the Session of 1876, a de-
claration was made, that it was the in-
tention of the Gý;overnment to come to
the assistance of these railways, and
great hopes were entertained by the
pronoters of these southern roads that
a ditional assistance niight be granted.
These hopes never were realized, and
the greatest dissatisfaction was felt,
from the fact that Mir. De Boucherville
refused to increase by, one dollar the
grant to any of these roads, exeept in
one case, where he di<f raise it, as was
provided by law, fron a lapsed subsidy.
On glancing at the Pubie Accounts
for the year 1875, it woild be found that
there was granted te the Quebec and
Montreal road $G,5t>0.76, to the Solth
Shore $3,980.57; in 1876 there was
granted to the South Shore $1,57.45,
and the Quebec and Ottawa road
$1,332,025; and he found that Mr.
Letellier in assuming office mado this
declaration, which certainly w1s not
put into his mouth by his constitutin-
ai advisers. On the 28th )cember,
1876, lie said :

" Having been called upon to fill the import-
ant position of Lieutenant-Governor of tis
Province, which became vacant by the decese
of my lamented predecessor I cannot allow
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his opportunity to pass without rendering hom-
age to the memory of the statesman whose long
career has been an honour to himself and to
the country.

i It will be my earnest 4esire, as it will be
my duty, to comply with the spirit of the Con-
stitution under which we have the happiness to
live.

"I have much pleasure in congratulating
you on the zeal and assiduity which you have
manifested in the discussion of the important
measures which have been submitted to you. I
trust that the result of your labours will be to
give a new impetus to the great improvements
which have been undertaken in the Province."

He thus ratified what bad been done,
and referred to these very roads over
which he said the railway from
Quebec to Ottawa should take preced-
ence as far as the finances of the
Province were concerned. Now, it
would be observe i that, during the Ses-
iOn, His 11onour did not consider that

the circumstances of the Province were
So very precarious as to oblige him to
remnain at the seat of Government; be
found it better for his personal conve-
niience to be absent. He (Mr. Brooks)
liglt say also, that whatever oce.urred

prior to the meeting of Parliament in
this last Session, ho had condoned.
On the 29th January, 1878, he
expressed by his action, confidence
in the Administration. fHe did this
when he was asked by the Premier,
who wished to obtain from him author-
ity vith regard to the mensures affect-
ing the finances of the Province. He
had such confidence in the Premier
that ho sent him a blank authority.
And in addition to that, it was admitted,
throughout these papers, that on the
lth February t ere was a conversa-
tion between the Premier and the Lieu-
tenant-Governor with regard to certain
mneasures. Then was the time, if the
Lieutenant Governor desired to express
and record his dissent from the legisla-
lion of the Administration, to do so in
a constitutional way. He left an im-
pression on the mind of the Premier,
as he himself ad mitted, of such a vague
and uncertain character, that ho
thought ho was authoriz!ng these dif-
terent measures. They found that the
result of this was, that resolutions re-
ferring to the South Shore roads were
Passed and sigred by him. It certainlyseemed to him that additional reasons
'hould bave been given, if there reailywere any reasons, in support of theisimssai There was no opportunity,

