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deal of intercourse on that subject of pairing, and with whom he got 
along very pleasantly, understood he was to have the vote of the 
hon. member for Kent, the result of which was a little 
unpleasantness, particularly with one right hon. gentleman. 

 He must say that the moment the Minister of Marine explained to 
his colleague the facts of the case, he made the fullest explanation, 
which was cordially accepted. Having said this much, he would ask 
the hon. members for Kent, Muskoka, Queens, Victoria, and the 
Minister of Marine and Fisheries, if the case was not as he had 
stated it. The matter was one worth occupying the time of the 
House with, as it bore upon the personal honour of the members. It 
was a matter which should be cleared up. He was sure it was not a 
personal matter, and even if it were he was sure there was no man 
on one side or other of the House that would desire a matter of this 
kind to hang over his head. (Cheers.) The article implied that he 
was unworthy of his position in that House and the reputation of a 
gentleman; and he would ask those gentlemen to confirm what he 
had stated. (Hear, hear.) 

 Mr. CUTLER said the hon. gentleman’s conduct throughout the 
whole affair was honourable. For his own part, he admitted that at 
the time he did not understand what was meant by pairing 
(laughter), and he did not quite see the effect of it. He acquitted the 
hon. member for Monck of anything that was wrong or anything 
that was improper. 

 Hon. Mr. MITCHELL said as his hon. Friend from Monck 
(Mr. Edgar) had referred to him by name in relation to this matter, 
he felt bound to make a few observations in relation to it. His hon. 
friend had correctly recited the circumstances so far as the affair 
came under his observation, and he congratulated himself as 
representing the government in connection with this branch of the 
business, on being placed in connection with a gentleman who 
conducted the affairs of his Party in so satisfactory a manner to 
members on the Government side of the House. 

 Now, with respect to this particular case, the hon. member for 
Kent had explained that he did not understand the nature of a pair, 
which was the explanation he gave to him. When he found that hon. 
members had paired against one of the Government supporters, 
believing, as he did, that his constituency was favourable to the 
administration of the day, and knowing his friend had every 
confidence in the members of the Administration, he went to the 
hon. member and found he had paired with a gentleman on the 
Government side of the House. He therefore felt it a matter of duty 
to himself and the Administration to ask an explanation, which he 
did, and he received the explanation that the member for Kent 
(Mr. Cutler) did not understand the nature of a pair. (Laughter.) He 
might state to the House that the gentlemen from the Maritime 
Provinces had never heard of such a thing as a pair, certainly not a 
pair of this kind. 

 The hon. gentleman from Kent he found had misconceived the 
effect of a pair. Having explained the matter to the hon. member, he 
at once stated that he wished to withdraw it. He (Hon. Mr. Mitchell) 

exonerated Mr. Edgar from having acted improperly in the matter. 
There was no desire on the part of any member of the House to take 
unfair advantages of the system of pairing. Misunderstandings 
necessarily would arise. Sometimes a gentleman would pair with 
two people. They would, as a matter of course, like to pair with one, 
as being more correct. (Laughter.) 

 Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Cardwell) asked the House through the 
Speaker to make some arrangement with respect to pairing. He had 
suggested that a register book should be kept, as was done in the 
House of Commons in England, by which any such explanations as 
those made would be obviated. With respect to this particular case, 
all he had to say was that any man who had known the hon. 
member for Monck, as he had done from his youth, would never 
require any one to confirm any statement he made. 

 The subject then dropped. 

 Mr. MILLS moved the further consideration of the proposed 
motion that the House do receive itself into a committee of the 
Whole to consider a resolution on the subject of the present mode of 
constituting the Senate. He objected to the appointment of the 
Speaker of the Senate by the government. It would just be as fair to 
appoint the Speaker of the Commons in the same way. He 
especially objected to the taking of gentlemen not formerly having 
seats in that body to fill the Speaker’s chair, while the members of 
that House itself were passed over, as if they were unable to fill the 
position. He characterized the system on which the appointment 
was made as a stupid and unintelligible mimicry of the English 
Government and the English House of Lords. 