prior to the dismissal, for any consulta-
tion between the Lieutenant-Governor
and the Premier; there was no attempt
to reconcile the difficulty, no apparent
desire on the part of His Excellency,
that these difficuilties should bo recon-
ciled; but they found that on the 25th
February ho called for a certain docu.
ment, and on the 1st March ho dis-
missed his Ministers. Thon the House
had it before them, that the only rea-
sons which at the time of the dismissal
were given by him, were not sufficient,
and they found that he afterwards sent
to the Governor General additional
reasons. The reasons were not suffi-
cient to justify the course he had taken.
In the exorcise of the power to dismiss
under these circuinstances, lie should
have remembered that " though it
was excellent to have the giant's
strength, it was tyrannous to use it
like a giant." Immediately after the
doclaration that ho had determined to
produce legislative and administra-
tive changes, he gave the reasons
which inducod him to adopt that
course, which reasons the hon. member
for Terrebonne had truly stigrnaized
as puerile. If any lawyer having a
brief, had given reasons for his cou-
clusions similar to those assigned by
theLieutenantGovernor of Quiebec,they
would have been ruled out without any
consideration. The first reason givei
was, that during the Session of 1876, a
Bill had been read three times in one
branch of the Legislature, and only
twice in the other. That imiglit bo
quite true; but, if it were, it was
purely a clerical error which amounted
to nothing, and in any case, the Lieu-
tenant-Governor had not beeni calied on
to sanction the Bill, after the error had
been discovered, and the Bill did not
appear on the Statutes. Another
reason he gave was, that during the
same Session, a Bill had been submitted
to him for sanction, in which ho per-
ceived a blank had not been filled up,
but, as ho admitted afterwards, it was
probably a clerical error which
amounted to nothing; and in any case,
the Lieutenant-Governor had not been
called on to sanction the Bill after
the error had been discovered, and the
Bill did not appear on the Statutes.
Another reasou ho gave was, that, dur-
ing the same Session, a Bill had been
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submitted to him for sanction in which
he perceived a blank had not been
filled up, but as he admitted after-
wards, it was probably a clerical error.
Another grave reason was, that the
word " amender" was in the infinitive
mood, instead of being in a past tense.
He thus quoted a petty, paltry quib-
ble of a grammatical error as a reasonu
for dismissing bis responsible advisers.
Then came the important matter of
the appointment of a municipal coun-
cillor for Montmagny. The At-
torney-General had recommended
the Lieut.-Governor, on a petition
from Montmagny, to appoint a coun-
cillor for that village. The Governor
had some doubts about the appoint-
ment at first; but, after a second con-
ference with the Attorney-General, lie
made the appointment. He (Mr.
Brooks) did not think, in any case, the
office of councillor to the village of
Montmagny was such an important
<ne, that one councillor, more or less,
would endanger the safety of the Pro-
vince of Quebec. Subsequently, other
facts came to his knowledge, and he
was asked to rescind that appointment,
which was agreed to, and there the
matter ought to have ended. The
next two reasons for this important
breach of the Constitution were, cor-
tainly, very serious if they were cor-
rect. The Lieut.-Governor stated that.
in the Ogicial Gazette, two Orders-in-
Council were published without his
signature. The first one was for the
convening of Parliament, not for the
despatch of business, but merely the
usual formai order, which was repeated
mouth after month in the Ogctal
Gazette; the other was the fixing of
Thanksgiving Day. With respect to
the conivening of Parliament for the
,despatch of business, it appeared the
proclamation was not published until
the 24dh November, and Mr. Letellier's
letter, drawing attention to the faet
that the two proclamations liad been
issued without his signature, it
appeared, from the record, was
dated 6th November, and the day
appointed for the convening of Parlia-
ment was the 24th Decemiber. He
-declared he bad not signed the procla-
mation. He (Mr. Brooks) was not in
the secrets of the Governments, but ho
found it stated that this Order-in-Coun-
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cil, as well as the subsequent one, had
been actually signed by the Lieut.-
Governor with his own hand and
signature and was dated 6th November;
so that this particular Order-in Coun-
cil for the covening of Parliament was
signed by him and on record in the
proper office. With reference to the
latter Proclamation, fixing a day for
Thanksgiving,it was the result of a sug-
gestion of the Premier of the Dominion
to Lieut.-Governor Letellier. Thon
came the real substantial reason which
ho gave as an additional cause for dis-
missing his Ministers. Mr. De-
Boucherville had statedi he was
governed by "rings " which we, e forc-
ing him to making additional grants to
different roads throughout the coun-
try. He (Mr. Brooks) had proved
from the documents which he had read
that if there were " rings," if any con-
straint or force wore brought to bear
upon the Lieut.-Governor in this mat-
ter, it was brought by those men whom
he had called to replace his former ad-
visers. It was a matter of fact that for
two years, not one additional dollar
had been granted to any of these other
roads, except to advance to certaim
roads a part of the subsidy on the un-
built portion. Time after tirne depu-
tations had waited on the hon. the
Premier, desiriig him to grant ad-
ditional assistance to those roads ; they
failed in their appeals, although some
of the roads would be of the greatest