 He thought for the purpose of carrying out the system of Federal 
Government to its proper conclusion the Second Chamber ought to 
be elected by the Local Legislatures. This would counteract the 
tendency to create local prejudices and prevent the combination of 
two or three Provinces for sectional purposes. The present system 
was behind the age. The average age of the Senate representation, 
according to a calculation he had made, was the average length of 
six Parliaments. 

 Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Cardwell) advised the hon. member, as 
this was a very important matter, and as there were very few 
members present, to adjourn the debate for to-night. He thought it 
would be his duty to move an adjournment of the debate. 

 Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE objected to the adjournment and 
thought it little less than a wanton insult to the mover, the hon. 
gentleman knowing full well that that opportunity would in all 
probability be the last opportunity he would have of bringing the 
matter before the House. What was worse was that the hon. member 
had threatened to call upon the House to adjourn the debate if the 
hon. mover did not accept the proposal. 

 Hon. Mr. CAMERON (Cardwell) disclaimed any intention to 
offer any insult to the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) and 
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held that the hon. member for Lambton had misrepresented his 
meaning. He would withdraw his remarks, and would not go on 
with his motion that the debate be adjourned. 

 Hon. Mr. MITCHELL pressed the adjournment of this 
important question, which involved a change of the Constitution of 
the country. He thought it would be exceedingly impolitic to make 
the change proposed by the hon. member for Bothwell. The present 
Constitution had worked very satisfactorily, and he did not think the 
House would make that change. If the hon. member did succeed in 
passing this motion in the thin state of the House, he would look on 
it as a national calamity. The members of the Senate had performed 
their duties faithfully, and carefully watched the measures brought 
up. 

 Hon. Mr. BLAKE said his hon. friend had given his grounds for 
pressing this charge when he first brought up the matter the other 
day. He entirely objected to the business of the House being 
impeded by any social gathering no matter how respectable. For his 
part he desired that the debate should continue. 

 Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE supported the motion, and referred to 
the manner of appointment of the Senate of the United States, than 
which no better model could be adopted. He referred to the various 
systems in Europe, such as Great Britain, Sweden, Spain, and 
explained the various ways of appointing the members. He 
explained the duties that Senate had to perform. Our House had no 
peculiar duties and no particular rights. It was of the same nature as 
the House of Commons, and he did not think that at present it was 
constituted so as to represent public opinion in this country. It was 
well known that it was a sort of perfunctory body. This House 
arrogated all the power to itself, and Bills were carried through the 
Upper Chamber as brought in at one door, simply to be carried out 
at the other. There was a strong feeling throughout the country 
against the mode of the constitution of that House, and he was sorry 
for this, he having been a party to its establishment. He did not 
agree with many of his hon. friends around and behind him on this 
subject, some of whom were in favour of direct election by the 
people. What he would favour was election by the Local Houses. 

 He did not wish to say anything disrespectful of the Senate, 
especially against the gentlemen who composed that House. He did 
not blame the gentlemen, far from that, but the system. He thought 
some change was necessary. He reverted to the party character of 
the appointments, but he did not blame the Ministry for that, as all 
Administrations were equally liable to select the Upper House for 
their own political friends. He thought it necessary to give some 
reasons for his change of opinion and he would like to hear the hon. 
member for Vancouver (Hon. Sir Francis Hincks) give his opinion 
on the subject, he having given this matter a very great deal of 
attention and knowing how the system of selection operated in the 
old Province of Canada before the introduction of the elective 
system. 

 Hon. Mr. TILLEY said that in the framing of the resolutions for 
the Union at the Quebec Conference in 1864 the question of the 
constitution of the Senate came under consideration. In all the 
Provinces except Upper Canada they had had a nominative Upper 
Chamber, and the delegates from those Provinces expected that the 
Canadian delegates would wish to continue the elective system, but 
the delegates from those two Provinces were almost unanimous, 
after ten years trial of the elective system, in favour of the 
nominative system, and the Hon. George Brown in particular 
strongly advocated that system. The upper branch of the Legislature 
had in all important cases assented to the views of this House. 

 Until a sufficient reason was given for changing the Constitution, 
changes ought not be made. He pointed out that the appointments 
generally in Ontario and Quebec had been of members of the old 
Legislative Council. He thought no case had been made out in 
favour of the passage of the resolutions of the member for 
Bothwell. 

 Mr. BODWELL said that the Reformers of Ontario were 
entirely satisfied with the working of the elective principle in the 
Legislative Council, and had Confederation been submitted to them, 
they would strongly have opposed the nominative principle in the 
Senate. (Hear, hear.) It was true that Mr. Brown held a different 
view, but in this respect he differed from the great body of his 
party. He approved of the plan of electing Senators by the various 
legislatures, on the same principle as the Pacific Railway 
Committee had been chosen in this House lately. 

 He contended that in arguing for the Senate on account of the 
gentlemen who composed it, hon. gentlemen opposite were actually 
arguing for a return to the elective principle, because the great body 
of that House were at one time the choice of the people. According 
to his estimate, the people of Ontario not merely the Reform party, 
were opposed to the system of selection, and some hon. gentlemen 
opposite would, if they voted against the resolution, find that it was 
so. 

 Mr. MACDONALD (Glengarry) was one of those who 
opposed Confederation, and he was sorry to say he had seen 
nothing to cause him to change his mind. If there was anything to 
which the people of Ontario were opposed, it was the present 
constitution of the Senate. He complained that the eastern portion of 
Ontario, with 150,000 or 160,000 people, was almost entirely 
unrepresented in that body, while British Columbia had three and 
Manitoba four. He also complained of the two Chambers in New 
Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and Manitoba, which was a perfect farce, 
and entailed a great extra expense upon the country. 

 The Senate was filled up with the worn out and broken down 
political friends of the Government, men that had been rejected by 
the people, as was the case with Mr. Vidal, time and again. He 
thought he had much reason to complain against such treatment. He  
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charged the Government with bringing the Senate into contempt by 
the way they packed it with their own political hacks. He looked for 
no improvement under Confederation, so long as the Government 
had the power to fill the Second Chamber with men ready to do 
their work. He believed that Mr. Brown had favoured the present 
system at Confederation, but in that he differed from the rest of the 
Reform party, who merely agreed to it as a necessity of the 
moment. There was no man in Upper Canada for whom he had 
more respect than he had for Mr. Brown, but he was not bound by 
his opinion in this or any other subject. He hoped, now that 
Mr. Brown had seen the evils arising from the present system, he 
would turn round and help his political friends to rid the country of 
this grievance He also defended the appointment of Mr. Vidal. 

 Hon. Mr. CARLING was astonished to hear the hon. member 
for Glengarry (Mr. Macdonald) say that by their appointments to 
the Senate the present Government were bringing that body into 
contempt. The only gentleman who had been appointed from 
Ontario, who had not been a member of the old Legislative Council 
elected by the people, or appointed by the Crown previous to 
Confederation, was the Hon. Frank Smith, and he thought a better 
selection than that of Mr. Smith could not have been made. He was 
quite sure the Government had carried out the original intention in 
the appointments that had made to the Senate. 

 Hon. Mr. HUNTINGTON said that the Senate was a mere 
receptacle for favourites, men who had been useful to the 
government. It was just a place for Government appointments, the 
same as in the Customs and other public departments. It was a place 
in which the Government patronage could be exercised. 

 He glanced at the circumstances connected with the constitution 
of the Senate, stating that in 1864 some of our politicians 
apprehended that Republicanism in the States was a failure, and it 
was during the feeling that prevailed on this subject that the 
nominative system was tolerated. This feeling of doubt and alarm 
co-operated with the efforts of Mr. George Brown and other 
politicians to frame the present constitution. 