possible benefit and deserved to be as-
sisted by the Goverment ; and still he
(Mr. DeBouchervilleywas to be turned
ont of office, because he declined to
grant what they had endeavoured to
obtain. It might be said that thismat-
ter was not one of the very greatest

possible importance, that at any rate
it should not be brought up here, and
that they ought not to agitate it or
discuss it bore or interfere with the
choice of the electors of the Province
of Quebec. The answor to this Ws,
that they had a right at any tine, and
at ail times, to discu-ss this constitu-
tional question. There was no period,
when an event of this kiid oceurred,
that the conduet of the Lieutelant-
Governor, an officer appointed by the
Governor-in-Council, and responsible
to them, might not properly be brought
under the consideration of this House.
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which was the ultimate authority that
should determine, upon the constitu-
tionality of any act or any violation
of the Constitution, in any par-
ticular, and not the country. This
was an attempt to change the issue,
and to have the country to declare
what Parliament was not sufficiently
educated to decide. This was an at-
tempt to divert the issue. So far as
this was concerned, he did not know
what the country might say ; but,
whether it declared for one or the other
Government, whatever might be its
decision on this îoint, it was the duty
of the hon. members and of the House,
either now or at some other time, to
enter on record their deliberate opinion
with regard to the conduct of the
Lieutenant-Governor in the exercise of
his duties. If there had been a viola-
tion of the political Constitution, it
was not to be allowed to produce al
the evil effects intended, and have ful
sway, and then to pass a mild resolu-
tion which would condemn such viola-
tion. If there had been a violation
and an undue or improper use of the
prerogatives of the Crown, he certainly
could not, in this regard, cite a better
authority that thatof the late Minister
of Justice, given on the memorable
occasion in 1873, touching the proro-
gation of this Parliament, when the
hon. gentleman declared that such
prorogation by the Governor-General
was a violation of cons1titutiona1 prin-
ciples, although the prorogation was
only for a short time. The hon. gen-
tleman then said:

" What I say with reference to prorogation,
I say with reference to the Commission, that
its appointmoent was a violation of the an-
cient landmarks and rights of Parliament, and
an invasion of the rights and privileges of the
People by the exercise of the prerogative,
'which ought not to be tolerated."

And why ? The hon. gentleman cited
the very best posisible authority on
that occasion ari this was taken from
a eelebrated writer (Juiiusî) an author-
ity Which. moreover, had as much force
now as then, and whieh justified the

.tion at the present time beingL taken
With regard to this matter. ihis au-thority was as follows:

'Never suffer any violation of your politicala hitution, however minute the instance may8PPear to pass by without a determined, pér-
ing resistance One precedent makes

another ; they soon assimilate and constitute
law. What yesterday was fact, to-day is doe-
trine. Examples are supposed to justify the
most dangerous measures ; and, where they
do not suit exactly, the defect is supplied by
analoý,y."

With regard to this same question of
the prerogative, he might also cite the
hon. the Minister of the Interier as an
authority. On the 14th August, 1873,
a resolution was proposed by the Hon.
Mr. Cauchon, seconded by Mr. Mills, as
follows :-

" That the prorogation of Parliament with-
out giving the House of Commons the oppor-
tunity of prosecuting the enquiry it had
already undertaken, was a gross violation of
the privilege and independence of Parliament,
and the rights of the people."

If that was such a gross violation,
what should they say regarding the
action of the Lieutenant-Governor in
this case, where two-thirds oi the Legis-
lative Assembly not only supported
the Administration of the day, but also
declared this both before and after-
wards, and represented to the Gov-
ernor-General that they had full
confidence in the Administration of the
day; and that the Ministers who had
been named to replace the Administra-
tion did not have the confidence of the
country. Then, if a case of simple
prorogation for a short time was a
breach of the prerogative which ought
not to be tolerated, this case now
before the House was certainly one
that ought not to be tolerated.

MR. MILLS: Do you concur in that
opinion ?