 He (Hon. Mr. Huntington) condemned the government, and 
condemned the Government’s abuse of their privilege in these 
appointments, which had been made on the principle of selecting 
men for political considerations. He concluded by strongly 
appealing for a reform in the present system, so as to secure the 
appointment to the Senate for the future of men who were elevated 
to the House from other than political considerations. He desired to 
have the elective system adopted and the principle of nomination 
abolished. 

 Mr. FLEMING said the principle of an elective Senate was one 
of the planks in his platform at his election, and the people of his 
country approved of it. He quoted from the speech of the Minister 
of Justice in 1865, in which that gentleman spoke of the evil of facts 
of the nominative principle in the Legislative Council. He referred 
to the satisfactory working of the elective principle in the 
Legislative Council from 1851 to Confederation, and declared that 
there was no desire in Ontario to return to the nominative principle; 

and had Confederation been submitted to the people, this principle 
would not have been adopted in the Constitution of the Senate. The 
nominative principle was granted merely as a concession to the 
Lower Provinces; and at that time so great were the evils under 
which Ontario was suffering that the people were glad to make that 
concession for the sake of securing the relief that Confederation 
was expected to afford. 

 The condition of affairs that justified the hereditary system in 
England did not exist here, and it was absurd to attempt to introduce 
a system akin to that. He contended that while an elective Senate 
would represent the people, it would be equally effective in 
checking the hasty legislation of the Lower House. The hon. 
Minister of Marine (Hon. Mr. Mitchell) had talked as if they should 
not dare to discuss this question, as if it was pulling down the 
bulwarks of the constitution. The hon. gentlemen who advocated a 
change were just as loyal supporters of the constitution as any 
gentlemen opposite, and he apprehended if a change was to be 
made it would be made in a constitutional manner. 

 Hon. Mr. CARLING said that the understanding on this change 
in the Constitution had been that the members of the old Legislative 
Council should be the first to be placed in the Senate. This had been 
uniformly the course pursued in Ontario, and only one gentleman 
out of their number had been appointed, and he was a gentleman of 
the very highest standing. 

 Mr. MACDONALD (Glengarry) disclaimed having said 
anything personal with regard to any member of the Senate, and 
especially to the Hon. Frank Smith, who was a particular friend of 
his. 

 Mr. BERGIN said the feeling in the country was unanimously 
opposed to the present constitution of the Senate, whose members 
were not selected for their peculiar qualifications. He was satisfied 
that, if the Senate were an elective body there would not be a 
Corporals Guard returned to their seats in the House. He objected to 
the men who now occupied seats in the Senate, being the sieve 
through which public measures must pass. Ontario and Quebec 
which filled the Dominion Treasury were being swamped with the 
Lower Provinces, which found them a good milch cow and were 
draining them to their hearts’ content. 

 If the disgraceful scenes which had occurred in the House last 
night, and another occasions were often repeated, they would not 
only sound the death-knell of the Senate, but would ring out the 
death-knell of the whole Confederation. (Laughter.) He strongly 
supported the motion. 

 Hon. Mr. CARLING said in his section, the people did not 
object to the Senate. He also objected to the remarks just made 
against the other legislative body. 

 Mr. BERGIN maintained his right to speak as he had done. 

 Mr. McADAM objected to the valuable time of the country 
being wasted with useless recriminations of this kind. He said the 
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feeling against the Senate as now constituted, was not confined to 
the eastern section of Ontario, but in the district of which the hon. 
member for London (Hon. Mr. Carling) was a representative, he 
would find the feeling to be totally opposed to the present system, 
and this not from Reformers alone, but from Conservatives also. He 
gave the case of the Hon. Mr. Alexander, who, though a member of 
the old Council, had not been placed in the Senate. Then why 
should they go outside, as they had done in one particular case?  

 He further asked what the Senate had done since its institution. 
There was no measure of importance which it had rejected or 
amended, except the Insolvent law, a measure to which the people 
objected and which he felt ought to be abolished. Yet this was a 
measure to retain which they had exercised their powers. 

 Mr. OLIVER said that Hon. Mr. Alexander, who represented 
Thames division before Confederation, ought to have been 
appointed to the Senate instead of Mr. Vidal. The gentleman 
named, though a personal friend of his own, was not a political 
friend. The feeling of the people in his part of the country was 
opposed to the nominative system of appointing Senators, and the 
hon. member for London (Hon. Mr. Carling), popular though he 
was personally, could not go to a single rural constituency in 
Western Canada of a doubtful political character, which would elect 
him upon the principle of favouring a nominative Senate. He 
thought the action of the Senate last year in rejecting the Insolvency 
Law was objectionable, and he was sure he was representing 
Conservatives in his constituency as well as Reformers when he 
gave his vote for the motion. He thought some of the remarks of the 
gentlemen on the other side were in anything but good taste. 

 Hon. Mr. WOOD said the hon. member for Vancouver had said 
that the Senate was fairly constituted at the time of Confederation. 
He agreed with him. What did he think of a Ministry which had 
entirely departed from that principle ever since? 

 Hon. Sir FRANCIS HINCKS: I deny the statement in toto, and 
said the same arguments had been made against the Senate as had 
been used against the British House of Lords. He had been the 
leader of the Government which had introduced the elective system, 
which he had done with some reluctance. When he returned to 
Canada the nominative system which had been advocated by the 
Hon. Mr. Brown had been adopted. He then maintained that the 
Senate did not pass their measures in the hurried and careless 
manner in which it had been said. They were well acquainted with 
the proceedings in this House, and the feeling of the country on 
public questions, and they were, he considered, a most useful part 
of our system. Their action with regard to the Insolvent law was a 
great argument for their continuance, as he desired to see that law 
continued for another year at least. 

 Mr. CHISHOLM said it was unfair to have so many senators 
selected from Toronto. He defended the Senate, however, urging 
that they were guardians of the public rights, and were one of the 
main safeguards of our Constitution. 

 Mr. PALMER said that we had not had the necessary 
experience of our Constitution to fit us to judge whether a change 
were desirable, and to violate our charter was a course of action he 
was not at present prepared to follow. 

 Hon. Mr. TUPPER said this proposition involved a most 
objectionable consideration by a change in the Constitution, and 
should not be attempted unless such a change was positively proved 
to be necessary. According to the statements of hon. gentlemen 
opposite, the Hon. George Brown had trampled on the wishes of the 
people of Canada, using the power of his position to make the 
Senate nominative when they desired it to be elective. 

 He had further evidence that hon. gentlemen opposite were not 
representing the Reform Party of the country. These gentlemen had 
taken the Hon. Mr. Mowat, who had been one of the parties to this 
change, from the bench and put him at the head of the Ontario 
Government. He had no hesitation in saying that the Senate well 
represented the energy, ability, wealth and the influence of the 
country, as well as the feeling of the country. In appointing the 
Hon. Mr. Vidal the Government appointed a gentleman who 
represented a larger part of country than that mentioned by the hon. 
member for Glengarry (Mr. Macdonald). That was the only instance 
that could be given in Ontario by hon. gentlemen opposite. The 
other appointment referred to in that Province was one which it was 
found necessary to make to represent the Catholic minority. In 
relation to the appointment in the Eastern Townships, referred to by 
the hon. member for Durham, did he not represent the wealth and 
the industry of the country, and was that not a reason for his 
appointment? An objection had been made that no Party should be 
appointed to the Senate who had been rejected by the people. Had 
not some of the greatest political leaders in this country and 
England been rejected again and again? Had not Mr. Gladstone 
been rejected more than once? If Mr. George Brown was elected to 
the Senate, would hon. gentlemen opposite say that that was not a 
satisfactory appointment because he had been rejected by the 
people? He disclaimed the idea put forward by the hon. member for 
Glengarry (Mr. Macdonald) and endorsed that of the hon. member 
for Cornwall (Mr. Bergin) that Confederation had not been attended 
with the most beneficial results to the country. (Applause.) 