Mn. BROOKS said he cited a very
good authority in favour of this opin-
jon-the Minister of the Interior.
He was very glad to state
that he did not believe that
the hon. the Premier, or the
hon. member for Chateauguay, or the
late Minister of Justice (Mr. Blake),
ever had any knowiedge or intimation
with regiazd to this action of the Lieu-
tenant-Governor, or would ever have
sanctioned or approved it. He certainly
should not believe otherwie until he
heard it froin the lips of these hon.
gentlemen. le believed that their
regard for constitutional precedents
an1 authority was so great that not
one of them would be willing to stand
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up in the Flouse, and declare to the
country that they approved in any
way of that use of power, even though
theoretically within the prerogative of
the Crown. There had been a coup
d'état, not as bloody as that of 1851
in France, but, so far as concerned the
object to be attained, as effectual; and,
although they might not now know,
they would before long know, wbo
were the advisers of this coup d'état.
They knew perfectly well who was the
Napoleon, but they did not know who
were the Marny, the Fleury, Maripas,
and the St. Arnaud, formerly Roy, who
assisted at this coup d'état. Their
names were not known, but, possibly,
before very long, they might get some
light on this subject. He was afraid
that he had wearied the House, and
as the Premier had given him the hint
that time was fleeting, he would cut
short his remarks. Ie would just
observe that, if the action of the Lieu-
tenant-Governor was justifiable, it
would be just as right for the Governor
Gener-al of the Dominion of Canada to
write a lotter to the Premier declaring
that he was dismissed from his Coun-
cils because he did not agroe with him
upon the Protection policy. That
would be no greater violation of the
constitutioial principle than what
had ccurred in 1 he Province of Quebec.
There was only one other point to
which he would refer, and that was to
the Premier havinig found fault with
the nioderation ot the motion ; at
one tinio h called it an indecent propo-
sition, and then said the hon. gentle-
man) who moved it did not go far
enough. ie (Mr. Brooks) would have
been disposed to go nuch further than
the resolution, and to declare in
stronger terms that the action of the
Lieutenan t-Governor was unjust and
unwise, and a violation of the consti-
tulional principle of our Government.
le certainly thougnt it was too mode-
rute, and he believed it was so framed
in order that it should meet the views
of hon. geutilemen on both sides of the
House. The question was of such
great importance that ho hoped to be
pardoned for having so long occupied
the time of the House. If the Lieu-
tenan t-Governior ofone of our Provinces
were pernitted, without question, to
do what neither the Sovereign nor the

Mit. ElooKs.

Governor-General would venture to do
there would be no safety and no peace
in the Dominion.

Could great men th under
As Jove himself can! Jove would ue'er be

quiet,
For every pelting petty officer would use hiS

heaven or thunder,-
Nothing but thunder.

Ma. LANGEVIN moved the adj9urn-
ment of the debate.

Motion agreed to.

HOU

F

The Sp
o'clock.
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louse adjourned at
Five minutes after

Two o'clock.

SE 0F COMMONS.

riday, 12th April, 1878.

eaker took the Chair at Three

INTRODUCTION OF A MEMBER.

Thos. Robert McInnes, Esq., repr-
sentative for the Electoral District of
New Westminster, British Columbia,
was introduced to the House by Mr.
Dewdney and Mr. Macdonald (Centre
Toronto), and took his seat.

CANADIAN PACIFIC R AILWAY SURVEY.

QUESTION.

Ma. TU l'PiER: 1 would agan like
to ask the hon. the First Miniter,
when ho thinks that he wil be able
to place in our hands the report of the
acting Chief Engineer in connectiofn
with the route of the Canadiani Paoific
Railway. When the hon. gentlemall'
in response to my enquiry. the other
day, questioned the source of my iforl-
mation, I was taken a little aback,
but I put myseif in communication
with the gentleman who ,poke to l'le
on the subject, and asked fur his aut-I'
ity for the facts as to there being a
report in the hands of the Gov6r
ment, and he stated to n- that bis
authority was the statement et the
hon. gentleman's colleague, the Secre-
tary of State, in the other Flouse, who
said that this report was in the hands
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