 The division was then taken on the motion, which was rejected: 
Yeas, 46; Nays, 61. 

YEAS 

Messrs. 

Bain Bergin 
Blain Bodwell 
Buell Cameron (Huron South) 
Casey Charlton 
Cockburn (Muskoka) Cutler 
Delorme De St. George 
Dorion (Drummond—Arthabaska) Fiset 
Fleming Fournier 
Geoffrion Gibson 
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Holton Horton 
Huntington Killam 
Laflamme Mackenzie 
Mercier Metcalfe 
Mills Oliver 
Pâquet Paterson 
Pelletier Pickard 
Pozer Prévost 
Richards Ross (Middlesex West) 
Ross (Prince Edward) Ross (Wellington Centre) 
Rymal Scatcherd 
Smith (Peel) Stirton 
Taschereau Wilkes 
Wood Young (Waterloo South)–46 

NAYS 

Messrs. 

Baby Baker 
Beaubien Bellerose 
Benoit Bowell 
Brooks Brown 
Burpee (St. John) Burpee (Sunbury) 
Campbell Carling 
Chisholm Coffin 
Colby Costigan 
Crawford Cunningham 
Domville Dugas 
Duguay Farrow 
Fortin Gaudet 
Gendron Gibbs (Ontario North) 
Gibbs (Ontario South) Grover 
Harwood Hincks (Sir Francis) 
Lacerte Langevin 
Lantier Le Vesconte 
Little McDonald (Cape Breton) 
Mailloux Masson 
Mathieu McAdam 
McDougall McGreevy 
Mitchell Moffatt 
Nelson Palmer 
Pinsonneault Pope 
Price Robitaille 
Ryan Savary 
Scriver Staples 
Stephenson Tilley 
Tobin Wallace (Norfork) 
Webb White (Hastings East) 
Witton–61 

*  *  * 

MUSKOKA 

 Mr. COCKBURN (Muskoka) moved the second reading of the 
Bill to amend and readjust representation in the House of 
Commons. He explained that the object of the Bill was to define 
more clearly the boundaries of Muskoka. Last election the 

returning-officer appointed by the Government pretended, for party 
purposes, that he could not understand them, and the object of the 
bill was to make them so plain that they could not be mistaken. The 
effect would be to enfranchise certain electors who were excluded 
from voting last election. 

 Hon. Mr. TILLEY requested him to allow that Bill to stand till 
the Minister of Justice (Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald) was present. 
The second reading was accordingly postponed. 

*  *  *  

SECOND READINGS 

 Hon. Mr. MITCHELL, in absence of Hon. Mr. CAMERON 
(Cardwell), moved the second reading of the bill to amend the law 
relating to bills of exchange and promissory notes. Carried. 

 Mr. COLBY moved the second reading of the bill to amend 
chapter 58 of the consolidated Statutes of the late Province of 
Canada.—Carried. 

 The bill was referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Commerce. 

 On motion of Mr. CARTER, the bill to authorize the 
incorporation of Boards of Trade in the Dominion was read a 
second time and referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Commerce. 

 Mr. TOBIN moved the third reading of the bill to regulate the 
rate of interest in the Province of Nova Scotia.—Carried. 

 The bill was referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Commerce. 

 Mr. SAVARY moved the second reading of the bill respecting 
interest and usury in the Province of Nova Scotia.—Carried. 

 The bill was also referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Commerce. 

 The House adjourned at one o’clock. 

*  *  *  

NOTICE OF MOTION 

 Mr. BERGIN—On Friday next—Address to his Excellency the 
Governor General for a return showing the name or names of the 
Agent or Agents appointed by the Government of the Dominion 
during the past year to induce immigration from the South and West 
of Ireland to this country, with copies of all instructions to, 
correspondence with, and reports from such Agent or Agents. 

 




